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This dissertation aims to experimentally investigate the interpretation of negation in
Mandarin Chinese (MC), namely, when multiple negative expressions combine in a
sentence, when negative expressions are used as fragment answers to negative
questions, and when native speakers express rejection to a negative assertion or a

negative polar question.

It first examines whether a single negation (SN) reading may be possible under certain
conditions, despite the fact that MC has been characterized as a language in which two
negative expressions within the boundaries of a single sentential domain cancel each
other to yield a positive reading. To test this hypothesis, an online perception
experiment was conducted with native MC speakers. The results showed that SN
readings were indeed obtained, particularly when the first of the two negative
expressions was an adjunct (i.e., conglaibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’) or there was stress
on the second negative expression (i.e., the negative markers méi(you) ‘not’ and bu

‘not’).

Next, this dissertation explores the mismatches in the interpretation of MC argumental
negative expressions (namely, méi(you)rén ‘no one’ and méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’)
when they are used as fragment answers to negative wh-questions. The results of our
production experiment showed that the acoustic correlates that characterize these
fragment answers are identified when they convey not only double negation (DN) but
also SN meanings. The results of the production experiment support the conclusion that
in MC DN is prosodically marked and that DN and SN readings display significantly
different acoustic correlates in speech production. More specifically, DN readings show
shorter duration, more pitch variation, higher maximum pitch, and larger rising pitch
excursion. The results of our audio perception experiment further showed that native
speakers of MC perceive these prosodic correlates and reliably use them to distinguish

between DN and SN readings of argumental negative expressions used as fragment



answers.

Finally, this dissertation addresses the central question of whether MC is a canonical
truth-based language, a language in which the speaker is expected to express agreement
to a negative proposition by means of a positive particle followed by a negative
sentence and disagreement using a negative particle followed by a positive sentence. A
production experiment was conducted, in which native speakers participated in an oral
Discourse Completion Task that elicited confirming/rejecting responses to negative
assertions/questions and broad focus statements (control condition). The results showed
that MC speakers convey confirmation/rejection by relying on a combination of lexico-
syntactic strategies (e.g., negative particles such as bu/méi(you) + positive sentences;
positive particles such as shi(de) + negative sentences) together with prosodic (e.g.,
mean pitch) and gestural strategies (mainly, the use of head nods). Importantly, the use
of a positive or a negative particle, which was the expected outcome in truth-based
languages, only appeared in 82% of the confirming answers and in 52% of the rejecting
answers, respectively. Our results bring into question the macroparametric division
between truth-based and polarity-based languages and calls for a more general view of
the instantiation of a CONFIRM/REJECT speech act that integrates lexical and

syntactic strategies with prosodic and gestural strategies.

Consequently, this dissertation provides a new understanding of the interpretation of

negation in MC as a so-called DN language and as a so-called truth-based language.
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1. Introduction

This thesis is concerned with the interpretation of negative expressions in Mandarin
Chinese (henceforth MC). Negation is an important and indispensable phenomenon in
human cognitive science and has been targeted in philosophic, logical, linguistic and
psycholinguistic investigations. This study aims to achieve a better understanding of
the system of negation in MC and other natural languages and determine whether the
two major typologies in this domain (Negative Concord vs. Double Negation, and
Polarity-based vs. Truth-based) have a robust empirical basis in light of different
linguistic (syntactic and prosodic) and non-linguistic (gestural) conditions. Moreover,
it aims to investigate how MC speakers express some functions of negation (i.e., reject,
denial, etc.) and how these purely grammatical strategies interact with prosodic and

gestural strategies.

1.1. Negation

Negation is unique to human languages. “In many ways, negation is what makes us
human, imbuing us with the capacity to deny, to contradict, to misrepresent, to lie, and
to convey irony (Horn 2010:1)”. An expression for proposition negation exists in all
natural languages (Horn 1989; de Swart 2010). Negation is a very basic notion that
expresses opposition to a positive sentence. This opposition may be expressed by means
of a negative marker that modifies a whole sentence, or by means of a nominal
expression that appears to negate an indefinite expression but at the same time has scope

affecting the whole sentence.

In the literature on this topic, sentential negation and constituent negation have often
been distinguished (Jackendoff 1969; Jespersen 1917; Horn 2015; Larrivée 2004;
Klima 1964; Zeijlstra 2004; and others). Following Klima (1964) and Jackendoff

(1969), a variety of diagnostics have been proposed to distinguish sentential and

1



constituent negation. For instance, the distinction between sentential negation and
constituent negation can be considered in line with the negative scope. Sentential
negation has scope over the verbal predicate, whereas constituent negation has local
scope (Horn 2015; Larrivée 2004). Zeijlstra (2004:47) also states, “if the entire
proposition falls under the scope of the negative operator, the negation yields sentential
negation. If the negation only applies to a particular constituent, there is no sentential

negation, but only constituent negation.”

Apart from the customary distinction drawn between sentential negation and
constituent negation, specific types of opposition in lexical semantics have often been
distinguished in the linguistic literature. In line with Aristotle’s classification of
oppositions, Horn (1989; forthcoming) extensively focuses on contrariety and
contradiction. Contrariety refers to the relation that two opposites cannot both be true,
but both can be false at the same time. In this type of opposition, an unexcluded middle

is allowed. Consider the following examples:

(1) a. The sky is white.
b. The sky is black.

In (1), the sky cannot be both white and black, but it can be neither white nor black.

On the other hand, contradiction refers to a relation that two members of a pair of
contradictory opposites, which corresponds to the law of excluded middle (LEM). That
is, one of the two contradictories is true if and only if the other one is false. In this sense,

oppositions are expressed by means of negation. Consider the following examples:

(2) a. The sky is blue.

b. The sky is not blue.



In (2), the affirmation in (2a) and the negation in (2b) are contradictions. The sky is

either blue or not blue, but cannot be both.

Beyond this lexical distinction, Zeijlstra (2004) proposes that there are two different
ways of expressing negation in languages and their varieties: semantic negation and
syntactic negation. In languages that use semantic negation, every negative element
corresponds to a negative operator. One type of negative expression is the marker of
sentential negation, such as English not, and Dutch niet, etc. They correspond to an
interpretable negative feature and are responsible for the negative interpretation of a
sentence (Tubau 2008). That is, the negative marker leads to a sentential negation. The
other type is a negative quantifier that negates the existence of individuals that have a
certain property, such as English nobody, nothing, and Dutch neimand, niets, etc. All
these negative quantifiers encode the negative operator ‘no’ and convey negation in the

sentence.

In languages that use syntactic negation, contrary to semantic negation, not every
negative element corresponds to a negative operator. For instance, in Spanish no comi
nada ‘1 ate nothing’, only one negative element, namely the negative marker no,
corresponds to a negative operator, while the other negative element nada ‘nothing’
only mark the presence of that operator. In syntactic negation, n-words and negative
markers show syntactic agreement. As Zeijlstra (2004) indicated, n-words correspond
to an uninterpretable [uUNEG] feature, and the syntactic operation Agree governs the
process by which n-words are checked against an element that corresponds to an
interpretable [INEG] feature. This process shows the syntactic agreement relation

between n-words and negative operators.

As mentioned earlier, sentence negation is usually realized by a negative marker such
as ‘not’ in English. The notation — is used for negation as a truth-functional operator. In

first-order logic, the opposition to a positive sentence, i.e., a negative proposition, is



associated with —p. Consider the following example:

(3) He is not hungry.
First-order logic: — Hungry (he)

Constituent negation can be realized by a negative indefinite pronoun such as ‘nobody’
and ‘nothing’ in English. In first-order logic, negative indefinites are represented by a
negative operator that has scope over an existential quantifier ~3x or —3y. Consider the

following examples:

(4) a. Nobody came.
First-order logic: —3x Came (x)
b. I saw nothing.

First-order logic: =3y Saw (1, y)

To sum up, in this section, | have addressed four issues of negation (i) what is negation,
and what is sentential and constituent negation; (i1) its relation to opposition in lexical
semantics; (iil) what is semantic negation and syntactic negation and its realization as
either sentential negation or constituent negation at syntax; (iv) negation’s common
representation in first-order logic by means of the monadic operator —, and how this
operator combines — with the existential operator 3 in the representation of

constituent negation.

In the next section, I will provide an overview of the functions of negation.

1.2. Functions of negation

The functions of negation have been classified into several categories in the literature.

The basic logical function of negation is the truth-conditional negation, which is
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expressed by a negative operator, most commonly instantiated by a negative marker.
Negative markers are interpreted as truth negative functional operators, which negate
propositions. However, apart from this basic function of negation, many other functions

of negation have been proposed in the literature.

Ducrot (1972/1973) initially proposes the idea of metalinguistic negation and
distinguished it from descriptive negation, both of which were later studied and
extended by Horn (1985, 1989). The definition of metalinguistic negation is “a formally
negative utterance which is used to object to a previous utterance on any grounds
whatever, including the way it was pronounced” (Horn 1989/2001: 374). Horn (1985,
1989) argues that the negative operator in metalinguistic negation is a non-truth
functional operator. In other words, the negative operator does not negate the truth
condition of a proposition. Instead, negative operators, as Horn (1985:122) stated,
“signal the speaker’s unwillingness to assert a given proposition in a given way; of,
more generally, the speaker’s objection to the content or form (phonetic, morphological,
syntactic, semantic, or pragmatic) associated with a given utterance”. That is to say, one
of the most important functions of metalinguistic negation is to correct meaning. When
using metalinguistic negation the speaker is correcting something, either in the form,
the pronunciation, or the lexical items that have been selected. The corrective use of
metalinguistic negation is apparent when it is compared with other categories of
negation. Horn (1989/2001) argues that metalinguistic negation and denial® fall under
the same category, which is contrary to descriptive negation. However, Larrivée (2018)
and Moeschler (2018) argue that metalinguistic negation and denial are distinct and
show distinct effects; they are different from descriptive negation. Consider the

following examples:

(5) a. They don’t have kids, they have children. Metalinguistic negation

b. That’s not true! They do not have kids (, but they have plenty of pets). Denial

1 Denial will be discussed in more detail later in this section.
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c. At least, they don’t have kids. Descriptive

(examples from Larrivée 2018:6, ex. (5))

(5a) is an example of metalinguistic negation, showing the corrective use in which ‘they
have children’ is the correction of ‘they don’t have kids’. However, this corrective use

is not the case for either denial or descriptive negation, as illustrated in (5b) and (5¢).

Many other functions of negation have also been distinguished. Choi (1988) and
Cameron-Faulkner et al. (2007) describe eight functions that can be achieved by means
of the expression of negation in children’s acquisition process: non-existence (e.g.,
There’s no bread left), failure (e.g., No fit in da box?), denial (e.g., This is not bread),
rejection (e.g., I don’t want bread), prohibition (e.g., No smoking), inability (e.g. I can’t
see it), epistemic negation (e.g. I don’t know) and other. Beaupoi-Hourdel et al. (2015)
focus on the eight functions put forth in Cameron-Faulkner et al. (2007) and also
investigate a further two functions of negation, namely negative assertion (e.g., 1
probably shouldn't go to that place again.) and protest’, which are introduced by Choi
(1998) and Dodane & Massini-Cagliari 2010 respectively.

I will not discuss the above-mentioned functions in detail in this introduction as they
are beyond the scope of focus in this dissertation. However, the ones that are relevant
to my study are the notions of denial and rejection (ct. Humberston 2000; Krifka 2017;
Ripley 2011). The speech act of denial refers to the assertion of a negation (Frege 1960;

Geach 1965). That s, it is a speech act that asserts the negation of some utterance. The

2 This is an example from Cameron-Faulkner et al. (2007: 258) that is produced by a child. The context is as follows:
Mother: I’ll play with you.

Child: oh.

Child: no fit in da box.

Mother: no.

Mother: it wouldn’t fit in the box.

Cameron-Faulkner et al. (2007) state that failure refers to “non-occurrence of a particular event”.

3 Protest is always expressed by means of gestures in children’s acquisition process; therefore, no sentence example

is given here for protest.
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assertions of previous utterances can be denied (Krifka 2012). Consider the following

example:

(6) (S)he will not go to school.

In (6), the speaker expresses a declarative negative sentence. The content of someone
going to school is denied. In other words, in this example the speaker asserts the

negation of the proposition “(s)he will go to school”.

The other function of negation that forms the focus of this thesis is rejection. The speech
act of rejection refers to a belief in a negation. Frege (1960) and Geach (1965) argue
that someone rejecting an utterance means that they believe its negation. That is, when
expressing rejection, one expresses belief in the negation of an utterance and shows

disagreement with the speaker. Consider the following example:

(7) a. (S)he will not go to school.

b. Yes, (s)he will go to school.

In (7b), the speaker wants to reject the content of (7a) “(S)he will not go to school”

because the speaker believes its negation and does not agree with the speaker of (7a).

To sum up, in this section, I have introduced the basic function of negation, that is,
truth-conditional negation. I have also introduced metalinguistic negation, which has a
corrective function. Next, I reviewed some other functions of negation discussed in the
literature. Finally, I introduced two functions of negation that are related to my

investigation in this dissertation: denial and rejection?.

4 Itis important to note that expressing denial and rejection must be clearly distinguished from composing double

negation. The composition of double negation will be introduced in the next section.



The following section will focus on different typologies that have been postulated in

the linguistic literature on negation.

1.3. Negation typologies

1.3.1. Double Negation and Negative Concord languages

Negation has been classified in the literature into two different typologies when
multiple negative expressions co-occur within the boundaries of a single clause. In this
subsection, I will describe double negation (henceforth DN) phenomena, negative
concord (henceforth NC) phenomena, and a subclassification that applies to NC in

natural languages.

In propositional logic, double negation is related to double negation elimination (see
the Law of Double Negation), by which if ——p is true, then p is true (i.e., =—p = p),
and conversely, if p is true, then it is not the case that the statement is not true (i.e.,
p=——p). In so-called DN languages, such as standard English, modern Dutch and
modern German, the Law of Double Negation is expected to apply, such that when
multiple negative expressions co-occur within the boundaries of a simple clause, a
positive reading is inferred, due to the fact that one of these elements cancels out the

meaning of the second one, yielding an affirmative interpretation.

Taking standard English as a paradigmatic example of a ‘DN language’, it has been
claimed in the literature (de Swart 2010; Zeijlstra 2004) that the combination of two
negative expressions (such as nothing, nobody and not) in this language yields a DN
reading, because each morphosyntactically negative expression corresponds to an
independent semantic negation with the result that they cancel each other out when the

meaning of the full sentence is composed. This is exemplified in (8).



(8)a. Mary will not not show up (= Mary will show up.).
(example from Zeijlstra 2004:58, ex. (65))
b. Nobody has nothing to hide (= Everybody has something to hide.).
c. Nobody is in prison for nothing (= Everybody is in prison for something.).
(example from de Swart 2010:149, ex. (32))
d. Nobody will not be touched by this movie (= Everybody will be touched by this
movie.).

(example from Zeijlstra 2004:59, ex. (67a))

In (8a) the combination of multiple negative elements is the repetition of negative
marker not; in both examples (8b) and (8c), the combination of multiple negative
expressions is the negative quantifier nobody plus the negative quantifier nothing. In
(8d), it is the negative quantifier nobody plus the negative marker no. In these examples,
the two negative expressions cancel each other out and are interpreted as conveying a
positive proposition. In short, such types of structures with multiple negative
expressions, viz., two negative markers, two negative quantifiers, a negative quantifier

plus a negative marker, yield a DN reading in Standard English.

In the literature, NC, in contrast to DN, refers to the reading obtained when two negative
elements act in concord or agreement with each other, yielding one single negation
(henceforth SN) in the semantics (de Swart & Sag 2002; Giannakidou 2000; Labov
1972; Muller 1991; van der Wouden 1994; Zeijlstra 2004; and others). That is, in so-
called NC languages, such as French, Afrikaans, Hungarian, Spanish and Catalan, it is
expected that multiple negative expressions within a single clause will yield a SN
reading. In this case, multiple morphosyntactically negative expressions yield the
composition of a single semantic negation. What this means is that, even though there
are multiple negative expressions in the syntax, there is only one negation in the
semantics. That is, sentences with multiple negative expressions in NC languages

express a proposition of the form —p, with p defined as an atomic proposition.



Consequently, such languages are referred to as NC languages, because when they
combine multiple negative expressions they typically leads to a single negation reading
(—p) in spite of the fact that within the limit of a sentence the negative marker combines

with an indefinite expression that can also convey a negative meaning.

In so-called NC languages there are multiple ways that the speaker can achieve negation.
Using the marker of sentential negation is one way. Another is through the use of certain
indefinite expressions, termed n-words (Laka 1990), such as French rien, personne, and
Spanish nadie, nada, etc. The properties of n-words are different from those of the
negative quantifiers in DN languages such as Standard English. N-words are indefinite
expressions that need to be used together with other negative operators within a

sentential domain in order to express negation in a sentence in NC languages®.

Taking Spanish as a paradigmatic example of a ‘NC language’, the combination of
multiple negative expressions (negative maker no, and n-words such as nadie ‘nobody’,
nada ‘nothing’ and nunca ‘never’) generally yields a SN reading. Consider the

examples below:

(9)a. No vino nadie.
not come nobody
‘Nobody came.’
(example from Bosque 1980: 29, ex (1), glosses are mine)
b.Juan no dice nunca la verdad.
Juan not say never the truth
‘Juan never tells the truth.’

(example from Sanchez 1999: 2569, ex (16b), glosses are mine)

5 In Herburger (2001) and in Espinal and Tubau (2016) the lexical ambiguity of n-words is postulated. In Déprez
(1997, 2000, 2011) and Déprez and Martineau (2004) structural ambiguity is postulated.
10



c. No hay nada.
not have nothing

‘There is nothing.’

As illustrated above, in example (9a) the combination of negative expressions illustrates
the negative marker no ‘not’ plus the n-word nadie ‘nobody’; in (9b) it shows the
negative element no ‘not’ plus the n-word nunca ‘never’; in (9¢c) the negative element
no ‘not’ plus the n-word nada ‘nothing’. Even though there are two negative
expressions in each sentence, they yield the composition of a single semantic negation.
In short, such types of structures with multiple negative expressions, viz., a negative

marker no plus a n-word, yield a SN reading in Spanish.

In the literature, some scholars have proposed subdivisions of NC such as Negative
Spread and Negative Doubling (Den Besten 1986; Van der Wouden & Zwarts, 1993;
Van der Wouden 1994). Following Den Besten (1986) and Van der Wouden & Zwarts
(1993), Van der Wouden (1994:95) defines Negative Spread in the following way: “the
negative feature is spread or distributed over any number of indefinite expressions
within its scope.” In Negative Spread construction, negative markers are not allowed to

occur, only multiple n-words are allowed to appear. Consider the following example:

(10) Personne a rien dit (Spoken French)
nobody has nothing said
‘Nobody said anything’
(example from Van der Wouden 1994: 95, ex (7b))

Van der Wouden (1994:95) refers to a Negative Doubling construction when “a
distinguished negative element shows up in sentences that contain a negative
expression.” In this case, there is only one logical negation. Consider the following

example:

11



(11)a.Je n’ai vu  personne (Standard French)
I not-have seen nobody
‘I haven’t seen anybody’

(example from Van der Wouden 1994: 95, ex (8a))

Beyond this division between Negative Spread and Negative Doubling phenomena that
seems to be characteristic of all NC languages, NC languages have been classified into

strict NC and non-strict NC languages (Giannakidou 1997, 2006).

Giannakidou (1997, 2006) suggests that the main characteristic of strict NC languages
is that within a sentential domain an n-word cannot appear alone and it must always co-
occur with the negative marker, that is, a negative marker is obliged to be present with
n-words. Strict NC occurs in Greek, Hungarian, Albanian, Romanian, etc. In non-strict
NC languages, an n-word can occur without an accompanying negative marker when it
appears in the preverbal position, but it requires a negative marker when it occurs with
another n-word in postverbal position. Non-strict NC occurs in Italian, Spanish, Catalan,

etc. The examples below illustrate strict NC and non-strict NC, respectively:

(12) Senki *(nem) latott semmit. (Hungarian, strict NC)
n-person not  saw.3SG n-thing
‘No one say anything.’
(example from Giannakidou and Zeijlstra 2017: 9, ex (24))

(13) Nessuno ha telefonato a mnessuno. (Italian, non-strict)
NEG.body has called to NEG.body
‘Nobody has called anybody.’
(example from Giannakidou and Zeijlstra 2017: 10, ex (25c))

To sum up, in this section, I have explained the distinction between DN and NC
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languages and have provided an overview of the different types of NC languages. In
the next subsection, I show how the existence of the distinction between DN and NC
has been analyzed in generative grammar, both from a macroparametric point of view

and from a microparametric point of view.

1.3.2. Macro vs. micro parametric division

The notion of parameter is first mentioned in Chomsky (1976: 315): “even if conditions
are language- or rule-particular, there are limits to the possible diversity of grammar.
Thus, such conditions can be regarded as parameters that have to be fixed (for the
language, or for the particular rules, in the worst case), in language learning ... It has
often been supposed that conditions on applications of rules must be quite general, even
universal, to be significant, but that need not be the case if establishing a “parameteric”
condition permits us to reduce substantially the class of possible rules”. In the early
1980s, Chomsky (1981) proposes the Principles-and-Parameters (P&P) theory of
universal grammar (UG). As Chomsky (1995:6) states: “within the P&P approach the
problems of typology and language variation arise in somewhat different form than
before. Language differences and typology should be reducible to choice of values of
parameters. A major research problem is to determine just what these options are, and

in what components of language they are to be found”.

Within the framework of P&P, several parameters (i.e. the head parameter, the null
subject parameter, the polysynthesis parameter, and so on) have been proposed (Huang
& Roberts 2017). As Baker (2008: 5) states it: “there are at most a few simple (not
composite) parameters that define typologically distinct sorts of languages”. Ayoun
(2003) defines a parameter that distinguishes entire groups of languages from others as
a macro-parameter. As those above-mentioned parameters can distinguish one group of

language from other groups, they are macro-parameters.
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On the other hand, parameters were disassembled into much smaller units that become
more construction-specific and language specific, resulting in mircoparameters (Ayoun
2003). Ayoun (2003:12) defines a microparameter as “a parameter that describes a
superficial, binary variation in the realization of a syntactic structure”. Biberauer et al.
(2010) put it: “cross-linguistic variation consists of variant features of (a subclass of)
lexical items which determine a small range of variation, and larger-scale differences
among languages represent the accumulation of numerous microvariants of this kind.”
One famous example in the literature of a microparametric approach is the ‘Borer—
Chomsky conjecture’ (Borer 1984), which states that all parameters of variation are

attributable to differences in features of particular items in the lexicon.

In this dissertation, one of the two parametric divisions that I am interested in is the
distinction between NC and DN languages. The existence of the previously-mentioned
distinctions such as DN languages, NC languages, strict and non-strict NC languages,
has been analyzed in generative grammar from a macroparametric point of view

because languages are categorized into these different typologies.

However, Longobardi (1987, 2014) argues that the macroparametric division between
NC and DN languages is not appropriate, and that in fact this typology is not necessary
because it is not useful to distinguish between languages, since all languages may have
NC readings and DN readings. Following Borer (1984), the parameters of negation can
be argued to be essentially encoded in the features of the functional head Neg. In
addition, Longobardi argues that the negative determiners of each language and the

terms ‘DN languages’ and ‘NC languages’ should be regarded as epiphenomenal.

In a similar line of reasoning, Déprez (2011) proposes a micro-parametric approach to
the distinction between DN and NC languages, by focusing on the feature specification
of negative expressions at the syntax-semantics interface. This can be contrasted with

the macro-parametric approach (Zeijlstra 2008) by which NC languages are
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distinguished from non-NC languages and strict NC languages (non-strict NC
languages) driven from the semantic properties of the sentential negation marker and
the existence or lack of existence of syntactic Agree between [iNeg] and [uNeg]

expressions.

1.3.3. Double Negation, Single Negation and Negative Concord readings

As discussed in the above subsection, there is a question regarding whether a
macroparametric distinction between DN languages and NC languages exists.
Longobardi (1987, 2014) and Déprez (2011) argue that, instead of focusing on a
division between types of languages, we should focus on the division between types of
readings, that is, DN readings and SN readings, since these two types of readings are
both available in natural languages. In this dissertation, I adhere to the above-mentioned
views and use the terms ‘double negation (DN) readings’ and ‘single negation (SN)

readings’ instead of ‘DN languages’ and ‘NC languages’.

DN readings refer to the logically affirmative readings obtained when multiple negative
expressions within a single clause cancel each other out (—p = p). SN readings refer
to the single negative reading obtained in sentences with a single negative expression
or multiple negative expressions within the boundaries of a single clause (—p), either in
so-called DN languages or so-called NC languages. NC readings refer to the readings
obtained in NC languages (—p) when two or more negative elements act in concord or

agreement with each other, yielding one single negation in the semantics.

In the literature, SN readings are sometimes called NC readings in NC languages.
However, this is not the case with DN languages. In other words, SN readings cannot
be called NC readings in DN languages. For instance, Zeijlstra (2010) points out that in
so-called DN languages, such as modern Dutch and German, the Empathic Multiple

Negative Expressions (EMNEs) construction, which is accompanied by an emphatic
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reading, leads to a SN reading rather than a NC reading because EMNEs differ

structurally from a standard NC construction.®

All in all, since NC readings cannot be used in both NC and DN languages, whereas
SN readings can. In this dissertation, I refer to all single negative readings, in both NC

and DN languages, as SN readings.

1.3.4. Polarity-based vs. Truth-based languages

In addition to the division between NC and DN languages introduced in subsections
1.3.1, the other typological division I am interested in this dissertation is the division

between polarity-based and truth-based languages.

Based on the responding strategies used for answering negative polar questions
(negative yes-no question), languages have been categorized into two types of

languages, namely, truth-based languages and polarity-based languages (Jones 1999).

At the time of replying to a negative polar question, some languages - so-called polarity-
based languages (like English) - use an answer to a negative question in the same way
as to a positive one; that is, in accordance with the polarity of the sentence answer: if
the sentence answer is negative the particle is expected to be negative, and if the
sentence answer is positive the particle is expected to be positive. This is exemplified

in the English sequences in (14) [Jones 1999:9, ex. (16)].

(14)Q. Aren’t you staying?
Al.No [, ’'m not].
A2.Yes [, I am].

® See Zeijlstra (2010) for details of these differences.
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Other languages, however, so-called truth-based languages (like Japanese, Cantonese,
Korean, Afrikaans, etc.; Holmberg 2016), use different expressions for replying to
negative and to positive questions. Thus, when speakers respond to negative biased
questions and wish to express agreement with the implied negative proposition of the
question, (s)he uses a positive particle in combination with a negative sentence answer
(i.e., I agree = it is true, not p). When (s)he wishes to express disagreement with the
implied negative sentence, (s)he chooses a negative particle in combination with a
positive sentence (i.e., I disagree = it is false, p). This agree vs. disagree system (Kuno
1973; Pope 1976; Sadock & Zwicky 1985) is illustrated in the Japanese example in (15)
[Jones 1999:10, ex. (19)].

(15) Q.Kyoo wa atuku nai desu ne?
today PART hot betneg pol AFF
‘It isn’t hot today, is it?
Al.Hai soo desu ne.
yes pro [=kyoo wa atuku nai] pol AFF
‘No, it isn’t hot’.
A2.lie, kyoo wa  atui desu.
no today PART hot pol

“Yes, it is hot today.’

As previously mentioned, this division differentiates typologically one group of
languages from other groups, in such a way that the division between polarity-based
and truth-based languages can be considered a macroparametric distinction, similar to

the division (DN vs. NC languages) discussed in section 1.3.1.

However, this macroparametric division has been brought into question because some
recent studies have demonstrated that there is no clear-cut distinction between truth-

based and polarity-based languages (Claus et al. 2016; Gonzalez-Fuente et al.2015;
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Holmberg 2016; Pope 1976; Roelofsen & Farkas 2015). Consequently, the relevance of
this division requires further study. More specifically, I aim to study the importance of
the DN vs. NC distinction as well as the truth-based vs. polarity-based distinction at the

time of studying the interpretation of negation in MC.

In the next section, I move on to introducing multimodal negation as well as a model

from the literature that can be used to explain it.

1.4. Multimodal negation

Negation, as a complex cognitive phenomenon, has traditionally been investigated from
different linguistic perspectives. In recent years, there have been many studies
investigating the interpretation or expression of negation across languages through
various multimodalities of expression, such as prosody and non-verbal -cues,
particularly gesture (Beaupoil-Hourdel et al. 2015; Espinal & Prieto 2011; Goodhue &
Wagner 2018; Harrison & Larrivée 2015; Hedberg & Sosa 2003; Huttar & Huttar 1994;
Obiamalu 2013; Quer 2012; Pfau 2015; Prieto et al. 2013; Tubau et al. 2015; and others).

Prosody leads to the processing of an utterance in two parts and may influence the
interpretation of the sentence (Corblin 1995, 1996). Based on Sperber and Wilson’s
(1986/1995) Relevance Theory, prosody may play an important role in the inferential

process (Espinal & Prieto 2011).

Gesture has also been considered one of the modalities that intervene in the expression
of negation across languages (Kendon 2004; McNeill 1992, 2005; and others). Many
studies support the multimodal approach to grammar and the assumption that gestures
may be described as an integral part of linguistic organization/units (Fricke 2008, 2013).
McNeil (1992) points out that gesture and speech are distinct modalities of expression;

however, as they have a common cognitive representation, they can be used in
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combination. Speakers always make use of gestures, actions, or facial expressions in

conversation, rather than talking with each other without them (Goodwin 2007).

In what follows, I introduce a model of language or grammar that can accommodate the
syntax-prosody-gesture interaction. Jackendoff (1997, 2002) puts forward an
architecture of grammar that differs from the standard architecture for generative
grammar proposed by Chomsky in the so-called Minimalist Program, which is a
syntactocentric and derivational architecture. In the Minimalist Program, syntax is
assumed to be the core of grammar, and phonology and semantics are derived from
syntax. The architecture proposed by Jackendoff is called the tripartite parallel model,
because grammar is assumed to have multiple generative components, viz. phonology,
syntax and semantics/conceptual structure, which generate different sorts of structures.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the tripartite parallel architecture model (from Jackendoff

2002:125).
Phonological Syntactic Conceptual
formation formation formation
rules rLIes ruies
Phonological Syntactic Conceptual
structurcs structures StI’UCHJI‘CS
[nterfaces to L’Interfdce ‘j \Olnterfdce /" Interfaces to
hearing and ~ "~~._ __..-=7 perception
vocalization Tt * Interface ¢---"""" and action

Figure 1.1| The tripartite parallel architecture model.

As shown in Figure 1.1, the three major generative components in the grammar consist
of phonology, syntax and semantics, which work in parallel. Phonological structures
share interfaces to the articulatory system, but also to syntactic structures and to

conceptual structures. Conceptual structures have interfaces to other cognitive systems,
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but also to phonological structures and to syntactic structures. However, syntax, as one
of the generative components in grammar, doesn’t have interfaces with other cognitive
systems. In this dissertation, I am following Jackendoff’s (1997, 2002) model and
assume that prosody and gesture are independent systems that interact with
phonological structures and conceptual structures, and they play a part in the

interpretation and expression of negation.

In sum, a great number of studies demonstrate that gesture, prosody and grammar
interact with each other in the processes of language comprehension and language
expression, which reveal that communication is multimodal (Escandell 1998; Fretheim
1996; Prieto & Espinal 2011; Tubau et. al. 2015; and others). Furthermore, a theory of
pragmatics such as Relevance Theory (Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995) postulates that
both verbal and non-verbal cues play important roles in language communication and
language interpretation. In addition, Jackendoff’s tripartite parallel model postulates an
architecture of language in which multiple interfaces emerge among linguistic and non-
linguistic structures. All of these studies underline that, in addition to syntax, prosody
and gesture play a role in the processes of expression and interpretation of negation,

though they have traditionally been considered beyond language.

In the next section, we turn our attention to the components of negative structures in

MC.

1.5. Negation in Mandarin Chinese

1.5.1. Sentential negation markers

In MC, sentential negation is expressed by means of the negative adverbs méi(you) ‘not’

and bu ‘not’ (Li & Thompson 1981; Lii 1999), as illustrated below:
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(16)a.Ta méi(you) chi wufan.
(s)he nothave eat lunch
‘(S)he didn’t have lunch.’

b.Ta bu chi  wufan.
(s)he not eat lunch

‘(S)he don’t/won’t have lunch.’

Bu and méi(you) differ in several aspects. The basic difference between bu and méi(you)
is that bu is not limited by the time frame (Li & Thompson 1981). Thus, bu can be used
in the present, future or past, while méi(you) is most commonly used for negating in the
past. In (16a), méi(you) is used in the sentence in past tense, while in (16b), bu is used
in the sentence in present tense and to express the speaker’s subjective wish, depending

on the context.

Another basic difference between bu and méi(you) is that bu is used to negate a
judgement or a subjective will (Liu et.al 2010; Lt 1999), while méi(you) is used to
negate the occurrence of an action. In understanding the use of bz and méi(you), it is
important to clarify that méi(you) can negate the current status of the verb. By “status”,
what is meant is whether the verb is in the state of having already occurred or in the
state of not yet having occurred. Méi(you) is used to affirm that the verb has the status
of not having occurred (Liu et.al 2010). In the discussion that follows, this will be

referred to as the “status” of the verb. Here are the examples:

(17)Wo6 bu  qu yduyong.
I not goswim

‘I don’t go swimming.’

(18) W6 méi(you) qu yoéuyong.

I nothave go swim

21



‘I didn’t go swimming.’

In example (17), but negates the speaker’s subjective will, for the speaker does not want
to go swimming. In example (18), méi(you) negates the occurrence of the action of

swimming.

(19)Na  ge¢ xthongshi bu  hong.
that CIl. tomato not red

‘That tomato isn’t red.’

(20)Na  g¢  xihéngshi méi(you) héng.
that Cl. tomato not red
‘That tomato didn’t become red.’

(examples from Liu et.al 2010:256, ex. (2))

In example (19), bu negates the property, in this case the red color, of the tomato. In

example (20), méi(you) negates the change of state by which the tomato became red.

In addition, the syntactic property of bu is different from méi(you). Bu is only used as a
negative adverb, whereas méi(you) can function as either an adverb or a verb within a
clause. When méi(you) negates the existence of a person or thing and precedes a noun,
it is regarded as a verb. In this case, you is regarded as a verb with the existential or
possessive meaning ‘have’ and méi is considered an adverb negating you (Huang &
Liao 2008; Li & Thompson 1981; Liu et. al 2010; and others), as illustrated in (21). On
the other hand, when méi(you) negates the existence of an action or property and
precedes a verb or an adjective, it is regarded as a negative adverb. In this case, you is
regarded as an aspectual auxiliary (Huang & Liao 2008; Liu et. al 2010; Zhuang 2015),
as illustrated in (22). You is usually omitted in oral MC and the meanings of méiyou

and méi don’t differ (Li & Thompson 1981; Lii 1999; Zhuang 2015).
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(21)a. Ta méi(you)  shi.
(s)he  not.have book
‘(S)he doesn’t have a book’
b. Méi(you)rén  zai waimian.
not.have.people at  outside

‘There’s no one outside.’

(22)Ta méi(you) 1ai.
(s)he not.have come
‘(S)he didn’t come.’
(examples from Huang & Liao 2008:19)

Note that from a theoretical syntactic viewpoint, there is no consensus in the literature
on how to analyze these negative markers in MC. Some authors postulate NegP (Cheng

& Li 1991), while others do not (Ernst 1995; Li 2007).
Li (2007) hypothesizes that no NegP is necessary in MC. The tree in (23) illustrates Li’s
(2007) analysis of the syntactic position of the two negative markers méi(you) and bu

(from Li 2007:307, ex. (33)).

(23)

(b} mei-vou b



Following the traditional proposition that you is projected under the Asp node (see
Cheng 1991; Ernst 1995; Huang 1982; Wang 1965; and others), Li (2007) analyzes
méi(you)‘not’ as the head of Asp, which can be preceded by Type I adjuncts (under
TopicP) and Type II adjuncts (under TenseP). More specifically, Li (2007:306) notes
that méi ‘not’ is a prefix of the aspect auxiliary you and proposes that méi is base-
generated on the head of Asp you and as a result there is no need to rule out Spec Asp.
Li (2007) analyzes bu ‘not’ as an adjunct (Type III adjunct under PredicationP),
adjoined to the X’ level of projections. She indicates that bu is adjoined to Pr’ in default
and in specified cases it can be adjoined to other X’ levels. For instance, it is adjoined
to Asp’ when overt aspectual markers are present and to Mod’ at the time of presenting

modals in negative sentences (Li 2007:306).

Ernst (1995) also hypothesizes that there is no NegP in MC. The tree in (24) shows

Ernst’s (1995) syntactic analysis of the two negative markers in MC.

24)

AuxP
/\ \\K
Neg Aux’
/“\,\
//.—"-f '\\\\
- .
Aux VP

(from Ernst 1995:700, ex. (79))

Ernst (1995) proposes that bz is in a Spec position, instead of head of a NegP. More
specifically, he analyses that bu is an adverb in Spec, AuxP or in Spec, VP. He argues
that when bu is Spec, AuxP or Spec, VP, it is generated lower than time/epistemic
adverbs in the same projection, which can successfully account for the fact that negation
such as bu cannot be posited before time and epistemic adverbs in MC (Ernst 1995:

701).
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According to Ernst (1995), standard Mandarin you (head of Asp) must be supported by
negation (i.e., “méi is a prefix realizing [+NEG] on you” (Ernst 1995:699)). He accounts
for this claim by noting the inseparability of méi from you, namely that the construction

of Neg + XP + you is not allowed in MC sentences, as illustrated in (25).

(25)a. Ta tiantian (dou) méiyou zhunshi huilai.
3sg daily all not.nave on-time back
‘Every day (s)he didn’t come back on time.’
b.*Ta méi tiantian (dou) you zhtinshi  huildi.
3sg not daily all have  on-time back
Intended meaning: ‘Every day (s)he didn’t come back on time.’

(examples from Li 2007:699, ex. (76) and (78))

On the other hand, Cheng and Li (1991) posit that Neg may select an AuxP headed by
you, with bu becoming méi before you. More specifically, they propose that bu/méi are
heads of NegP, selecting VP or AuxP as its complement. You always follows méi and is

the head of an AuxP generated under NegP.

1.5.2. Argumental negative expressions

Beyond the sentential negative marker méi(you) and bu , in MC negation can also be
expressed by means of other negative expressions such as méi(you)rén ‘no one’,
méi(you)dongxi and méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’. * They are complex negative
expressions that occur in preverbal or focus position, no matter whether they are subject
or object arguments of the verb. Consequently, in this dissertation, I will refer to

negative expressions such as méi(you)rén ‘no one’, méi(you)dongxi and

" As introduced previously, you can be omitted. In these cases, when méi(you) is followed by a noun (such as rén
‘people’ and dongxi ‘thing’, or a wh-word such as shénme ‘what’), you ‘have’ is regarded as a verb and méi is used
to negate the verb you ‘have’. When you is omitted in these negative expressions, méi has both meanings at the same
time: the meaning of negation and the meaning of existence (Li & Thompson 1981).
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méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ as argumental negative expressions.

From a morphological perspective méi(you)rén ‘no one’ is a word formed by means of
the negative marker méi(you) ‘not’ plus the nominal expression rén ‘people’. In Li
(2007: 302, 320) méi(you)rén ‘no one’ is referred to as a negative quantifier® when it
is an argument in a single negative sentence or when it is combined with a negative
marker méi(you)/bu ‘not’ in double negative sentences. As discussed by Li (2007),

méi(you)rén ‘no one’ corresponds to English nobody, as exemplified in (26).

(26) a. Nobody knows him.
b. He knows nobody.
(examples from Li 2007:302, ex. (27))

The negative quantifier in English can occur both in preverbal or in postverbal position,
as subject or object, respectively. However, the position of méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in MC
is different from the position of nobody in English. The sentences used in MC to express
meanings similar to those of (26a) and (26b) are illustrated, respectively, in (27a) and
(27b). In MC argumental negative expressions, when used as objects, must occur in a
preverbal position, as illustrated in (27b), otherwise the sentence is ungrammatical, as

seen in (27¢).

(27) a. Méirén  renshi ta.
nobody know 3sg
‘Nobody knows him/her.’

b. Méirén ta rénshi.
nobody 3sg know
‘There’s nobody he knows.’

8 See also Dugarova (2009), who refers to méi(you)rén as a negative quantificational subject, and Jin (2016), who
refers to it as a monotone decreasing quantifier, translated as ‘no one’.
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c. *Ta renshi méirén
3sg know nobody
Intended meaning: ‘He knows nobody.’

(examples from Li 2007:302, ex. (28))

Meéi(you)rén ‘no one’ can also combine with a sentential negative marker in which these
two negative operators cancel each other out, resulting in a DN reading. Consider the

following examples:

(28)a. Méiréen bu rénshi ta.
nobody not know 3sg
‘Nobody does not know him/her.” (=*Everybody knows him/her.”)
b. Méirén ta bu  rénshi.
nobody 3sg not know
‘There’s nobody (s)he doesn’t know.’ (=°(S)he knows everybody.’)
c. *Ta bu rénshi méirén
3sg not know nobody

Intended meaning: ‘There’s nobody (s)he doesn’t know.’

As shown in (27a) and (28a), the argumental negative expression méi(you)rén ‘no one’
can occur in subject position. Méi(you)rén ‘no one’ can also occur in preverbal position,
as in (27b) and (28b). (27c) and (28c) are not grammatical because the object
méi(you)rén ‘no one’ occurs after the verb. Note that only when it occurs in preverbal

position, as in (27b) and (28b), the output sentence is grammatical.

Li (2007: 303) explains the ungrammatical phenomena seen in (27¢) and (28c) as
follows: there is a syntactic constraint on the distribution of negative quantifiers such
as méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in MC. That is, they must appear in a high position, c-

commanding the predicate. This syntactic structure cannot be explained by the NegP
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analysis, because in Li’s (2007) analysis there is no NegP. Therefore, when a negative
quantifier appears in a high position, it is surely not in Spec of NegP. It must occur in a

structurally higher position, namely in Spec,TopP or in Spec,FocP.

However, Li’s analysis is just an observation, she doesn’t explicitly explain why in MC
méi(you)rén ‘no one’, when used as an object, must occur in a high position, namely,

in a preverbal position.

In this dissertation, in order to account for the fact that argumental negative expressions
in MC must occur in presentential positions when they are used as objects, I postulate
that they have focus features, and thus they differ from negative quantifiers such as

nobody and nothing in English, which lack this type of features.

The basic word order in MC is SVO, as illustrated in (29). When the object is focused,
the focus can either remain in situ, as illustrated in (30); or move to the presentential

position, as illustrated in (31).

(29) Zhangsan bu  reénshi Lisi.
Zhangsan not know Lisi

‘Zhangsan doesn’t know Lisi.’

(30) Zhangsan bu  reénshi [Lisi]r.
Zhangsan not know Lisi

‘Zhangsan doesn’t know Lisi.’

(31) [Lisi]Jr Zhangsan bu  renshi.

Lisi  Zhangsan not know

‘Lisi, Zhangsan doesn’t know him.’
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However, when méi(you)rén ‘no one’ is used as an object, it cannot occur in the object
position, otherwise the sentence is ungrammatical, as illustrated in (27¢), (28¢) and (32).
Since méi(you)rén ‘no one’ has a focus feature, it must occur in the presentential

position, as illustrated in (27b), (28b) and (33).

(32) *Zhangsan bu  reénshi méiyourén.
Zhangsan not know not.have.people

Intended meaning: ‘There’s nobody that Zhangsan doesn’t know.’

(33) [Méiyourén]r Zhangsan bu  reénshi.
not.have.people Zhangsan not know

‘There’s nobody that Zhangsan doesn’t know.” (= ‘Zhangsan knows everybody.’)

The argumental negative expression in MC can interact with other argumental negative
expressions. For instance, méi(you)rén ‘no one’ can co-occur with méi(you)rén ‘no one’
within a sentence - one is used as a subject and the other is used as an object. They both
encode negative operators and thus cancel each other out, resulting in a DN reading.
Note that, the object méi(you)rén ‘no one’ must occur in a focus position since it has a

focus feature, otherwise the output of the sentence is ungrammatical.

(34) [Méi(you)rén]r méi(you)rén ai.
not.have.people  not.have.people love

‘There’s no one that no one loves.” (= Everyone is loved by someone.)®

% Note that when two argumental negative expressions méi(you)rén ‘no one’ co-occur within a sentence, the meaning
of the sentence differs from that in English. In English, nobody loves nobody means everybody loves somebody.
However in MC, méi(you)rén méi(you)rén ai means everybody was loved by somebody. If we want to express
everybody loves somebody in MC, we cannot use two argumental negative expressions méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in one
clause; instead, we must combine an argumental negative expression méi(you)rén ‘no one’ with a negative marker
and a NP1 rénhé ‘any’. For instance, méi(you)rén bu ai renhé rén ‘no one doesn’t love anyone’ (= ‘everybody loves
somebody’).
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(35) *Meéi(you)rén ai méi(you)rén.
not.have.people love not.have.people
Intended meaning: “Nobody loves nobody./There isn’t anyone who doesn’t love

someone.”

Meéi(you)rén ‘no one’ can also interact with other operators, such as modals. Note that
in English, when nobody interacts with a modal verb such as must, the meaning of the
sentence is ambiguous, as illustrated in (36): the negative quantifier has wide scope in

(36a) whereas the modal verb has wide scope in (36b).

(36) Nobody must come.
a. There is nobody that is required to come.

b. It is necessary that nobody come.

However, unlike English, when méi(you)rén ‘no one’ co-occurs with modals, such as
bixii ‘must’, the sentence is not ambiguous because the word order plays an important

role in the interpretation of the meaning of the sentence in MC.

(37) Méi(you)rén bixua  lai
not.have.people must come

‘No one must come.’ = ‘There is no one that is required to come.’

(38) Bixti méi(yow)rén lai.
must not.have.people come

‘No one must come.’ = ‘It is necessary that no one come.’

In (37), méi(you)rén ‘no one’ is positioned preceding the modal bixiz “‘must’ and thus
takes wide scope, resulting in the meaning ‘there is no one that must come.’ In contrast,

in (38), when bixi ‘must’ precedes méi(you)rén ‘no one’, méi(you)rén ‘no one’ takes
2
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narrow scope, leading to the meaning ‘it is obligatory that not one person come.’

Note that, méi(yvou)rén ‘no one’ has already been analyzed in the literature, but
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing” and méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing” have not. This
notwithstanding, they are used in ways that are similar to méi(you)rén ‘no one’. That is,
they can be used as arguments. Therefore I will also refer to méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

and mei(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ as argumental negative expressions in this dissertation.

From a morphological perspective these two MC negative expressions combine the
negative marker méi(you) ‘not’ with either a wh-word (as in méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’,
which is result of merging of méi(you) ‘not’ and shénme ‘what’), or a nominal
expression (as in méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’, which merges méi(you) ‘not’ and dongxi
‘thing’). Usually, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ and méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ can be used
interchangeably within a sentence. In addition, since méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ and
méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ must appear in a focus position when they are used as objects,

I also postulate for them that they encode focus features.

Let us first consider examples in MC with the basic word order SVO, as illustrated in
(39). When the object is focused, it can either remain in object position, as seen in (40),
or move to a presentential position, meaning it either precedes or follows the subject,

as illustrated in (41).

(39)Ta méiyou chi pinggud.
3sg not.have eat apple

‘(S)he didn’t eat apples.’

(40)Ta méiyou chi [pinggud]r.
3sg nothave eat  apple

‘(S)he didn’t eat apples.’
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(41) a.[Pingguolr ta  méiyou chi
apple 3sg not.have eat
‘(S)he didn’t eat apples.’
b.Ta [pinggud]r méiyou  chi
3sg apple not.have eat

‘(S)he didn’t eat apples.’

However, when méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’/méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ are used as
objects, they cannot occur in object position and must move to a presentential position,
either preceding or following the subject. This movement is assumed to be motivated

by the focus feature.

(42) *Ta  méiyou chl méiyoushénme/méiyoudongxi.
3sg not.have eat not.have.what/not.have.thing

Intended meaning: ‘There’s nothing that (s)he didn’t eat.’

(43) a. [Méiyoushénme/méiyoudongxilr ta  méiyou chi
not.have.what/not.have.thing 3sg not.have eat
“There’s nothing that (s)he didn’t eat.” (=*(S)he ate everything.”)
b. Ta  [méiyoushénme/méiyoudongxile méiyou chi
3sg  not.have.what/not.have.thing not eat

‘There’s nothing that (s)he didn’t eat.” (=°(S)he ate everything.”)

Note that the resulting syntactic structure differs based on the placement of
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’/méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ either preceding or following the
subject. When méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’/méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ is positioned at the
beginning of a sentence, that is, when it precedes the subject, the syntactic structure is

associated with an OSV word order, which is marked in MC°, see (43a). However,

10 Recall that in MC the basic word order is SVO (Li 2007).
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when méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’/méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ follows the subject and
precedes the verb, the syntactic structure is associated with a SOV word order, see (43b),
which is also marked. Though the word order is different in (43a) and (43b) the
argumental negative expressions in both of them are focused and emphatic (Li 2007,

Sun & Givon 1985).

Apart from being used as an object, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’/méi(you)dongxi

‘nothing’ can also be used as a subject. Consider the following examples:

(44) Méiyoudongxi/méiyoushénme shi yonghéng de.
not.have.thing/not.have.what is everlasting PART

‘Nothing is everlasting.’

In accordance with my previous assumption, I postulate that the negative expression

occurs structurally in Focus position.

Let us now move to an analysis of the differences between méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

and méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’.

Regarding méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’, the second component shénme ‘what’ is
commonly considered a wh-word in MC, interpreted as an interrogative word (Cheng

1994; Li 2007), as illustrated in (45).

(45) Zhe shi shénme?
this is what

‘What is this?’

However, shénme ‘what’ can also be interpreted as an existential quantifier under the

scope of a negative, an interrogative (in yes-no questions) or a conditional operator
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(Cheng 1991; Cheng 1994; Huang 1982; Li 2007).

(46) a. Jialudo méi-ydu mai  shénme.
Jialuo not-have buy  what
‘Jialuo did not buy anything.’
(example from Cheng 1994:626, ex. (21))

(47)Ni xiang chi shénme ma?
you want eat what QPART
‘Would you like to eat anything?’
(example from Huang 1982:243, ex. (112))

(48) Rugud ni xiang chi shénme, qing  gaosu WO.
If you want eat what please tell me

‘If you want something to eat, please tell me.’

The information in (46) can be communicated with more than one construct while still
maintaining the same meaning. For example, using the negative expression
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ results in the same meaning, though in this case
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ must occur in a presentential position, as illustrated in (49).
In this situation, the existential quantifier shénme in the negative expression

méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ is under the scope of the negative marker méi(you) ‘not’.

(49) a. Méiyoushénme Jialudo mai le.
not.have.what Jialuo buy PART
‘There’s nothing that Jialuo bought.’

b. Jialuo méiyoushénme mai le.
Jialuo not.have.what buy PART

‘There’s nothing that Jialuo bought.’
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Meéi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can also interact with a negative marker. The output of this
interaction is that the two negative expressions cancel each other out and result in a DN
reading. In this case, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ must also occur in a presentential focus

position, as illustrated in (50).

(50) a. Méiyoushénme ta  bu  gan zuo.
not.have.what  3sg not  daredo
‘There’s nothing (s)he doesn’t dare to do.” (=(S)he dares to do everything.)
b. Ta méiyoushénme bu gan zuo.
3sg not.have.what not dare do

‘There’s nothing (s)he doesn’t dare to do.” (=(S)he dares to do everything.)

The wh-word shénme can also be interpreted as a universal quantifier (Cheng 1994; Li
2007). In this case, shénme is regarded as a free choice item (FCI) (Cheng &
Giannakidou 2013). It must appear with dou ‘all’ and the sentence leads to a universal
reading. Lin (2014:190) also indicates that, when a wh-word such as shénme is a logical
object, it must occur in presentential position and be positioned preceding dou in order
to receive a universal interpretation. That is, the adverbial universal marker dou ‘all’*!
must follow the wh-word shénme ‘what’ (Cheng 1994), in either a positive sentence, as
in (51), or a negative sentence, as in (52).}2 In this case, the wh-word shénme is
quantified by dou (Cheng 1995), as the literature indicates that dou appears preverbally
and quantifies elements that are on its left (Chao 1968; Cheng 1995; Lee 1986; Li &
Thompson 1981; and others). More specifically, to license the free choice reading of

shénme, it s obligatory that shénme appear immediately to the left of dou (Zhou 2017).
This order obeys the Leftness Condition (See Cheng 1995; Lee 1986; Lin 1998).

1 Dou “all’ is traditionally assumed to be an adverb (Chao 1968; Cheng 1991; Li & Thompson 1981; and others).
12 When wh-phrases such as shénme are accompanied by déu, they are interpreted as a universal quantifier ‘every’

or as a free choice ‘any’ (Cheng 1994; Huang 1982; Lin 1996, 2014).
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(51) Ta shénme dou mai le.
3sg what all buy PART
‘(S)he bought everything.’

(52) Ta shénme dou méiyou  mai.
3sg what all nothave buy

‘(S)he didn’t buy anything.” (=(S)he bought nothing.)

Another way to express the same meaning as the one conveyed by means of (51) is to
use the negative expression méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ in combination with the negative
marker méi(you) ‘not’. In this case, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ must occur in a
presentential position, as illustrated in (53a) and (53b), rather than occurring in the
object position, since it has a focus feature. Note that both examples imply a positive

reading.

(53) a. Méiyoushénme ta  méiyou mai.

nothave.what 3sg not.have buy
‘There’s nothing that (s)he didn’t buy.’ (= ‘(S)he bought everything.”)

b. Ta méiyoushénme méiyou maii.

3sg not.have.what  not.have buy

‘There’s nothing that (s)he didn’t buy.’ (= ‘(S)he bought everything.’)

Meéi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can also interact with other argumental negative expressions.

Consider the following example:

(54) Context: You and your sister invited five friends to attend a party at your home.
You prepared a lot of dishes. You suspect that it might be the case that not everyone

likes every dish. So when your sister comes into the kitchen, you ask her: “Shénme

36



dongxi méiyourén chi?” (‘What are the dishes that nobody ate?”).13

She replies:

Méiyoushénme méiyourén chi.'
not.have.thing not.have.people eat

‘There’s nothing that was not eaten by anyone.’ (= ‘Everything was eaten by someone.”)

Méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can also interact with other operators, such as modals. Let’s
first consider an English example with nothing in (55). In (55), when the negative
quantifier nothing co-occurs with the modal verb can, the sentence shows scope effects

and consequently is ambiguous.

(55) Nothing can defeat you.
a. There is nothing that can defeat you.

b. It is possible that nothing defeats you.

However, as was the case with méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in examples (37) and (38),
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can interact with a modal verb such as kéyi ‘can’, and

through different word orders different meanings are expressed.

(56) Méiyoushénme k&yi dabai ni.
not.have.thing can defeat you

‘Nothing can defeat you.’= ‘There is nothing that can defeat you.’

13 A context is provided here in order to make the sentence with méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ more understandable.
14 In English, nobody ate nothing means everybody ate something. However in MC, méi(you)shénme méi(you)rén
chi means everything was eaten by somebody. If we want to express everybody ate something in MC, we cannot use
two argumental negative expressions in one clause. Instead, we must combine an argumental negative expression
méi(you)rén ‘no one’ with a negative marker and a NPI renhé ‘any’. For instance, méi(you)rén méi(you) chi renhé
dongxi ‘no one doesn’t eat anything’ (= ‘everyone ate something”)
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(57)’Keéyi  méiyoushénme dibai ni.t®
can not.have.thing defeat you

‘Nothing can defeat you.’= ‘It is possible that nothing defeats you.’

Meéi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’, the other negative expression mentioned at the beginning of
this section, has a very similar usage to méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’. Méi(you)dongxi
‘nothing’ can occur in answers to both positive and negative questions. When it is used
to answer positive questions, the sentence answer results in a SN reading, as illustrated
in (58). When it is used to answer negative questions the sentence answer results in a
DN reading because the negative operator in the argumental negative expression
cancels out that of the negative marker, as illustrated in (59). As is the case with
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing, méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ must be placed in a presentential

focus position, since it has a focus feature.

(58) Q.Ni  shénme dongxi xi le?
you what thing wash PART
‘What did you wash?’
Al. Méiyoudongxi w0  xi le.
not.have.thing 1 wash PART
‘There’s nothing I washed./I didn’t wash anything.’
A2. WO méiyoudongxi  xi le.
I nothave.thing wash PART

‘There’s nothing I washed./I didn’t wash anything.’

(59)Q.Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou xi?
you what thing not.have wash
‘What didn’t you wash?’

Al. Méiyoudongxi w0 méiyou x1.

15 This sentence sounds slightly less natural.
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nothave.thing 1 not.have wash
‘There’s nothing I did not wash.’ (= ‘I washed everything.”)
A2. WO méiyoudongxi méiyou  XI.
I  not.have.thing not.have wash

‘There’s nothing I did not wash.” (= ‘I washed everything.”)

Like méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’, méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ can also interact with other

argumental negative expressions, as illustrated in (60A):

(60) Q. Shénme dongxi méiyourén chi?
what thing not.have.people eat
‘What are the dishes that no one ate?’
A. Méiyoudongxi  méiyourén chi.
not.have.thing  not.have.people eat

‘There’s nothing that no one ate.” (= ‘Everything was eaten by someone.”)

Méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ can also interact with other operators, such as modals. As was
the case with méi(you)rén ‘no one’, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can interact with a modal
verb such as kéyi ‘can’. Note that different word orders are associated with different

meanings.

(61) Méiyoudongxi kéyi ddbai ni.
not.have.thing can  defeat you

‘Nothing can defeat you.’= ‘There is nothing that can defeat you.’

(62) ’Keéyi méiyoudongxi dabai  ni.®
can not.have.thing defeat you

‘Nothing can defeat you.’= ‘It is possible that nothing defeats you.’

16 This sentence sounds slightly less natural.
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To sum up, in MC negation can be expressed by argumental negative expressions such
as méi(you)rén and méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme. These expressions can be used as
subjects or objects, though when they are used as objects they must occur in a preverbal
position. [ account for this fact by assuming that they encode focus features, which force
movement. In addition, these argumental negative expressions can interact with a
negative marker or another argumental negative expression, canceling each other out
and resulting in an affirmative reading. They can also interact with other operators, such
as modals, and the different positions of the modal may lead to different meanings of a
sentence. Regarding the fact that méi(youw)rén ‘no one’, méi(you)dongxi and
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ cannot appear postverbally and must obligatorily move to a
preverbal position, this restriction can be interpreted as suggesting that these negative
expressions must be considered negative quantifiers and be distinguished from a
postverbal negative polarity item (NPI) like renhé ‘any’ (Wang 1993, Wang & Hsich
1996). NPIs in MC are discussed in the following section.

1.5.3. Negative Polarity Items

In MC, rénhé ‘any’ can be used as a negative polarity item (NPI)}’, and in this sense it
is similar to any in English. As it is the case of any, the NPI réenhé ‘any’ is always
licensed in downward-entailing contexts (Ladusaw 1980), such as negation, polar
questions and conditionals (Wang 1993; Wang & Hsieh 1996). In these cases, renhé
‘any’ can appear in a postverbal position, which differs from the argumental negative
expressions introduced in the previous section. Consider the following examples (from

Wang 1993:267, ex. (1a, 1b, 1¢)):

17 In MC rénhé can also be used as a free choice item (FCI), which must be licensed in non-episodic contexts (Cheng
& Giannakidou 2013; Huang 2013), such as in a context with a modal verb kéyi ‘can’:

Ni kéyi kan renhé shu.

you can read any book

“You can read any book.’
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(63)Ta bu xihuan chi renhédongxi. (negation)
3sg not like eat anything
‘(S)he doesn't like to eat anything.’

(64)Ni  xthuan renhédongxi ma? (polar question)

you like anything QPART

‘Do you like anything?’
(65) Ruguo/Jiara  ta xihuan remhérén, ni  jiu gaosu wo. (conditional)
if he like anyone, you then tell me

‘If he likes anyone, then you tell me.’

Renhé ‘any’ can interact with argumental negative expressions such as méi(you)rén ‘no
one’ and it can occur in the scope of such an item. Consider example (66), which means

that at the party no one eats any cake — be that a chocolate cake, a strawberry cake, etc.

(66) Paidui shang méiyourén cht reénhé  dangao.
party at nobody eat any cake
‘At the party, nobody eats any cake.’
(example from Tsai et al. 2013:261, ex. (1))

Another word, namely shénme ‘what’, can be also considered an NPI in MC (Cheng &
Giannakidou 2013; Li 2007; Huang 2013), which needs to be licensed by a negative,
an interrogative or a conditional operator. This was discussed in section 1.5.2, where
shénme ‘what’ was described as an existential quantifier (Cheng 1991; Cheng 1994;

Huang 1982; Li 2007). Consider the following similar examples:

(67) Tamen dou méi mai shénme (negation)

They all not buy what
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‘They all did not buy anything.’
(example from Li 2007: 298, ex. (22))

(68)Ta mai-le shénme ma? (interrogative question)
3sg buy-PART what QPART
‘Did (s)he buy anything?’
(example from Cheng and Giannakidou 2013: 11, ex. (11b))

(69)Ruguo ta  xihuan shénme,ni  jiu mai géi ta. (conditional)
if 3sg like what  you then buy for him/her
‘If (s)he likes anything/something), then you buy it for him/her.’

Shénme can also co-occur with argumental negative expressions such as mei(you)rén
‘no one’. Consider example (70), in which the sentence means that no one ate any fruit

of any type (apple, pear, banana and so on):

(70) Méiyourén chi shénme shuiguo.
not.have.people eat what fruit
‘No one ate any fruit.’

(example from Zhou, 2017: 225, ex. (5))

In sum, there are four expressions in MC that can be used to express ‘(s)he doesn’t
know anybody’ or ‘(s)he knows nobody’. Two of them use NPIs (i.e., renhé and
shénme), as illustrated in (71) and (72), one uses a FCI (i.e., shénme), as illustrated in
(73), and the fourth uses an argumental negative expression (i.e., méiyourén), as

illustrated in (74).

(71)Ta bu renshi rénhé rén.

3sg not know any  people
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‘(S)he doesn’t know anybody.’

(72)Ta bt  renshi shénme  rén.
3sg  not know what people

‘(S)he doesn’t know anybody.’

(73) Ta shénme rén dou bu rénshi.
3sg what people all not know

‘(S)he doesn’t know anybody.’

(74) Méiyourén ta  rénshi.
not.have.people 3sg know
‘There is nobody (s)he knows./ (S)he doesn’t know anybody./ (S)he knows nobody.’

Similarly, to express ‘(s)he didn’t eat anything’ or ‘(s)he ate nothing’, four expressions

can be used, as illustrated in (75), (76), (77) and (78).

(75) Ta méiydu chi renhé dongxi.
3sg not.have eat any thing

‘(S)he didn’t eat anything.’

(76) Ta méiydu chi shénme dongxi.
3sg not.have eat what thing

‘(S)he didn’t eat anything.’

(77) Ta  shénme dongxi dou méiyou chi.

3sg what thing  all not.have eat

‘(S)he didn’t eat anything.’
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(78) Méiyoushénme/méiyoudongxi ta  chi le.
not.have.what/not.have.thing 3sg eat PART

‘There was nothing that (s)he ate.’/ ‘(S)he didn’t eat anything.’/ ‘(S)he ate nothing.’

1.5.4. Adverbial negative expressions

In addition to the use of negative markers (méi(you)/bu ‘not’) and argumental negative
expressions (méi(you)rén ‘no one’ and mei(you)dongxi /| méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’) ,
adverbial negative expressions such as conglaibu / congldiméi(you) ‘never’ can also be

used to express negation in MC.

From a morphological perspective, these adverbial negative expressions in MC are

formed by combining the negative operator bu/méi(you) ‘not’ and an adverb.

Typical examples include congldibu, ‘never’, which is the combination of conglai
‘ever’’® and bu ‘not’, and céngldiméi(you), which is also translated as ‘never’ and

combines conglai ‘ever’ and méi(you) ‘not’.

Conglaiméi(you) ‘never’ is usually used in sentence referring to events that happened
in the past; congldibu ‘never’ is usually used in the sentence in the present or future
tense. Congldibu/conglaiméi(you) always precede the verb, as was the case with the

corresponding sentential negative markers. Consider the examples below:

(79) a. Ta conglaimei(you) qu  guo Zhongguo.
3sg ever.not.have go  PART China

18 Congldi is a temporal adverb referring to a situation or state that started in the past and remains unchanged in the
present (Lii 1999: 132), such as in the sentence Wo de wiizi conglai jiu hén ganjing ‘My room has always been clean’.
In addition, it should be noted that congldi is usually used in negative sentences (Lii 1999) and combines with a
negative adverb (méi(you) or bu) to form conglaiméi(you) or conglaibu, which both mean ‘never’. The difference
between congldiméi(you) and conglaibu is dependent on the difference between méi(you) and bu described in section
1.5.1.
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‘(S)he has never been to China.’
b. WO conglaibu  xiyan.
I evernot smoke

‘I never smoke.’

The meaning of sentence (79a) is that (s)he has never been to China in the past. The
meaning of sentence (79b) is that I have never smoked, I don’t smoke now, and I will

never smoke in the future.

Conglaibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’ can interact with argumental negative expressions
(méi(you)rén ‘no one’ and méi(you)dongxilméi(you)shénme ‘nothing’). Since both the
adverbial negative expression and the argumental negative expression convey a
semantic negation, morphosyntactically encoded by means of the negative items
méi(you) and bu, they cancel each other out, thereby yielding an affirmative

interpretation.

(80) Méiyourén conglaibu he shui.
not.have.people  ever.not drink  water

‘No one never drinks water.’(= ‘Everyone drinks water at least sometimes.”)

(81) Méiyourén conglaiméi(you) chi  guo mifan.
not.have.people ever.nothave eat PART rice

‘No one never ate rice.” (= ‘Everyone eats rice at least sometimes.”)

(82) Méiyoudongxi/méiyoushénme  conglaiba  bianzhi.

not.have.thing/not.have.what  ever.not rot/go bad

‘Nothing never goes bad.” (= ‘Everything eventually goes bad.”)
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(83) Méiyoudongxi/méiyoushénme conglaiméi(you) bei shiyong guo.
not.have.thing/not.have.what  ever.not.have = PART use PART

‘Nothing has never been used.’ (= ‘Everything has been used at least once.”)

Conglaibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’ can interact with modals, such as the modal verb
néng ‘can’. In this case, congldibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’ can only be positioned

preceding the modals.

(84) Shijian congldaibu néng zuzhi meéngxidng de jidobu.
Time ever.not can stop dream PART step

‘Time can never stop the footsteps of dreams.’

(85) Yanyu conglaiméi néng jiang wode qingyl bidoda qianwanfeénzhiyt
language ever.not can PART my feeling express one-in-thousand-
millions

‘Words were never able to express even a tiny bit of my feelings for you.’

To sum up, congldaiméi(you) ‘never’ and conglaibu ‘never’ behave like adverbs, and are
considered semantically to be negative since they incorporate a negative component
méi(you)/bu ‘not’. In this dissertation, congldiméi(you) ‘never’ and conglaibu ‘never’

are referred to as adverbial negative expressions.

1.5.5. Other negative expressions

In addition to the most important negative makers méi(you) and bu ‘not’, and those
negative expressions combined with them, MC has several other negative expressions,
such as bié ‘don’t’, béng ‘don’t, needn’t’, fei ‘non-; not’; and wei ‘not yet’, which have
some characteristic use (Ernst 1995; Li & Thompson 1981; Lii 1999; Xiao & McEnery
2008; Zhuang & Liu 2011; Zhu 2011).
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Bie ‘don’t’ and béng ‘don’t, needn’t’ are negative adverbs typically used in imperatives.

(86) Bi¢  shuohua
not talk

‘Don’t talk.’

(87) Béng danxin.
not  worry

‘Don’t worry.’

Fei ‘non-; not’ is usually used as a negative prefix.

(88) fei  huiyuan
not member

‘non-member’

Wei ‘not yet’ is usually used in compound words, such as wéicéng ‘not ever’.

(89)Wo weicéng lai guo zheli.

I not.ever come PART here

‘I never come here.’

These negative expressions are not investigated in this study.

1.5.6. Double negation in Mandarin Chinese

MC has been characterized as a DN language in the literature (Cheng & Li 1991; Ding

et al. 1999; Lii 1985; and others). Studies on negation in MC highlight that in this

language when two negative expressions occur within the boundaries of a single clause
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a positive meaning is conveyed (Cheng & Li 1991; Ding et al. 1999:20; Huang & Liao
2007; Lii 1985:247, 1990:243; Zhang 2012; and others), as a result of applying the law
of double negation. That is, each negative expression morphosyntactically corresponds
to one negative operator (—) in the semantic representation. Consequently, when two
negative expressions occur in one sentence, the semantics of the sentence includes two

negations and they cancel each other out, therefore making the sentence positive (—p

= p).

Thus, it is interesting to bear in mind that combinations of two negative expressions,
one of which is a negative marker (such as méi(you) ‘not’ and bu ‘not’), entail a positive,
DN reading (Ding et al. 1999:201; Lii 1985:247; Yang 2011: 209; Zhou et al. 2014:337;
Zhuang 2015:127; and others), as illustrated in the following examples (from Zhou,
2014:337, exs. (10) and (12); Yang, 2011:209, exs. (6)):

(90)a. Ta bu hui bu lai.
3sg not will not come
‘(S)he won’t not come.’ (= ‘(S)he will come.”)
b. WO méi(you) bu xihuan xiandai yinyue.
I nothave not like modern music
‘It is not the case that I don’t like modern music.’ (= ‘I like modern music.”)
c.Ta buhui  méi(you) dai  qian i
3sg  notwill nothave carry money come
‘It 1s not the case that (s)he will not bring money with him/her.” (= ‘(S)he will
bring money with him/her.”)
d. Wo méi(you) méi(you) qu guo M¢iguo.
I  nothave nothave go PART America

‘I didn’t not go to America.’ (= ‘I went to America.’)

These four basic combinations, which show the co-occurrence of two sentential
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negative markers, are usually the ones discussed in the traditional MC linguistic
literature on DN. However, when other negative expressions are combined, a DN
reading is also obtained: (i) an argumental negative expression (méi(you)rén ‘no one’
méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’) is combined with a sentential negative
marker (méi(you), bu), see example (91); (ii) an argumental negative expression
(méi(you)rén ‘no one’, méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’) is combined with
an adverbial negative expression (conglaibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’), see example (92);
(i11)) an  argumental  negative  expression  (méi(yow)yrén  ‘no  one’,
méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’) is combined with an argumental negative
expression (méi(yowrén ‘no one’, méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’), see
example (93); or (iv) an adverbial negative expression
(conglaibu/conglaiméi(you)‘never’) is combined with a sentential negative marker
(méi(you), bu), see example (94). In these combinations of multiple negative
expressions, each negative expression morphosyntactically encodes a semantic or
logical negation, corresponding to the negative operator. As they cancel each other out,

a DN reading is conveyed.

(91) a. Méi(you)rén méi(you) chi pinggud.
not.have.people  not.have eat apple
‘No one didn’t eat an apple.’ (= ‘Everyone ate an apple.”)

b. Méi(you)rén bu qu.
not.have.people not go
‘No one will not go.” (= ‘Everyone will go.”)

c. Ta méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme méi(you)  chi.
3sg not.have.thing/not.have.what not.have  eat
‘There was nothing s(he) didn’t eat.” (= ‘(S)he ate everything.’)

d. Ta méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme  bu  xihuan.
3sg not.have.thing/not.have.what not like

‘There is nothing s(he) doesn’t like.” (= ‘(S)he likes everything.”)
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(92) a. Méi(you)rén conglaibu cht fan.
not.have.people ever.not eat meal
‘No one never eats food’. (= ‘Everybody eats food.”)
b. Méi(you)rén congldaiméi(you) qu guo Zhongguo.
not.have,people  ever.not.have go PART China
‘No one had never been to China.’ (= ‘Everybody had been to China.”)
c. WO  mei(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme conglaibu chi
I not.have.thing/not.have.what ever.not  eat
‘There is nothing I never eat. / There is no food that I never eat.” (= ‘I always
eat everything.”)
d. WO méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme conglaiméi(you) chi guo.
I not.have.thing/not.have.what ever.not.have eat PART

‘There is nothing I have never eaten.” (= ‘I have eaten everything.”)

(93) a. Méi(you)rén méi(you)rén ai.
not.have.people  not.have.people love
“There’s no one that no one loves.” (= ‘Everyone is loved by someone.’)
b. Méi(you)dongxi/méi(you)shénme méi(you)rén chi.
not.have.thing/not.have.what not.have.people eat
‘There’s nothing that was not eaten by anyone.’ (= ‘Everything was eaten by

someone.’)

(94)°a. Wo  cénglaiméi(you) — méi(you) qu guo Zhongguo.

19 Multiple negative combinations of an adverbial negative expression (congldibu/congldiméi(you) ‘never’) plus a
negative adverb (méi(you), bu) results in grammatical combinations such as conglaibu plus bu, conglaiméi(you) plus
méi(you), bu plus conglaibu and méi(you) plus congldaiméi(you). Other combinations are ungrammatical, such as
conglaibu plus méi(you), conglaiméi(you) plus bu, bu plus conglaiméi(you) and méi(you) plus conglaibu.
Conglaiméi(you) is usually used in sentences referring to events that happened in the past, however, bu usually
cannot be used in sentences in the past tense; congldibu is usually used in sentences in the present or future tense,
though méi(you) cannot be used in sentences in the future tense. Consequently, the combinations of conglaibu plus
méi(you), conglaiméi(you) plus bu, bu plus conglaiméi(you) and méi(you) plus congldaibu are incompatible due to
tense restriction and therefore they are ungrammatical.
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I ever .not.have nothave go PART China
‘I didn’t never go to China.’ (= ‘I went to China.”)
b. WO conglaibu bu qu xuéxido.
I evermot not go school
‘I don’t never go to school.” (= ‘I always go to school.”)
c. WO méi(you) conglaiméi(you) qu gud  Zhongguo.
I nothave evernot.have go PART China
‘I didn’t never go to China.’ (= ‘I went to China.”)
d. WO bu conglaibu qu xuéxiao.
I not evernot go school

‘I don’t never go to school.” (= ‘I always go to school.”)

1.6. Brief sociolinguistic overview of MC and other languages and

dialects spoken in China

As this dissertation focuses on MC, it is necessary to provide a brief overview of the

sociolinguistic situation of MC and other languages and dialects spoken in China.

There are 56 officially-recognized ethnic groups in China, with the Han representing
the largest percentage (91.51%) of the total population?. In China, the most commonly-
used language of any ethnic group is referred to as gongtongyu ‘common language’
(Huang & Liao 2008). In different periods, the gongtongyii ‘common language’ of the
Han differed in vocabulary and grammar and had distinct names. For instance, during
the Ming Dynasty the gongtongyu ‘common language’ was called guanhua. After the
Revolution of 1911, the gongtongyii ‘common language’ began to be referred to as

guoyu (Huang & Liao 2008). In 1955, the gongtongyu ‘common language’ began to be

20 National Bureau of Statistics of China. 2010 Sixth National population census data Gazette (No. 1), April 28,
2011. http://www.stats.gov.cn/tjsj/tjgb/rkpcgb/qgrkpcgb/201104/t20110428 30327.html. (accessed on September
15,2019)
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called pritonghua and it was officially established as the statutory national common

language for the Han and it was promoted throughout China.

The definition of putonghua is as follows: it takes the Beijing pronunciation as the
standard, the northern dialect as the basis, and typical modern vernacular Chinese
written works as the grammatical norm. Pritonghua is usually referred to in English as
Mandarin, Chinese, Mandarin Chinese, Standard Chinese or Modern Chinese. In this

dissertation, I use Mandarin Chinese to refer to it.

According to statistics published by the Chinese Ministry of Education in 2015, 70%
of the Chinese population is able to speak MC. According to Ethnologue
(https://www.ethnologue.com/), L1 users of MC in China reach 904,000,000 speakers

(2017). 70% of Chinese language users speak a MC dialect as L1. L2 users reach
178,000,000. Total users in all countries are 1,116,596,640 (as L1: 917,868,640; as L2:
198,728,000).

The different varieties of Chinese are traditionally called dialects instead of languages
(Handel 2015; Li & Thompson 1981, 2009). As Li and Thompson (1981:2) state, “it is
traditional to speak of the different varieties of Chinese as ‘dialect’ though they may be
different from one another to the point of being mutually unintelligible. It is often
pointed out, for example, Cantonese and Mandarin differ from each other roughly as
the Romance ‘languages’ Portuguese and Rumanian do. On the one hand, because
Portuguese and Rumanian are spoken in different countries, they are referred to as
different ‘languages’. On the other hand, because Cantonese and Mandarin are spoken

% 9

in the same country, they are called different ‘dialects’.

Although MC has been the common language of China since the mid-twentieth century,
it coexists alongside various provincial dialects, which have been divided into seven

dialect groups on the basis of their differing features. The seven dialect groups consist
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of Mandarin?® (spoken by 70% of the total population and divided into four subdialects:
the northern dialect, the northwestern dialect, the southwestern dialect and the Jiang-
huai/lower Yangzi dialect), Wu (8.4%), Xiang (5%), Gan (2.4%), Hakka (4%), Yue?
(5%) and Min (1.5%) (Handel 2015; Huang & Liao 2008; Li & Thompson 1981).

The Chinese language (MC and the dialects) is considered an independent branch of
the Sino-Tibetan language family. Note that the branches of the Sino-Tibetan language
family have been classified in various ways in the literature. Here I introduce the most
commonly used classification used by Chinese scholars, namely, that in which the Sino-
Tibetan language family is made up of Chinese, the Kra—Dai languages, the Hmong—
Mien languages and the Tibeto-Burman languages (Shao 2007; Zhang 2002). The
Chinese language covers most of the East Asia mainland. The other three languages in
this family are spoken by minority ethnic groups in China as well as in other countries.
For instance, the Kra—Dai languages are spoken in southern China, Southwest China,
Southeast Asia and Northeast India; the Hmong—Mien languages are spoken in southern
China and northern Southeast Asia; the Tibeto-Burman languages are spoken in

Southeast Asia, East Asia and South Asia (Shao 2007; Zhang 2002).

1.7. Outline of this dissertation

Concerning the two main typological distinctions that have been postulated in the
linguistic literature on negation (Negative Concord vs. Double Negation, and Polarity-

based vs. Truth-based), this dissertation addresses the two central questions of whether

2L The name used in the literature to refer to the major dialect group in China varies. Handel (2015) and Li and
Thompson (1981, 2009) refer to it as Mandarin, while Huang and Liao (2008) refer to it as the northern dialect. As
Li and Thompson (1981:703) put it, “the term ‘Mandarin’ is an English translation of the old Beijing expression
guan-hua ‘official language’, which was for many centuries the dialect of Beijing. In modern China, Béijing dialect
was accepted as a standard for the official language in the early part of 20th century. Since the 1950s, because of
political and geographical boundaries, the official language of China, called putonghua ‘common speech’,...... is
based on the Beijing dialect.”

22 Cantonese is a well-known example of Yue.
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MC is a DN language and a truth-based language, as has been claimed in the linguistic

literature.

First, I hypothesize that even though it seems that DN is the expected and default
reading in MC, SN readings cannot be totally excluded in this language under certain
conditions. Second, I hypothesize that even though MC has been categorized as a truth-
based language, since it shows similarities with other truth-based languages, such as
Japanese and Cantonese, it may also show properties characteristic of polarity-based

languages.

These hypotheses support the view that there is not a strict division between DN and
NC languages, or between polarity-based and truth-based languages. This is because
any language may have both SN and DN readings, and polarity-based and truth-based

languages may share some common strategies.

The roadmap of this thesis is as follows:

Chapter 2 focuses on the interpretation of sentences with multiple negative expressions
in MC in order to investigate whether unexpected SN readings are ever possible. I first
review some studies that show some shifts in meaning, both in NC and DN languages,
namely, DN readings in so-called NC languages and SN readings in so-called DN
languages. Then I introduce a type of sentence in which multiple negative expressions
yield a SN reading in MC. Next, [ present the results of two experimental investigations.
Finally, I discuss these results and attempt to explain the factors that appear to favor SN

in MC.

Chapter 3 investigates the interpretation of fragment argumental negative expressions
as answers to negative questions in MC to study whether they can be interpreted as

unexpected SN readings under specific conditions. I review the interpretation in the
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literature of fragment answers in NC and DN languages. I explore the distribution and
meaning of fragment negative expressions in MC. Then I review the DN and the SN
interpretations of fragment n-words or negative indefinites in so-called NC and DN
languages, respectively. After that, I discuss the possibility of obtaining a SN reading
of a fragment negative answer to a negative question in MC. Next, I present the results
of three experimental investigations. Finally, I discuss the results and account for the
fact that fragment answers to negative questions may be associated with SN

interpretations.

Chapter 4 addresses an experimental study of how native speakers behave when
answering negative propositions in MC, in order to investigate whether the strategies
used in polarity-based languages can also be used in an expected truth-based language.
Building on Chapter 2 and 3’s review of the functions of negation in MC, Chapter 4
continues to examine how native speakers of MC manage to convey other functions of
negation, such as rejection and denial. It addresses confirming and rejecting responses
to negative assertions and questions in MC. I review previous studies on negative
questions in different types of answering systems: polarity-based systems, truth-based
systems and mixed systems. Then I introduce polar questions and their answer patterns
in MC. In the final analysis, I present and discuss the results of an experimental

investigation.

Chapter 5 gathers the most important conclusions of the thesis.
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2. Multiple negative expressions in Mandarin Chinese®

2.1. Introduction

As introduced in Chapter 1, in the linguistics literature languages are categorized into
those that use double negation (DN) and those that use negative concord (NC)
(Biberauer & Zeijlstra 2012; Giannakidou 1998, 2006; Van der Wouden 1994, Zeijlstra
2004; and others).

In so-called DN languages, when multiple negative expressions combine within a single
clause, the expected interpretation of the sentence is an affirmative reading, as
illustrated by the English sentence She didn’t say nothing, interpreted (in standard usage)

to mean “She said something”.

On the other hand, in so-called NC languages, the expected interpretation of a sentence
with multiple negative expressions is a SN reading, as exemplified in Spanish by Ella

no dijo nada, which is interpreted to mean “She said nothing”.

However, the distinction between DN and NC languages is not always clear-cut. Some
researchers criticize this division on the basis of the claim that it only represents an
interpretative difference that all languages may have (Déprez 2011; Longobardi 1987).
Languages like modern Dutch and German that have been classified as DN languages

also show SN readings under certain conditions (Zeijlstra 2010). English, another DN

23 A succinct version of this chapter was published as: Feifei Li, Joan Borras-Comes and M.Teresa Espinal, 2018.
Single negation interpretation in sentences with multiple negative expressions in Mandarin Chinese. An experimental

investigation. Lingua 210-211: 65-78. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2018.04.009. This work has been

presented as oral communications in the following conferences:
- Workshop on the role of parametric variation at the representation of meaning, 14th-15th, Dec. 2017, Barcelona.
- 10th International Conference of the European Association of Chinese Linguistics (EACL-10), 28th-29th, Sep.
2018, Milan.
- Functional Categories and Semantic Mismatches, 4th-5th, Oct. 2018, Madrid.
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language, also shows SN readings in certain cases, such as in children’s acquisition
process (Bellugi 1967; Tubau 2008), in adult speaking Standard English (Blanchette
2017; Blachette et al. 2018) and in Non-Standard English (Anderwald 2002, 2005;
Tubau 2008). Languages like French, Afrikaans, Hungarian and Catalan that have been
classified as NC languages also show DN readings under certain prosodic conditions
(Corblin 1996; Huddlestone 2010; Puskas 2012; Espinal & Prieto 2011; Espinal et al.
2016). Accordingly, there is not a well-established clear-cut division between DN and

NC languages.

Mandarin Chinese (MC) has been characterized as a DN language in the literature
(Cheng and Li 1991; Ding et al. 1999; Lii 1985; Huang & Liao 2007; Zhang 2012; and
others), which is one in which two negative expressions cancel each other out on the
basis of their morphosyntactic properties, thus conveying an affirmative reading. To my
knowledge, the interaction between negation and stress has not been investigated in MC.
Therefore, the aim of this chapter is to investigate whether a SN reading is possible at
all in sentences with multiple negative expressions under the conditions of certain
prosodic strategies, viz., stress, in MC. That is to say, it seeks to demonstrate whether

stress may shift a DN reading into a SN reading in MC.

This chapter is organized as follows: Section 2.2 describes the conditions that allow a
shift from DN to SN in DN languages and from SN to DN in NC languages. Section
2.3 discusses one specific construction that licenses a SN reading in MC. Section 2.4
introduces the research questions of this specific investigation. Section 2.5 presents an
experimental study that aimed to determine how stress is characterized acoustically in
MC and whether MC speakers really perceive stress in combinations of multiple
negative expressions. Section 2.6 presents an experimental study that investigated
whether the interaction between multiple negative expression and stress allows a SN

reading in MC. Section 2.7 concludes the chapter.
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2.2. Shifts in meaning, both in NC and DN languages

In NC languages, as I have already reviewed in the previous chapter, the combination
of multiple negative expressions generally yields a SN reading. However, in the
literature certain conditions have been found that lead to a shift from a SN reading to a
DN reading in NC languages. In NC Languages like French, Afrikaans, Hungarian and
Catalan, DN readings arise under different prosodic conditions. In French, when stress
interacts with negative indefinites, the result is a DN interpretation. Afrikaans yields a
DN reading when a contradiction contour?* appears (Huddlestone 2010). In Hungarian,
the DN interpretation is triggered by a Verum Focus or a Contrastive Topic?® (Puskas
2012). In Catalan, a DN reading arises when there is a contradiction contour combined

with the preverbal n-word (Espinal & Prieto 2011; Espinal et al. 2016).

Shifts between DN and SN can also happen in DN languages. In DN languages, the
combination of multiple negative expressions generally yields an affirmative reading,
viz., a DN reading. However, in the literature specific conditions have been described
that allow a shift from a DN reading to a SN reading in DN languages. In DN languages
like modern Dutch, English and German, SN readings occur under certain
circumstances. In modern Dutch and German, SN readings arise in Emphatic Multiple
Negative Expressions (EMNESs) constructions when stress occurs (Zeijlstra 2010). In
English, when the contracted negative maker n 't is added into sentences with multiple
negative expressions inside the same clause, children who are in the process of learning
English will assign these sentences SN interpretations (Thornton et al. 2016). Adult
Standard English speakers generate SN interpretations, and these interpretations are
affected by the syntactic structure of the negative sentence, as well as by other factors,
such as an acoustic cue, i.e., duration (Blanchette 2017; Blanchette et al. 2018). In Non-

Standard English, SN readings are also observed when a specific syntactic sequence,

24 Further information on its definition can be found in section 2.2.1.
25 The definition of Verum Focus and a Contrastive Topic can be found in footnote 26 below.
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such as n 't or never, combines with a negative quantifier (Anderwald 2002, 2005; Tubau

2008). This is discussed in detail below.

2.2.1. DN readings in NC languages

As we have seen, in NC languages, when multiple negative expressions combine within
a sentence, the result is generally a SN reading. However, a DN reading has also been
described in NC languages such as French, Afrikaans, Hungarian and Catalan in some

scenarios.

With respect to French, Corblin (1994) observes that having multiple negative
expressions involving two negative indefinites may lead to a DN reading under the
condition of stress. Corblin (1994) points out that in French, stress plays an important
role in the mono-negative and bi-negative interpretation for multiple negation
expressions involving two negative indefinites, as shown in (1) (Corblin 1994:27, ex.
(79) and ex. (80)). However, when the sentence is without stress, as illustrated in (2), it
implies a SN reading because there is a syntactic relation of Agree between the two

negative expressions.

(1) a. PERSONNE // n’aime personne
nobody love nobody
[= Everybody loves somebody.]
b. Personne n’aime// PERSONNE
nobody  love nobody
[= Everybody loves somebody:.]

(2) Personne n’aime personne
nobody love  nobody

‘Nobody loves anyone.’
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In examples (1) and (2), the combination of negative multiple expression consists of
two negative indefinites. As Corblin (1994) points out, when no special stress
conditions apply the sentence yield a SN reading (associated with an NC structure); by
contrast, when either the first negative element or the second negative element carries
stress, the sentence yields a DN reading. He postulates that the stress causes a topic or
a focus partition. The double slash symbols in (1a) and (1b) mean that the sentence was
separated into two parts by the stress on either the first or the second personne ‘nobody’.
Each part of the sentence processes its own negative item; consequently, two negative

items from two parts of the sentence cancel each other out and result in a DN reading.

Afrikaans, which like French is considered a NC language, also yields DN readings
under the condition of a specific prosodic contour. This is termed contradiction contour
(Liberman & Sag 1974), which means that the utterance is produced with (minimally)
a prenuclear H* pitch accent (generally on the first negative indefinite), followed by a
nuclear accent L* (on the second negative indefinite) (Huddlestone 2010: 145).
Huddlestone (2010) demonstrates that if the combination of multiple negative elements
occurs, the sentence might yield a DN reading in standard Afrikaans. Consider the

example below (Huddlestone 2010:265, ex. (7.41B)):

(3) Hy het g'n niks gesteel nie!
he have no nothing steal-PST SN

‘He did not steal nothing!’ (i.e. ‘He stole something.”)

As illustrated in example (3), multiple negative elements, viz., the negative intensifier
g’n ‘no’ plus the negative indefinites niks ‘nothing’ plus the obligatory sentence-final
sentential negative marker nie, yield a DN reading. It is interesting to note that in
Afrikaans, all negative sentences that have a negative indefinite necessarily include a
sentence-final nie, which doesn’t play a role at the time of building the meaning of the

negative sentence. In short, a specific prosodic contour superimposed on multiple
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negative elements leads to a DN reading in Afrikaans.

This tendency is seen in Hungarian as well. Hungarian is also a NC language. However,
Puskas (2012) has pointed out that the occurrence of two negative indefinites may yield
a DN reading in Hungarian. In this case and according to this author, the DN
interpretation is triggered by a Verum Focus or a Contrastive Topic?®. Consider the

example below.

(4) a. SEMKI nem  vett semmit.
n-person-nom  neg  bought-3s  n-thing-acc
‘NOBODY bought nothing.’

b. Semmitcr senki nem  Vett.
n-thing-acc  n-person-nom neg  bought-3s
‘Nothing, nobody bought.’

(examples from Puskas 2012:613, ex. (2))

As illustrated in example (4a), as the negative indefinite semki ‘nobody’ is in the Focus
position (small caps), a situation referred to as Verum Focus, the sentence yields a DN
reading. In example (4b), one negative indefinite senki ‘nobody’ is in a pre-verbal
position and the other negative indefinite semmit ‘nothing’ is in the Contrastive Topic
position. This pattern also yields a DN reading. Thus, the interpretation of DN is related

to Verum Focus or a Contrastive Topic in Hungarian.

One final example of DN readings in NC languages can be found in Catalan. In this

case, DN readings arise when isolated and preverbal n-words combine with a special

% In Hungarian, focus position and Contrastive Topic are two syntactically identified and constrained positions.
According to Hohle (1992), the stress that is used to express the speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition
can be inferred from their presentation of a “true” predicate. He refers to this stressed meaning component as
VERUM. Contrastive Topic is generally found in the left periphery and gets a rising intonation (“fall-rise” or L*H)
(Gyuris 2002; Lambrecht 1994; Molnar 1998).
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fall-rise final intonation contour (Espinal et al. 2016; Espinal & Prieto 2011). In this
case the negative n-word is uttered with a contradiction contour (also described as
L+H*L!H% in Cat_ToBI) carrying a rising pitch accent associated with the stressed
syllable followed by a low-rising boundary tone on the posttonic syllables (Espinal et

al. 2016). Consider the examples below:

(5) a.VNingii no ha menjat postres.?’
nobody not has eaten  dessert
‘Everybody ate dessert.’

b. Ningi no ha menjat postres.
nobody not has eaten dessert
‘Nobody ate dessert.’

(examples from Espinal et al. 2016:2, ex (1))

As illustrated in (5a) and (5b), the combination of negative expressions is the negative
n-word ningu ‘nobody’ plus the negative marker no. In (5a) the negative n-word ningu
‘nobody’ 1s uttered with a contradiction contour and the sentence may yield a positive
reading, according to some native speakers. In (5b) the negative n-word ningu ‘nobody’
is uttered without a specific intonation and the sentence appears to yield for most

speakers a SN reading.?®

To sum up, in NC languages (i.e. French, Afrikaans, Hungarian and Catalan), DN
readings may arise when either stress (in French), a Verum Focus or a Contrastive Topic
(in Hungarian), or a contradiction contour (in Afrikaans and Catalan) applies to the

negative sentences.

27 The symbol V stands for a fall-rise prosodic contour.
28 See, however, Déprez et al. (2015) where it is reported that some speakers appear to infer a DN reading even in
the absence of a prosodic input and in the absence of a preverval no marker.
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2.2.2. Single negation readings in DN languages

As we have seen, having multiple negative expressions yields a DN reading in DN
languages. However, in certain instances, a SN reading has also been observed in DN

languages such as modern Dutch, English and German.

In modern Dutch, despite being considered a DN language, the combination of multiple
negative expressions may lead to a SN reading under specific conditions (Zeijstra 2010).
In describing these conditions, Zeijstra (2010) focuses on the importance of stress. That

1s, stress is claimed to play a role in inducing a SN reading in DN languages.

Zeijlstra (2010) indicates, in particular, that in DN languages such as modern Dutch
two negative elements also carry a single semantic negation reading in constructions
that contain Emphatic Multiple Negative Expressions (EMNEs)?°, because these
constructions are accompanied by an emphatic reading. The combination of multiple
negative expressions in this case consists of an adverbial negative expression plus a

negative adverb. This is illustrated in examples in (6) (Zeijlstra 2010:39, ex. (4)).%

(6)a.Zij heeft nergens geen zin n. (Dutch)
she has  nowhere no desire in
‘She doesn’t feel like anything at all.’
b. % Hij gaat nooit niet mnaar school.
He goes never neg to  school
‘He never ever goes to school’
c. Zij hebben nooit geen geld.

They have never no money

29 These constructions are found in almost all (non-standard) varieties of Dutch (Zeijlstra 2010).
30 The examples were evaluated by at least 20 native Dutch speakers and when there was disagreement in their

interpretations, it was indicated through the inclusion of a percentage sign (%) in the text/example(s) (Zeijlstra 2010).
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‘They never have any money’

In example (6a) the combination of multiple negative expressions consists of the
adverbial negative expression nergens ‘nowhere’ plus negative adverb geen; in example
(6b) it consists of the adverbial negative expression nooit ‘never’ plus negative adverb
niet; and in example (6¢) it consists of the adverbial negative expression nooit ‘never’
plus the negative adverb geen. In short, these combinations of multiple negative
expressions, viz., an adverbial negative expression plus a negative adverb, may yield a
SN reading in modern Dutch. According to Zeijlstra (2010), if the first negative element
of an EMNE construction carries stress, the sentence has a SN reading; while if the
second element of an EMNE carries stress, the sentence has a DN reading, as shown in

(7) (Zejjlstra 2010:45, ex. (20)).

(7) a. Hij heeft NIKS niet gezegd. (Dutch)
he has  nothing neg said
‘He didn’t say anything (at all).’
b. Hij heeft niks NIET gezegd.
he has nothing neg said
*‘He didn’t say anything (at all)’

*There is nothing he didn’t say.’

As illustrated in example (7a), when the first negative quantifier niks ‘nothing’ carries
stress, the sentence yields a SN reading. However, in example (7b), the second negative

adverb niet is stressed, which is crucial for conveying a DN reading.

Standard English is also considered a DN language. However, Thornton et al. (2016)
indicate that Standard English, in some sense, is inherently a NC language. In support
of this interpretation, Thornton et al. look at language acquisition in children. In the

process acquisition, children assign negative concord interpretations—when the
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contracted negative maker » 't is added to sentences with multiple negative expressions
inside the same clause. This is illustrated in (8), an example from the experiment

conducted by Thornton et al. (2016).

(8) The girl who skipped didr 't buy nothing.
‘The girl who skipped bought nothing.’

In example (8), the negative maker n’t and the negative quantifier nothing are inside
the same clause. However, as described in Thornton et al. (2016), children of a mean
age of 4;7 ascribe a SN interpretation to the sentence®l. That is, children’s grammar

generates SN interpretations.

Apart from language acquisition in children, SN readings have also been shown in
adults speaking Standard English. Blanchette (2017) and Blanchette et al. (2018)’s
experimental studies show that for certain structures with two syntactic negations, viz.,
a negative maker plus a negative quantifier, Standard English speakers reliably prefer a
SN reading over a DN reading, and they also reliably use acoustic cues to distinguish

between these two readings. Consider the following example:

(9) Lina didn’’t eat nothing today.
(SN reading: Maria ate nothing today.)
(example from Blanchette et al. 2018: 1, ex. (1))

In (9), the negative marker not precedes the negative quantifier nothing. Blanchette et
al. (2018)’s experimental studies show that Standard English speakers prefer
assignment of a SN interpretation for a syntactic sentence in which the negative

quantifier nothing is in the object position. In this case, the stressed syllable in nothing

*" Twenty four English-speaking children (ranging in age from 3;6-5;8) participated in experiment described in
Thornton et al. 2016.
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relative to the whole word carries a longer duration than in the conditions in which a

negative quantifier is in the subject position and precedes a negative marker.

In Non-Standard English, such as in Non-Standard British English, SN readings have
also been observed (Anderwald 2002, 2005; Tubau 2008). Consider the following

examples:

(10) a. I couldn’t do nothing about it. (KCT 7353)
(SN interpretation: I couldn’t do anything about it.)
(example from Anderwald 2002:101, ex. (1))
b. You’d never heard nothing. (KCP 1775)
(SN interpretation: You’d never heard anything.)
(example from Anderwald 2002:101, ex. (3))

In (10a), the negative quantifier nothing co-occurs with the sentential negative marker
no, yielding a SN interpretation. In (10b), the negative quantifier nothing co-occurs
with the negative quantifier never, resulting also in a SN interpretation, as made explicit

in the glosses.

Like Dutch and English, German is also described as being a DN language. However,
as in Dutch, in constructions with Emphatic Multiple Negative Expressions (EMNEs),
two negative elements yield a SN reading (Zeijlstra 2010)%2. Consider the following

examples:

(11)Sie hat nie keine Lust.
she has never no desire
‘She never feels like anything at all.’

(example from Zeijlstra 2010:39, ex. (5))

32 These constructions are found in a substantial number of German (non-standard) varieties (Zeijlstra 2010).
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In (11), the combination of multiple negative expressions consists of the negative
adverb nie ‘never’ plus the negative quantifier keine ‘no’. In German, such combination
of multiple negative expressions yields a SN reading when the first negative expression

is accompanied by emphasis.

To sum up, as pointed out in the linguistic literature on DN languages (i.e. modern
Dutch, English and German), SN readings can arise a) when the sentence contains
Emphatic Multiple Negative Expressions (EMNEs) accompanied by stress on the first
negative element (as illustrated in modern Dutch and German), b) when the contracted
negative maker n’f co-occurs a second negative expression (as it occurs in children’s
grammar, in the process of language acquisition of Standard English), ¢) when a
negative quantifier is in the object position, has a prosodic correlate (i.e., a longer
duration), and follows a negative marker (as shown in Standard English) or d) in Non-

Standard English.

2.3. Licensing a single negation reading in Mandarin Chinese

Since, as we have just seen, SN readings may arise in so-called DN languages under
certain prosodic conditions; my main aim in this chapter is to investigate whether a SN

reading might also be possible in MC.

First, I will consider a type of sentence that yields a SN reading. This type of complex
negative sentence is analyzed in this section as a main clause with an afterthought.
Second, in Sections 2.5 and 2.6, I aim at investigating experimentally whether parallel

conditions to the ones found in modern Dutch also apply to MC.

In MC, when a pause arises between two negative elements, the sentence may yield a
SN reading. To illustrate this phenomenon, consider the example below. In example

(12), (12A1) and (12A2) can both be replies to the positive or the negative questions in
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(12Q).

(12)Q.Ta chidongxi le  ma?  /Ta méi(you) chi dongxi ma?3®

s(he) eat thing PART QPART s(he) not.have eat thing QPART
‘Did s(he) eat anything?’ / ‘Didn’t s(he) eat anything?’

Al.Ta  méi(you)dongxi méi(you) chi. (DN)
s(he) not.have.thing not.have eat
‘There was nothing s(he) didn’t eat.’ (i.e. (S)he ate everything.)

A2.Ta méi(you)dongxi /| méi(you) chi. (SN)
s(he) not.have.thing not.have eat
‘S(he) had nothing, (s(he)) didn’t eat anything.’ (i.e. (Because) s(he) had nothing

(s)he didn’t eat anything.)

The first reply, (12A1l), without a pause between the two negative elements
méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ and méi(you) ‘not’, yields a DN interpretation. By contrast,
(12A2), with a pause between the two negative elements méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ and
méi(you) ‘not’, yields a SN interpretation. In (12A2) there are two prosodic units with
a pause between the two negative elements, and each prosodic unit corresponds to a

34

sentence.” Consider now the fact that any of the two prosodic units in (12A2) can be

omitted, as illustrated in (13).

33 The question can be formulated in either the positive or the negative form.

34 The double slash in (12A2) means there is a pause after a prosodic phrase. When there is such a pause, ‘t@
méi(you)dongxi’is a complete clause meaning ‘she had nothing’, which can be followed by another clause méi(you)
chi ‘(s)he didn’t eat’. These two separate clauses in (12A2) consist of a complex sentence and lead to a SN reading
‘(Because) s(he) had nothing (s(he)) didn’t eat anything’. In this example, I haven’t used the alternative negative
expression méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ because in this case the sentence cannot result in a SN reading with
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ replacing méi(you)dongxi, the first clause in (12A2) would be incomplete and could not
be interpreted as ‘(s)he had nothing’. Only when ‘t@ méi(you)shénme’ combines with méi(you) chi, namely, ta
méi(you)shénme méi(you) chi ‘there’s nothing that (s)he didn’t eat’, is the sentence well-formed. Consequently, when
there is a pause between ta méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ and méi(you) chi, the sentence cannot be interpreted as SN as
in (12A2), and would instead be understood as DN.
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(13) Q. Ta  chidongxi le ma? / Ta méi(you) chi dongxi ma?

s(he) eatthing PART QPART s(he) not.have eat thing QPART
‘Did s(he) eat anything?’ / ‘Didn’t s(he) eat anything?’

Al.Ta  méi(you)dongxi
s(he) not.have.thing
‘S(he) had nothing.’

A2. Méi(you) chi.
not.have eat

‘(S(he)) didn’t eat.’

In example (13), (13A1) and (13A2) are the first and the second prosodic units of (12A2)
respectively. Both (13A1) and (13A2) can be replies to the positive or the negative

question (13Q) alone. (13A1) is an indirect response and provides an explanation that

implies that (s)he didn’t eat, (13A2) is a direct response to (13Q) that asserts that (s)he

didn’t eat.

Note that the two prosodic units in (12A2) can reverse the order, as illustrated in (14).%

(14) Q. Ta chi dongxile ma? / Ta méi(you) chi dongxi ma?
s(he) eat thing PART QPART  s(he) nothave eat thing QPART

‘Did s(he) eat anything?’ /- ‘Didn’t s(he) eat anything?’
Al.Ta méi(you)dongxi (//) méi(you) chi. =(12A2)
s(he) not.have.thing not.have eat

‘S(he) had nothing, (s(he)) didn’t eat anything.’ (i.e. Because (s)he had nothing
s(he) didn’t eat anything.)

% In example (14), the pause between the prosodic units in (14A1) is optional. That is, if there is a pause, the
sentence yields a SN reading, as already observed in (12A2); if there isn’t a pause, the sentence yields a DN reading,
as already observed in (12A1). However, the pause between the prosodic units in (14A2) is obligatory. That is, if
there is a pause, the sentence yields a single negation reading; if there is not a pause, then a particle (i.e. yinwei
‘because’) is required to join the main clause with the subordinate clause and the interpretation is also a SN. For
instance: (7a) méi(you) chi yinwei ta méi(you)dongxi ‘(s)he didn’t eat anything because s(he) had nothing .
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A2. Méi(you) chi// ta méi(you)dongxi
not.have eat s(he) not.have.thing
‘(S(he)) didn’t eat anything, s(he) had nothing,’ (i.e. (S)he didn’t eat anything
because s(he) had nothing.)

Actually, in example (14A1), the second prosodic unit méi(you)chi is interpreted as the
main negative sentence, the first prosodic unit ta méi(you)dongxi is interpreted as
providing the reason why (s)he didn’t eat anything. In (14A2), the position of the two
prosodic units is reversed. Similarly, the first prosodic unit méi(you) chi is interpreted
as the main negative sentence, the second prosodic unit ta méi(you dongxi is interpreted

as an explanation.

The inclusion of a pause between two prosodic units correlates with a syntactic
phenomenon: a single sentence (12A1)* vs. two independent negative sentences. That
is, the two prosodic units in (12A2) and (14A2) consist of one main negative sentence
followed by a second negative explanation, as an afterthought. It is also possible for
this additional explanation to precede the main negative sentence. As shown in example
(13), either the first prosodic unit or the second prosodic unit of the two prosodic units
in (12A2) can be omitted; in addition, as shown in example (14), the position of the two
prosodic units in (12A2) can be reversed. Consequently, when each prosodic unit
corresponds to one sentence, we obtain a sequence of two negative sentences. One of
them is interpreted as the main negative sentence, and the second one is interpreted as
providing an explanation for the negative content of the main clause. In this case, we
have a sequence of sentences that express SN, not because in MC we have negative
concord, as NC is a sentential phenomenon, but because we have one negative sentence
accompanied by an additional negative proposition that providing an explanation for

the main negative sentence.

% Note that while the English translation of (12A1) (i.e., ‘there was nothing that (s)he didn’t eat.”) is a complex
sentence with a subordinate clause, (12A1) in Chinese is a single sentence.
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In the next sections, [ will describe two experimental studies I conducted to investigate
the interpretation of sentences with multiple negative expressions under different

grammatical combinations within a single clause.

2.4. Research questions

As has been described in chapter 1, MC is defined as a DN language in the literature,
which means that the combination of multiple negative expressions within the
boundaries of a sentential domain generally yields a DN reading, by which two negative

elements cancel each other out and convey an affirmative reading.

Unlike other DN languages such as Standard English, MC language has tones. From a
phonological perspective MC is a tonal language, which means that a lexically
significant, contrastive, relative pitch on each syllable, called tone, can change the core
meaning of the word (Li & Thompson 1981; McCawley 1978; Pike 1948; Yip 2002).%’
One may ask how tones and other prosodic strategies interact in this language. In fact,
independent of tone, at the same time, MC can also manifest stress (Duanmu 2000,
2014), which, according to traditional MC grammar, is classified into two categories,
grammatical stress and logical stress (Huang & Liao 2007; Shao 2007). Grammatical
stress, also called basic stress, is not affected by context but is dependent on the
particular lexical structure of particular words or phrases. Logical stress, also called
emphatic stress, is used to highlight one or another semantic meaning in a particular
context. Emphatic stress only exists when words are used within a sentence or context
rather than being a stress inherent to the words themselves. Its role is to convey

emphasis, and therefore it is stronger than grammatical stress (Shao 2007).

37 MC has four tones each of which can be described as a relative, contrastive pitch pattern associated with a syllable
(Li & Thompson 1981), and different tones may lead to different meanings of the word. For example, ma with the
first tone means ‘mother’, md with the second tone means ‘numb’, md with the third tone means ‘horse’, and ma
with the fourth tone means ‘scold’ (though ma, md, md and ma all have other meanings as well).
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Now let us recall that Zeijlstra’s (2010) theoretical study on (non-standard) varieties of
Dutch described the emergence of SN readings when the first element of a series of
multiple negative expressions carried stress. Since there is a SN reading under a certain
prosodic condition, viz., stress, in DN languages such as modern Dutch and German, |
aim at investigating whether a SN reading is possible at all in MC, under similar
prosodic conditions. Recall that the condition leading to a SN reading in modern Dutch
and German is the construction of Emphatic Multiple Negative Expressions (EMNEs),
that is, a combination of a negative quantifier/an adverbial negative expression with
stress plus a negative adverb. A parallel construction in MC, viz.,, a negative

quantifier/an adverbial negative expression plus a negative adverb, is illustrated in (15).

(15)a.Ta  méi(you)dongxi bu xihuan. (Mandarin Chinese)

s(he) not.have.thing not like
‘There is nothing (s)he doesn’t like.” (i.e. (S)he likes everything.)

b.Ta conglaibu bu qu  xuéxiao.
s(he) evernot not go school
‘(S)he has never not gone to school.” (i.e. (S)he always goes to school.)

c.Ta congldiméi méi(you) qidn.
s(he) ever.not not.have  money

‘(S)he has never had no money.’ (i.e. (S)he has always had money.)

As illustrated in the translation, the default interpretation associated with a combination
of the negative quantifier/an adverbial negative expression plus the negative adverb is

a DN reading.

The contrast between modern Dutch and MC is interesting - compare (6) and (15). In
the modern Dutch examples in (6), two negative elements, the adverbial negative
expression plus the negative adverb, yield a SN reading, while in the MC examples in

(15) two negative elements, the negative quantifier/adverbial negative expression plus
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the negative adverb, yield a DN reading. Recall that Zeijlstra (2010) indicates that if
the first negative element of an EMNE in modern Dutch carries stress, the sentence can
be associated with a SN reading, while if the second element of an EMNE carries stress,
the sentence can be associated with a DN reading, which is in fact what we observed in
the earlier example (7). Let us consider a parallel construction, in which either the first

negative element or the second negative element carries stress in MC.

(16)a.Ta MEI(YOU)DONGXI ~ méi(you) chi. (Mandarin Chinese)
s(he) not.have.thing not.have eat
‘There was nothing (s)he didn’t eat.’
b. Ta méi(you)dongxi  MEI(YOU)  chi.
s(he) not.have.thing not.have eat

‘There was nothing (s)he didn’t eat.’

In examples (16a) and (16b), stress falls on the first negative combination méi(you)
dongxi ‘nothing’, and on the second negative adverb méi(you), respectively. The
examples are translated according to the fundamental assumption on negation in MC
found in the literature on this language at the time of interpreting negative structures.
Given this, I would like to explore whether stress plays any role in the interpretation of

negative sentences in MC.

Based on the above information, it would be reasonable to conclude that under certain
prosodic conditions, such as stress, some expressions with multiple negative elements
receive a SN interpretation in DN languages such as modern Dutch and German. The
interaction between negation and stress has not previously been the topic of
investigation. To this end, the aim of this chapter is to investigate experimentally the
interaction between multiple negative expressions and stress in this language. That is
to say, since stress leads to a SN reading in DN languages such as modern Dutch and

German, the aim of this chapter is to investigate whether there are any prosodic
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conditions, such as stress, that also play a role in sentence interpretation in MC. More

specifically, I aim to answer the following research questions:

Ql. In MC, are SN readings ever possible in sentences with multiple negative

expressions?

Q2. If so, is this reading influenced by the presence of stress, and does it depend on
whether it is the first or the second negative expression that receives the stress? In other
words, is this possibility dependent on whether the stress occurs in Word 1 (W1) (i.e.,
conglaiméi ‘never’, conglaibu ‘never’, méiyourén ‘no one’, méiyoudongxi ‘nothing’,

méiyou ‘not’, bu ‘not’) or in Word 2 (W2) (i.e., méiyou ‘not’, bu ‘not’)?

Q3. Is this possibility dependent on the type of the negative expressions involved and

the combination thereof?

To determine whether this is the case and to answer these questions, two experiments
were conducted with native MC speakers. Experiment 1 was run to see whether native
MC speakers identify stress and how they recognize it. Experiment 2 was conducted in
order to see if participants would give sentences with multiple negative expressions a
SN rather than a DN reading if one of the two negative expressions was presented with
stress and to explore how much this effect would vary according to the specific
combination of negative expressions involved. In short, the purpose of this
experimental investigation was to see whether there is anything in MC similar to what
has been described in modern Dutch in terms of stress leading to a shift from DN to SN
in the interpretation associated with the combination of multiple negative expressions

combine clause internally.
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2.5. Experiment 1

The first goal of Experiment 1 was to identify the acoustic properties that are
responsible for the auditory differences between unstressed and stressed expressions,
and the second goal was to confirm that native MC speakers are aware of these acoustic
differences. That is to say, Experiment I was run in order to check whether native MC
speakers were able to identify beyond tone, stress, and if so, whether they recognized
different stress patterns: stress on the first negative element, stress on the second one,

stress on both and no stress on either of them.

2.5.1. Methods

A perception experiment was run with eight native MC speakers and was conducted in
a quiet room. Participants were asked to listen to recordings that contained ten syntactic
patterns with four different stress patterns read by a native MC speaker and had to

choose which negative item was stressed in each of the 40 sentences.

2.5.2. Participants

Eight native MC speakers (7 women and 1 man; mean age = 27 years; SD = 0.5)
participated in this perception experiment. According to their replies to a sociolinguistic
test, they were Chinese nationals, had spent their childhood in China, had been residing
in Barcelona for periods of time varying from 4 months to 3 years (mean = 5 months),
and speak MC with their friends, colleagues and families in their everyday lives (mean
of 3.5 h/day). In addition, they all reported having received some higher education,
which together with the previous requisites, was a guarantee of their competence in

Standard MC as native speakers (see Appendix 1 for details).

75



2.5.3. Materials

The purpose of the perception experiment was to see how MC speakers identify stress.
Therefore, I prepared audio materials with the four different stress patterns that satisfied
the properties usually described in the identification of stress: mean pitch, pitch range,
duration and intensity. To this end, a native speaker of MC was audio-recorded while
producing ten syntactic patterns with four different stress patterns. The ten syntactic
patterns were designed to cover the set of grammatical conditions involving multiple

negative expressions listed in (17):

(17) a. An argumental negative expression méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in subject position plus
a negative marker méi(you) ‘not’. (e.g., Méi(you)rén méi(you) qu guo Meiguo.
‘No one hasn’t been to America.’

b. An argumental negative expression méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in subject position plus
a negative marker bu ‘not’. (e.g., Méi(you)rén bu qu Jianada. ‘No one won’t go
to Canada.’)

c. A negative marker méi(you) plus a negative marker méi(you). (e.g., Wo méi(you)
méi(you) qu Méigud. ‘1 didn’t not go to America.”)

d. A negative marker méi(you) plus a negative marker bu. (e.g., Wo méi(you) bu qu
Jianada. ‘It is not the case that [ won’t go to Canada.”)

e. A negative marker bu plus a negative marker méi(you). (e.g., Wo bu hui méi(you)
shijian canjia. ‘1 won’t have no time to attend.’)*

f. A negative marker bu plus a negative marker bu. (e.g.,Wo bu hui bu canjia. ‘1
won’t not attend.”)

g. An adverbial negative expression conglaiméi ‘never’ plus a negative marker

méi(you). (e.g., Wo conglaiméi méi(you) canjia guo xialingying. ‘1 didn’t never

38 Note that in most of our examples the two negative elements are adjacent, except examples in syntactic patterns
(e.f,i). For patterns (e,f), the sentence would be ungrammatical if W1 bz ‘not’ was adjacent to the second negative
expression méi(you)/ bu. As a result, in these cases the auxiliary verb hui ‘will” appears between the two negative
elements. For pattern (i), the adverb Adi ‘still’ can be optionally omitted, in which case the two negative expressions
in this pattern would be adjacent.
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attend summer camp.”)

h. An adverbial negative expression congldaibu ‘never’ plus a negative marker b,

(e.g., Wo conglaibu bu canjid xialingying.

camp.’)

‘I don’t never attend

sSummer

i. An argumental negative expression méi(you)dongxi®® ‘nothing’ in object

position plus a negative marker méi(you). (e.g., Wo mei(you)dongxi hai méi(you)

zuo. ‘There is nothing [ haven’t done yet.”)

j. An argumental negative expression meéi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ in object position

plus a negative marker bu. (e.g., Wo méi(you)dongxi bu hui zuo. ‘There is

nothing I was not able to do.”)

The four stress patterns applied to each pair of negative expressions are listed in (18).

(18)a. unstressed plus unstressed (u+u)

b. stressed plus unstressed (S+u)

c. unstressed plus stressed (u+S)

d. stressed plus stressed (S+S5)

Table 2.1 shows the ten syntactic patterns with four stress patterns.

Unstressed+Unstressed | Stressed+Unstressed Unstressed+Stressed Stressed+Stressed
Meéi(you)rén méi(you) | MEI(YOU)REN méi(you) Meéi(you)rén MEI(YOU) | MEI(YOU)REN MEI-
qu guoMeiguo. qu guoMeiguo. qu guo Méiguo. (YOU) qu guo Méiguo.
Meéi(you)rén bu qu MEI(YOU)REN bl qu Meéi(you)rén BU qu MEI(YOU)REN BU qu
Jianada. Jianada. Jianada. Jianada.

Wo méi(you) méi(you) | Wo MEI(YOU) méi(you) | Wo méi(you) MEI(YOU) | Wo — MEI(YOU)  MEI-

3% According to the temporal restrictions already mentioned in footnotes 18 and 19 in chapter 1 the combination of

the adverbial negative expression congldiméi plus the negative marker bu, and that of congldibu ‘never’ plus méi(you)

were excluded from our study.

40 Méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ and méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ are interchangable in this type of sentence. In the

experiment, méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ was always used in sentences with multiple negative expressions.
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qu Meiguo. qu Meéiguo. qu Meéiguo. (YOU) qu Méiguo.

Wo méi(you) bu qu | Wo MEI(YOU) bu qu| Wo méi(you) BU qu | Wo MEI(YOU) BU qu
Jianada. Jianada. Jianada. Jianada.

Wo bu hui méi(you) | Wo BU hui méi(you) | Wo bu hui MEI(YOU) | Wo BU hui MEI(YOU)

shijian canjia.

shijian canjia.

shijian canjia.

shijian canjia.

W6 bu hui bu canjia.

W6 BU hui bu canjia.

W6 bu hui BU canjia.

W6 BU hui BU canjia.

Wo conglai méi | Wo  CONGLAIMEI ~méi- | Wo conglaiméi MEI- | W6 CONGLAIMEI MEI-
méi(you) canjida guo xia | (you) canjia guo xia | (YOU)  canjia  guo | (YOU)  canjia  guo
ling ying. lingying. xialingying. xialingying.

Wo  congldaibu  bu | W6 CONGLAIBU bu canjia | Wo  conglai bu BU | Wo  CONGLAIBU BU
canjia xialingying. xialingying. canjia xialingying. canjia xialingying.

Wo méi(you)dongxi hai | Wo MEI(YOU)DONGXI hai | Wo — méi(you)dongxi | Wo — MEI(YOU)DONGXI

méi(you) zuo.

méi(you) zuo.

hai MEI(YOU) zuo.

hai MEI(YOU) zuo.

Wo méi(you)dongxi bu

huizuo.

Wo MEI(YOU)DONGXI bu

hui zuo.

W6 méi(you)dongxi BU

hui zuo.

Wo  MEI(YOU)DONGXI

BU hui zuo.

Table 2.1 | The ten syntactic patterns with four stress patterns.

2.5.4. Procedure

For the audio materials, a native speaker of MC recorded 40 sentences (10 syntactic

patterns x 4 stress patterns). Each syntactic pattern was recorded four times in

combination with each one of the four stress patterns described in Table 2.1.

For the perception experiment, eight native MC speakers took part in the experiment

simultaneously. The experiment was conducted in a quiet room. Each participant was

given a sheet of paper with lines numbered from 1 to 40 and the letters a, b, ¢ and d.

The letters corresponded to the four possible stress patterns, with a representing stress

on neither element, b representing stress on the first element, ¢ representing stress on

the second element and d representing stress on both elements. The recordings of each

of the ten syntactic patterns with the four stress patterns were played from a computer
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and presented in a randomized order. Participants then listened the recordings of 40
sentences illustrating the ten syntactic patterns described above in (17) and the four
stress patterns described in (18). As they listened to each item, participants had to
indicate on their numbered sheet which negative expression was stressed, the first, the
second, neither or both. The total number of responses obtained was 320 (8 respondents

x 40 responses).

2.5.5. Results

This subsection provides an analysis of the two parts of Experiment 1, corresponding
to the native MC speaker’s production study and the perception study done with 8

native speakers.

After the recording of the materials (see Table 2.1) was completed, the segments that
contained the negative expressions in the ten syntactic patterns were analyzed using
Praat (Boersma & Weenink 2008) for four different acoustic correlates, namely their
mean pitch (in Hz), the pitch range between the lowest and highest f0 points (in
semitones), their duration (in milliseconds) and their intensity (in dB). Table 2.2 shows
the means (and standard deviations) of these four acoustic correlates as measured for
the two negative expressions for each stress pattern. Negative expressions that were

intended to be produced with stress appear in grey cells.

Stress Patterns

Neg.
Measure £ 1 (u+u) 2 (S+u) 3 (u+S) 4 (S+S)
expr.
Mean pitch & 203.98 (18.26) 248.82 (27.86) 206.64 (17.21) 258.83 (24.32)
(Hz) ond 183.62 (19.93) 181.53 (22.69) 244.88 (40.42) 249.15 (39.79)
Pitch range & 5.93 (2.14) 8.85 (2.21) 6.10 (1.88) 8.81 (2.52)
(sH) 2nd 2.58 (2.00) 1.91 (1.84) 8.63 (2.73) 7.27 (2.53)
Duration It 601.34 (281.66) ~ 815.00 (358.69)  618.68 (253.46) = 843.36 (373.58)
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(ms) 2nd 238.61 (99.73) 243.74 (111.30) | 41332 (180.91)  375.87 (178.38)

Intensity It 69.90 (2.38) 76.23 (1.38) 70.65 (1.49) 76.15 (2.65)

(dB) 2nd 67.33 (1.61) 69.24 (2.95) 75.38 (2.28) 76.04 (2.02)

Table 2.2 | Measures of the four stress correlates found in the audio materials, where u
means ‘unstressed’ and S means ‘stressed’” and 1% and 2" refers to the order of the
negative expression in the sentence. Thus for pattern 1, both negative expressions were
unstressed. In pattern 2, the first negative expression was stressed but the second was
not. In pattern 3, the first negative expression was unstressed while the second was
stressed. And in pattern 4, both negatives expressions were stressed. Results for stressed

expressions appear in the grey-shaded cells.

Four ANOVAs were run on these results, one for each measure, with STRESS (unstressed,
stressed) set as a fixed factor (i.e., the factor indicating whether each negative
expression in the database was produced with emphatic stress or not, based on the stress

pattern of the sentence and the order of negative expressions within it).

The statistical results of the ANOVAs revealed a significant effect of STRESS in all four
analyses, indicating that stressed negative expressions, compared to unstressed ones,
had higher mean pitch (F(1, 78) = 81.013, p < .001), wider pitch range (F(1, 78) =
53.743, p < .001), greater duration (F(1, 78) = 6.986, p = .010), and greater intensity
(F(1,78)=173.114, p <.001).

The results of how the eight native MC speakers recognized the four different stress
patterns in the perception experiment are shown in Figure 2.1. It shows the total
percentage of the perception of each of the four different stress patterns (i.e.
unstressed+unstressed, stressed+unstressed, unstressed-+stressed, stressed+stressed)
in all of the sentences. For the pattern unstressed+unstressed, the first negative element
was perceived to be stressed in 5% of the responses and the second negative element
was perceived to be stressed in 3%. For pattern stressed+unstressed, the first negative

element was perceived to be stressed in 86% of the responses and the second negative
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element was perceived to be stressed in 15%. For pattern unstressed+stressed, the first
negative element was perceived as stressed 8% of the time and the second negative
element 98%. Finally, for pattern stressed+stressed, the first negative element was

perceived to be stressed in 100% of the responses and the second negative element 93%.

1.0
Negative Expression
(Word Paosition)

OFirst

l [ second
.87

.67

Mean Perceived Stress (95% CI)

1.00
.86
4
.27
.08

.05

T .03
L =

unstressed stressed unstressed stressed

+ unstressed + unstressed + stressed + stressed

Stress Pattern

Figure 2.1 | Averaged results of Experiment 1’s participants’ perception task of 40
recordings of ten sentences containing two negative expressions showing four different
stress patterns. Lighter gray columns correspond to negative expressions used in the
first position and darker gray columns correspond to negative expressions used in the

second position.

A Generalized Linear Mixed Model (GLMM) was then run, with PERCEIVED STRESS as
the dependent variable (Binomial distribution, Logit link), and a random intercept for
PARTICIPANT. The following effects were set as fixed factors: WORD (i.e., the order of
the negative expressions: first, second), PATTERN (u+u, S+u, u+S, S+S), and their
interaction. No significant results were found for the main effect of WORD (F(1, 632) =

0.162, p = .687), suggesting that negative expressions in first or second position in the
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sentences received a statistically similar number of perceptions as stressed or unstressed.

However, a significant effect of PATTERN was found (F(3, 632) = 41.244, p < .001),
indicating that there were patterns which were more often perceived as stressed, with a
direction of the effect such that S+S> S+u, u+S > u+u, but with no statistical difference
between S+u and u+S (p = .490). Finally, the interaction WORD X PATTERN was also
found to be significant (F(3, 632) =41.051, p <.001), suggesting no difference between
first and second negative expressions in either the u+u pattern (p = .622) or the S+S
pattern (p = .150), but a difference between the two negative expressions in the two
central patterns S+u and u+S in Figure 2.1, such that the intended stressed words were
more likely to be perceived as stressed than the unstressed ones (p <.001 in both cases).
In conclusion, stress was found to be significant in the four analyses, always with the
direction of the effects being stressed > unstressed. These results thus confirmed the
claim that native speakers of MC are aware of the acoustic properties shown in Table

2.2 and are capable of perceiving the differences in stress described there.

Consequently, these analyses demonstrated the feasibility of using these audio materials
in the subsequent perceptual experiment, which aimed at providing a reply to the three

research questions posed at the end of Section 2.4.

2.6. Experiment 2

The aim of Experiment 2 was to check whether in MC stress plays a role at the time of
interpreting sentences containing multiple negative expressions when the stress
assigned to either the first negative expression, the second negative expression, both or
neither. Consequently, this section aimed at exploring whether a SN reading is ever
possible, and if so, whether the likelihood of a SN reading was dependent merely on

the presence of stress, or instead was also dependent on the type of negative expression
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involved.*

2.6.1. Methods

A perception experiment was conducted using the online survey platform Survey
Monkey. 114 native MC speakers participated in this online experiment, after reading
a question and listening to the recordings of an answer to this question, were asked to
choose between one of two interpretations: one corresponds to a DN interpretation and
the other to a SN interpretation. A total of 40 sentences were provided in random order
to each participant. 4,560 responses were analyzed using a Generalized Linear Mixed

Model.

2.6.2. Participants

Participants were recruited online, all of them native Mandarin-speaking Chinese born
in China but living or studying abroad at the time of the experiment.*? In total, 114
volunteers, consisting of 39 males and 75 females, with a mean age of 27.57 (SD =
5.97), participated in the experiment. With respect to the language used by these
participants with their families, 46.5% of them reported it to be MC, 49.1% reported it
be other Chinese languages/dialects **, and 4.4% reported it to be non-Chinese
languages such as English or Spanish. Concerning their educational level, 93.9% of

them reported having higher education. Moreover, 66.7% of the sample reported having

41 Note that, I use the term SN rather than NC for the following reason: the combination of multiple negative
expressions characteristic of NC consists of an indefinite and a sentential negation marker, while in MC the
combinations of multiple negative expressions consist of a negative quantifier plus a negative adverb, or a negative
adverb plus a negative adverb. That is, in MC, no indefinite expressions are involved in these combinations.
42 YouTube videos embedded in Survey Monkey currently cannot be downloaded in China due to Chinese legal
restrictions. This is why the native speakers of MC that participated in the experiment were recruited from foreign
countries.
43 Although MC has been the national statutory common language of China since the twentieth century (Huang &
Liao 2007) it coexists with various provincial dialects, which have been divided into seven dialect regions on the
basis of their differing features.
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studied linguistics or a related field (i.e., philology, translation or language teaching)
(see Appendix 2 for details). None of the participants in this experiment had participated

in Experiment 1.

2.6.3. Materials

The materials used in this perception experiment consisted of 40 question-answer pairs,
which were each introduced by a written discourse context. The task of the participants
was to indicate which one of two possible interpretations was consistent with their own
understanding of the item. For each item, the context, question, and two interpretations
were presented to the participant as written text in MC, but the answer was presented
as an audio recording.** By way of illustration, (19) provides an example (in English,

for convenience®) of a test item like those used in the experiment.

(19)

Context: Every year the students in your school have the opportunity to attend a summer
camp abroad. Today there is a new teacher in your class. During the class, the new

teacher asks you:

Question

Is there anybody in the class who hasn’t been to America?

Answer46

Méi(you)rén méi(you) qu gud  Méigud.

ZIN

not.have.people not.have go PART America

‘No one hasn’t been to America.’

4 Note that, since in our design the presentation of both the context and the question was visual, participants were
free to produce the prosodic contour they thought best fit the interpretation of the question in the given context. Thus,
prosody (stress, in particular) on a specific constituent of the question was produced by these participants as a
function of their chosen interpretation.

4 The text was in MC but is provided here in translation for the reader’s convenience. The original text is available
in Appendix 3.

46 . - -
Each answering sentence was presented as a recording, not presented as a written text.
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Interpretation

Interpretation 1: Everyone has been to America.

Interpretation 2: No one has been to America.

The 40 audio recordings (10 syntactic patterns x 4 stress patterns) of the answers used
in Experiment 2 were those previously analyzed and tested by native speakers as
described in Experiment 1 (see Table 2.1). (The materials used in Experiment 2 are

reproduced in full in Appendix 3.)

2.6.4. Procedure

Participants were asked to complete the online experiment questionnaire at a time and
place of their own choosing. The questionnaire consisted of two sections. The first
elicited information related to participants’ sociolinguistic background, such as their
birthplace, the language spoken at home, their education level and their training in
linguistics or related areas. The second section consisted of the 40 test items themselves,
presented in random order. In each item presented, participants were asked to read a
short explanation of the conversational context followed by a question, after which they
listened to a recording of the answer to the question. For each question-answer pair, two
written interpretations were provided, one corresponding to a DN interpretation of the
answer and the other to a SN interpretation (see example (19) above). Participants were
asked to decide which of the two best expressed their interpretation of the answer and
then to click the cursor over a button on the screen that corresponded to their chosen

option.

A total of 4,560 responses (114 participants x 40 test items) were obtained. The mean

duration of the experiment was 13.87 minutes (SD = 14.93).
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2.6.5. Results

This section presents the results of the perception experiment, in which native speakers
of MC were asked to make a choice in interpretation (DN reading vs. SN reading) for
sentences with two negative expressions, of which one or both of them could be stressed.
Recall that I aimed at investigating whether from the interaction of stress with multiple
negative expressions a SN reading is possible at all within a single clause with multiple
negative expressions in MC. An analysis of the results obtained provided an answer to
the first research question by showing that SN interpretations of MC sentences with two
negative expressions are indeed possible, though these interpretations are relatively
uncommon. Out of the 4,560 responses obtained in the perception experiment, the
choice of DN readings is undoubtedly the preferred reading for simple sentences with
two negative expressions. The choice of SN readings reached, overall, 7.06%, a
percentage that is nonetheless statistically significant when analyzing the main effects
of the type of negative element (p < .001) and the stress on the second negative
expression (p < .001). This means that the participants’ SN interpretation associated
with multiple negative expressions is not randomly distributed, but caused by a series

of (combinations of) factors.

The answer to the second research question, namely, whether the possibility of a SN
reading is related to the presence of stress associated with the negative expressions can
be found in the results displayed in Table 2.3, which shows the mean proportion (and
standard deviation) of SN interpretations obtained for the different negative expressions,

word orders and stress patterns included in the experiment.

unstressed unstressed STRESSED STRESSED
Element Type | Wordl Word2
+ unstressed + STRESSED  + unstressed + STRESSED
.0263 .0708 .0088 .0351
méiyourén méiyou
méiyourén (-1608) (.2576) (.0941) (.1848)
& méiyoudongxi .0088 .0439 .0088 .0354
méiyourén bu
(.0937) (.2057) (.0937) (.1856)
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.0351 .0354 .0268 .0088
méiyoudongxi  méiyou
(.1848) (.1856) (.1622) (.0941)
.0354 .0702 .0351 .0439
méiyoudongxi  bu
(.1856) (:2566) (.1848) (:2057)
o o .0789
méiyou méiyou
i’ g (.2708)
.0000 .0179 .0877
méiyou bu
méiyou (.0000) (.1330) (.2841)
& bu 0175 0265 0702
bu méiyou
(.1319) (.1615) (.2566)
.0088 .0439 .0088 .0702
bu bt
(.0937) (:2057) (.0937) (.2566)
.0526 1053
conglaiméi méiyou
conglaiméi (:2243) (.3082)
& conglaibu 0702
conglaibu bu
(.2566)

Table 2.3 | Mean proportion (and standard deviations) of SN interpretations for the
different conditions presented in the experimental stimuli. Different shades of gray
represent the number of SN interpretations for each combination, with darker shades

indicating higher numbers.

As can be seen, though in no instance do SN readings constitute much more than 30%
of responses, the highest percentage of SN readings was obtained when méiyou (W1,
unstressed) combines with méiyou (W2, stressed). Other than that, there were several
conditions in which the proportion of SN interpretations was noteworthy, namely, in the
specific syntactic patterns combining bu + méiyou (15.18% of SN) and méiyou + bu
(12.28% of SN), when the first negative expression was conglaiméi/conglaibu ‘never’,

and especially when stress was assigned to the second negative expression only.

To see if these results were statistically significant, a GLMM was run with PERCEIVED
INTERPRETATION as the dependent variable (0 = DN, 1 = SN) (Binomial distribution,
Logit link). The following variables were set as fixed factors: ELEMENTTYPE (three

types: meéiyou/bu, méiyourén/méiyoudongxi, congldaimeéi/conglaibu), STRESSEDI (i.e.,
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whether the first negative expression was stressed or not), STRESSED2 (i.e., whether the
second negative expression was stressed or not), and all their possible paired
interactions, namely STRESSED] x STRESSED2, ELEMENTTYPE x STRESSEDI, and
ELEMENTTYPE x STRESSED2. A random slope was defined for both ELEMENTTYPE and
STRESSED1 x STRESSED2 by SUBJECT. Of all the fixed factors, only STRESSED1 was not
found to be significant (F'=.518, p = .472). By contrast, STRESSED2 was significant (¥’
=16.297, p < .001), indicating that utterances got more SN readings when the second
negative element was produced with stress than when it was not (p = .001).
Notwithstanding, the three paired interactions were found to be significant, and the first
of them, STRESSED1 % STRESSED2 (F = 14.739, p < .001), can be read as reflecting a
restriction on the importance of the main effect just described for STRESS2. In other
words, the effect of stress on the second negative expression was significant when the
first negative element is unstressed (p < .001), but not when the first element was
stressed (p = .302) (see Table 2.4)*". Table 2.4 shows the interaction of stress in none
of the two negative expressions, in Wordl, in Word2 8, or in both of them
(StressedWord1 x StressedWord2) obtained SN interpretations of 0.90% (0.30), 1.89%
(0.53), 3.97% (0.87) and 2.44% (0.62) respectively.

Proportion single negation (SE)

W?2 unstressed W2 STRESSED Significance
W1 unstressed .0090 (.0030) .0397 (.0087) p <.001
W1 STRESSED .0189 (.0053) .0244 (.0062) p =.302

Bold values are statistically significant

Table 2.4 | General tendencies for SN interpretations in terms of stress pattern.

The third research question of this study (namely, whether the possibility of a SN

reading is dependent on the particular type of negative expressions involved and their

combination) was answered by the results showing a main effect of ELEMENTTYPE (F

47 From Tables 2.4-2.7 the average values and standard errors (SE) correspond to the estimated means from the
Generalized Linear Mixed Model.
48 Word2: méiyou, bi.
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=18.196, p <.001). This means that conglaiméi/conglaibu obtained more SN readings
than both méiyou/bu (p = .008) and méiyourén/méiyoudongxi (p = .001), the latter also
being significantly different such that more SN readings were obtained for méiyou/bu
compared to méiyourén/méiyoudongxi (p < .001) (see Table 2.5). Table 2.5 shows the
effect of ElementType in W1, when congldiméi+conglaibu, méiyourén+méiyoudongxi
and méiyou+bu occupied the first negative element position they obtained SN

interpretations of 4.83% (1.20), 0.73% (0.24) and 2.28% (0.50) respectively.

ElementType, W1 Proportion of single negation (SE)
conglaiméi/conglaibu .0483 (.0120)
méiyou/bu .0228 (.0050)
méiyourén/méiyoudongxi .0073 (.0024)

Table 2.5 | General tendencies for SN interpretations in terms of the type of negative

element occupying the first position (W1).

The two remaining interactions deal with the role of stress in causing certain negative
element types to receive a higher or lower number of SN interpretations. First, the
interaction ELEMENTTYPE X STRESSED1 (F = 9.499, p <.001) can be read as indicating
that sentences with conglaiméi/conglaibu in the first position received more SN
readings when stressed than when unstressed (p = .002). However, this effect of stress
was not significant for either méiyourén/méiyoudongxi (p = .221) or méiyou/bu (p
=.377) (see Table 2.6). Table 2.6 shows the results of the interaction of ElementType
in W1 x StressedWord1, when conglaiméi+conglaibu was in the first negative element
position and unstressed (value 0), it obtained 2.99% (0.91) SN interpretations whereas
when it was stressed (value 1) it obtained 7.27% (1.90) SN interpretations. When
méiyourén+méiyoudongxi was in the first negative element position and it was
unstressed, it obtained 0.92% (0.33) SN interpretations whereas when it was stressed it
obtained 0.59% (0.22) SN interpretations. When méiyou+bu was in the first negative

element position and unstressed, it obtained 2.48% (0.57) SN interpretations whereas
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when it was stressed it obtained 2.10% (0.52) SN interpretations.

Proportion of single negation (SE)

ElementType, W1 W1 unstressed W1 STRESSED Significance
méiysurén/méiydudangxi .0092 (.0033) .0059 (.0022) p=.221
méiydu/bu .0248 (.0057) .0210 (.0052) p=.377
cénglaiméi/conglaibu .0.299 (.0091) .0772 (.0190) p =.002

Bold values are statistically significant.

Table 2.6 | General tendencies for SN interpretations in terms of the interaction

ELEMENTTYPE of first negative expression (W1) X STRESSEDI.

Second, the interaction ELEMENTTYPE x STRESSED2 (F = 5.890, p = .003) can be read
in the following way. In those sentences in which méiyou/bu occupied the first position,
utterances with stress in the second expression received more SN readings than those
with an unstressed second expression (p <.001). However, this effect of stress over the
second negative expression was not found to be significant when the first position was
occupied by either méiyourén/méiyoudongxi (p = .080) or congldiméi/conglaibu (p
=.162) (see Table 2.7). If we return to Table 2.3 above, we see that this is especially
evident when méiyou is involved, particularly in those sentences in which méiyou
appears twice (see the Discussion section below). Table 2.7 shows the results of the
interaction ElementType in W1x StressedWord2, when conglaiméi+conglaibi was in
the first negative element position and the second negative element was unstressed, it
obtained 4.07% (1.18) SN interpretations while it obtained 5.73% (1.49) SN
interpretations when the second negative element were stressed. When
méiyourén+méiyoudongxi was in the first negative element position and the second
negative element was unstressed, it obtained 0.52% (0.22) SN interpretations while it
obtained 1.05%(0.33) SN interpretations when the second negative element was
stressed. When méiyou+bu was in the first negative element position and the second
negative element was unstressed, it obtained 1.05% (0.30) SN interpretations while it
obtained 4.91% (1.12) SN interpretations when the second negative element was

stressed.
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Proportion of single negation (SE)

ElementType, W1 W2 unstressed W2 STRESSED Significance
méiyourén/méiydudangxi .0052 (.0022) .0105 (.0033) p =.080
méiyou/bu .0105 (.0030) .0491 (.0112) p <.001
conglaiméi/cénglaibu .0407 (.0118) .0573 (.0149) p=.162

Bold values are statistically significant.

Table 2.7 | General tendency for SN interpretations in terms of the interaction
ELEMENTTYPE of negative expression occurring first (W1) X STRESSED on the negative

expression occurring second in the utterance (W2).

In sum, the GLMM reveals four main results. First, there is a general tendency towards
SN interpretations depending on the stress pattern, such that there is an effect of stress
in the second position (W2), but only if the first position remains unstressed. Second,
there is also a tendency towards SN interpretations depending on the type of negative
expression occupying the first position (W1), such that conglaiméi/conglaibu >
méiyou/bu > méiyourén/méiyoudongxi. Third, congldiméi/conglaibu in the first position
triggers more SN readings when it is stressed. Fourth, méiyou/bu in the first position
triggers more SN readings if the second negative expression (which is also méiyou/bu)

is stressed.

2.6.6. Discussion

The aim of this chapter has been to investigate whether SN readings are possible at all
in MC within the boundaries of a single clause, and to find out which factors seem to
favor a SN reading of sentences with multiple negative expressions. I have investigated
the role of stress and element type. This subsection is devoted to discussing the results
presented in the previous section and the present section and to address why certain
factors gave rise to favor the SN interpretation in sentences with multiple negative
expressions in MC. It will be argued that the factors that favor a SN reading are as

follows:
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(1) When considering stress, the presence of stress, especially stress on the second

negative element, favored a SN reading.

(i) When considering the type of negative element occupying the first position, the
different lexical semantic role of the first negative element was the factor that triggered
the SN interpretation. Sentences with multiple negative elements got more SN readings

when the first negative element was an adjunct (i.e. conglaibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’).

The first of these factors consisted of the function of stress when applied to any of the
two negative expressions of a sentence (W1 or W2). The results of the perception
experiment generally showed that stress on the second negative expression favored
more SN readings than stress on the first, especially in those sentences in which W1
was unstressed and W2 was stressed (u + S). Thus, it would seem that, when the second
negative expression - which corresponds to the negative marker méi(you)/bu - received
stress, participants interpreted it as the most salient element expressing negation in the
sentence, rather than as interacting with the first expression to produce a DN (and hence
positive) reading. This preference for a SN interpretation in u + S sequences might be
motivated by the physical properties of the materials, i.e. the structure in which W1
remained unstressed and W2 stressed was the only one in which mean pitch (Hz), pitch
range (st) and intensity (dB) provided higher values for W2 than for W1 (see Table 2.2).
This could be seen as a direct violation of the so-called theory of declination in
declarative sentences (Pierrechumbert, 1979; Belotel-Greni¢ and Greni¢, 2003; a.o.),
according to which a pattern of declination of the fundamental frequency contour and
of the lowering of the peaks of accentuated syllables is expected to occur as a sentence
approaches its end. Indeed, this slope of expected declination was violated at the time

W2 was stressed, and might have had an effect in the interpretation.

Consider (20), one of the examples used in our experiment.
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(20)Wo meéi(you) BU qu Jianada.
I nothave not go Canada
‘I’'m not not going to Canada’ (DN reading) / ‘I’'m not going to Canada’ (SN

reading).

Examples such as (20), which had stress on the second negative marker bu ‘not’ in the
audio-recording, were associated with a non-negligible SN reading 12.28% of the time,
in contrast to 1.79% when méi(you) but not bu was stressed. This suggests two
conclusions: (i) when two negative markers combine within the boundaries of a
sentence and the second one is stressed, thus violating the fundamentals of the theory
of declination, the one next to the verb (W2) is the one taken to express sentential
negation; (ii) the interaction of syntax and prosody (stress in particular) makes possible
the emergence of SN readings in MC, as it has also been shown to be the case in other
so-called DN languages (de Swart & Fonville 2014; Zeijlstra 2010). In other words,
although it seems that the output of syntax should contribute a DN reading (because of

the interaction of two negative markers), a special prosody enhances a SN reading®®.

After stress, the second factor playing a role in eliciting SN readings seems to be the
type of negative expression involved. When considering the type of expression
occurring in the first position (ElementType in W1, see Table 2.5), congldiméi(you)/
conglaibu ‘never’ obtained more SN readings than méi(you)rén or méi(you)dongxi (p
= .001) or méi(you)/bu (p = .008). This difference may be due to the fact that

conglaiméi/conglaibu, méi(you)rén or méi(you)dongxi, and méi(you)/bu have a

49 Parallel interaction of syntax and prosody has been discussed in the literature on negation in so-called NC
languages in order to account for the emergence of DN readings (Corblin 1995, 1996, and Déprez 1999, 2000 for
standard French; Vinet 1998 for Québec French; Corblin & Tovena 2003 for French and Italian; Molnar 1998 and
Puskas 2006, 2012 for Hungarian; Zanuttini 1991, 1997, Godard & Marandin 2007; and Penka 2007 for Italian;
Falaus 2007 for Romanian; Huddlestone 2010, Biberauer & Zeijlstra 2012 for Afrikaans; Espinal & Prieto 2011,
Espinal et al. 2016 for Catalan). See Chapter 1. This means that what we describe here is a particular case of a general
property in language design.
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different contribution to the meaning of the sentence, which in turn reflects a syntactic
difference.  When the first negative expression is an  adverbial,
conglaibu/conglaiméi(you)‘never’, it behaves like an adjunct. By contrast, when the
first negative expression is a quantifier, méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or méi(you)dongxi
‘nothing’, it behaves like an argument. Adjuncts may not express negation by
themselves, but rather act as modifiers of a negative sentence whose head is the negative
marker méi(you) or bu, a second negative expression preceding the verb. By contrast,
negative quantifier expressions (méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’) in
argument position, express negation by themselves. As a consequence, the combination
of an argumental negative expression méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’
early in the sentence with the negative marker méi(you)/bu most frequently conveys the
expected DN interpretation. This is borne out in the results. Those instances where the
first negative expression was the adjunct congldibu ‘never’ / congldaiméi(you) ‘never’
yielded more SN interpretations than those in which the first expression was the
argument mei(you)rén ‘no one’ or méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’. Consider (21a, b), two

examples used in the experiment.

(21) a.Wo conglaiméi méi(you) canjia guo xialingying.
I evernot nothave attend PART summer camp
‘I didn’t never attend a summer camp.’
b. Méi(you)rén méi(you) qu guo  M¢eiguo.
not.have.people not.have go PART America

‘No one hasn’t been to America.’

In example (21a), conglaiméi ‘never’ appears first and is regarded as a negative adjunct
that modifies the whole negative sentence wo méi(you) canjia guo xialingying ‘1 didn’t
attend a summer camp.’. In effect, under this interpretation, conglaiméi is a preverbal

adjunct that does not duplicate the expression of negation, but merely modifies a
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sentence whose head is the negator méi(you).>® As aresult, a SN interpretation may be
obtained for a syntactic pattern based on adjunction. For the alternative and also
possible DN reading that this sentence may have, one should rather assume that both

cénglaiméi and méi(you) are full negators of the sentence.”

In example (21b), on the other hand, méi(you)rén ‘no one’ is a negative quantificational
subject. When méi(you)rén ‘no one’ co-occurs with the sentential negative marker
méi(you) ‘not’, they cancel each other out, in accordance with common expectations,
thus yielding a DN interpretation, as if two primary negation markers (bu and méi(you))

were combined iteratively.

Regarding the interaction of ElementType in W1 x Stressed in W1 (see Table 2.6), the
results also show that congldiméi/conglaibu conveyed SN even more when it was
stressed (7.72%). This can be explained as follows. Conglaiméi/congldibu ‘never’ can
be analyzed as a preverbal adjunct and as such it merely modifies the negative sentence
rather than negating it. Furthermore, when this preverbal adjunct is stressed, it
diminishes the role of the negative expression coming after it, thus favoring the

likelihood of a SN reading.

Concerning the interaction of ElementType in W1 x Stressed in W2 (see Table 2.7), the
findings show that the combination of méi(you)/bu in first position and stressed
méi(you)/bu in second position yielded the highest proportion of SN readings (4.91%)

with the highest statistical significance (p <.001).

%0 See Li (2007) for the hypothesis that no NegP is necessary in MC: méi(you) ‘not’ is the head of AspP, which can
be preceded by Type I adjuncts (under TopicP) and Type II adjuncts (under TenseP).

51 Recall that some authors postulate NegP (Cheng & Li 1991), while others do not (Emst 1995; Li 2007). As
mentioned in footnote 50 méi(you) has been analyzed by Li (2007) as head of AspP, and bu as adjunct to PredicationP.
According to Ernst (1995), standard Mandarin you (head of Asp) must be supported by negation (i.e.,“méi is a prefix
realizing [+NEG] on you” (Ernst 1995:699)), and bu is an adverb in Spec,AuxP or in Spec,VP. On the other hand,
Cheng and Li (1991) posit that Neg may select an AuxP headed by you, with bt becoming méi before you. See
Chapter 1 for details.
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Additionally, Figure 2.2 shows that the specific combination of méi(you) in first
position and stressed méi(you) in second position is the one that yielded the highest
proportion of SN readings (16.26%), whereas bu in first position and bu in second

position yielded the lowest proportion of SN readings (3.29%).

Word 2
.20

[ meiydu
= bua

.15

—]

.10

16.26% T
05— l

-
5.73% oo J_

——

Proporticn of single negation interpretations (35% Cl)

.00

meiydu bu

Word 1

Figure 2.2 | Proportion of SN interpretations for different combinations of méi(you)

and bu.

To illustrate these results, let us consider example (22) from our experiment.

(22)Wo  méi(you) MEI(YOU) qu  MéEigud.
I  nothave nothave go  America

‘I didn’t not go to America’ (DN reading) / ‘I didn’t go to America’ (SN reading).

In example (22), the second méi(you), which precedes immediately the V, is stressed
and made salient as the expression of negation. In this context the first méi(you) (a

higher head) does not seem to play a major role in the expression of sentential

negation.>2

* This situation most probably relates to the negative head cycle (van Gelderen 2011), according to which a loss of
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Finally, the combination of bz with another bu obtained the lowest proportion of SN
interpretations (3.29%). This could be due to the fact that bu is not involved in the same
grammaticalization path V> T > C that is affecting méi. In fact, the two instances of bu
cannot be adjacent to each other, as illustrated in (23). In (23), the first bz is not adjacent
to the second one. It should be noted that the sentence would be ungrammatical if it
were. To avoid this ungrammaticality, some element must intervene between them, in

this case the auxiliary verb hui ‘will’.

23)Wo bu hui bu canjia.
I not will not attend

‘I won’t not attend’ (DN reading) / ‘I won’t attend’ (SN reading).

This example shows that the first bu cliticizes (Ernst 1995) to the auxiliary verb hui
‘will” (bu 1s in Spec,AuxP), while the second bu attaches to the main verb (bu is in
Spec,VP). These two negators, which occur in the specifier position of different

structural heads, tend to cancel each other out and lead to less SN interpretations.

The following conclusions can be reached based on the findings of the experiment: First,
when W1 was an adverbial negative quantifier in adjunct position (i.e.
conglaibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’), sentences with multiple negative expressions
favored more SN readings than when W1 was a negative quantifier in argument position
(i.e. méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’). Second, when W2 was stressed,
the stressed negative element was regarded as the main element of the sentence, thereby
decreasing the prominence of the unstressed negative element, which was also a
negative element. Since the negative element was stressed, it was given greater
prominence in the sentence thus constraining the meaning of the sentence, and resulting

in SN interpretations.

semantic features accounts for the reanalysis of a lexical head to a higher head: a negative expression derives from
a full-fledged verb, it gets reanalyzed as a head in T (as an aspect or modality marker), and/or finally in C (as an
interrogative or discourse marker). See also Yang (2011).
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2.7. Conclusion

In the literature, a macroparametric division between DN languages and NC languages
has been proposed. However, I have argued that the distinction between DN and NC is
not macroparametric but is due rather to different readings attributed to sentences that
show different syntactic and prosodic patterns. MC encodes and expresses negation
both by means of independent negative markers (méi(you) and bu) and by means of
complex negative expressions (conglaiméi, congldaibu, méi(you)rén, and
méi(you)dongxi). When two such negative expressions co-occur in one sentence they
generally cancel each other out to yield a DN reading. However, noting that stress can
override the default DN interpretation of emphatic multiple negative expressions in
Dutch (Zeijlstra 2010), I have hypothesized that specific conditions might also occur in
MC whereby sentences with multiple negative expressions shift from a DN reading to
a SN reading. To this end, in Experiment 1 I first studied the acoustic properties of
stressed and unstressed negative expressions and found that stressed negative
expressions are associated with higher mean pitch, wider pitch range, greater duration,
and greater intensity. In addition, in Experiment 1 it was found that native MC speakers

were aware of these acoustic differences at the time of perception.

A further perception experiment, Experiment 2, was conducted to determine what
factors were most likely to favor a SN reading. It consisted of an online judgment task
performed by 114 native speakers of MC which also allowed us to determine what
factors were most likely to favor a SN reading. The results of this perception experiment
showed that a SN reading was favored a) when the second negative expression was

stressed and b) when the first negative expression was an adjunct, not an argument.

The answers to the three original research questions are therefore as follows.

QI. In MC, are SN readings ever possible in sentences with two negative expressions?
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The results show that they are, though they occur at a low—albeit statistically

significant—rate.

Q2. If so, is this reading influenced by the presence of stress, and does it depend on
whether it is the first or the second negative expression that receives the stress? In the
findings, SN readings were obtained only when the second negative expression (which
in all cases was the negative marker méi(you)/bu) received stress. I speculate that this
prosodic prominence, being a direct violation of the so-called theory of declination,
causes the second expression to be semantically and pragmatically salient, and thus to

favor a SN reading.

Q3. Is this possibility dependent on the type of the negative expressions involved and
the combination thereof? The results show that negation readings do indeed depend on
the particular combination of negative expressions involved, with SN readings being
more likely when the first negative expression is an adjunct (congldibii/congldaiméi(you)

rather than an argument (méi(you)rén or méi(you)dongxi).
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3. The interpretation of fragment argumental negative
expressions as answers to negative questions in Mandarin

Chinese®

3.1. Introduction

In the literature, negative indefinite expressions of so-called Negative Concord (NC)
languages are claimed to convey a single negation (SN) reading when used as fragment
answers to negative questions. In contrast, in so-called Double Negation (DN)
languages fragment negative quantifiers are claimed to elicit a DN reading when used
as fragment answers to negative questions. However, the differences in the
interpretation of fragment answers in NC versus DN languages is not clear-cut. Hence
a DN interpretation for n-words when used as fragment answers to negative questions
has been shown under certain prosodic and gestural conditions in NC languages such
as Catalan, Spanish (Espinal & Prieto 2011; Espinal et. al 2016; Prieto et. al 2013) and
French (Depréz & Yeaton 2018). The SN interpretation of fragment n-words as answers
to negative questions has also been demonstrated in DN languages such as Standard

English (Blanchette 2017; Blanchette & Nadeu 2018).

As introduced in Chapter 1, Mandarin Chinese (MC) has been classified as a DN
language in the literature (Cheng and Li, 1991; Ding et al., 1999; Lii 1985; and others).
Studies on negation in MC highlight that in this language when two negative elements,
whether negative markers (bu and méi(you) ‘not’) or argumental negative expressions

(e.g., méi(you)rén ‘no one’ and méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’), combine within the

53 A succinct version of this chapter has been published as: Feifei Li, Joan Borras-Comes and M.Teresa Espinal,
2019. Mismatches in the interpretation of fragment negative expressions in Mandarin Chinese. Journal of Pragmatics

152: 28-45. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2019.07.017. This work has been presented as an oral

communication in the Conference on the Meaning of Functional Categories in the Nominal Domain, 21st-22nd
March 2019, Barcelona.
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boundaries of a single clause a positive meaning is conveyed (Lii 1985:247, 1990:243;
Cheng & Li 1991; Ding et al. 1999:201; Yang 2011: 209; Zhou 2014:337; Zhuang
2015:127; and others), as a consequence of their occurrence in a double negative
structure. However, the linguistic literature on negation in MC does not inform on the
use and speaker’s preferences of these various syntactic possibilities in spontaneous
speech. Note that knowing what these preferences are may be illuminating of the
markedness of certain combinations of negative markers and argumental negative

expressions at the time of conveying DN or single negation (SN) interpretations.

Furthermore, it should be pointed out that the default interpretation of a fragment
answer to a negative question in MC is also DN. For instance, to answer a negative wh-
question such as shéi méiyou qu youyong? ‘who didn’t go swimming’, the default
interpretation of a fragment answer such as méi(you)rén ‘no one’ is DN, in which the
fragment answer is interpreted to mean ‘no one didn’t go swimming’, that is, ‘everyone
went swimming’. To my knowledge, the interaction between fragment negative
expressions and prosodic (and gestural) strategies has not been previously studied in
MC. Consequently, this chapter aims to (i) provide a review of the interpretation of
fragment argumental negative expressions as answers to negative questions in MC and
to explore whether it is possible for argumental negative expressions used in isolation
in MC to convey SN — unlike an expected positive DN interpretation, as in other DN
languages, such as Standard English. And if so, to identify what the conditions under
which the argumental negative expression can be interpreted as a SN are. Furthermore,
this chapter aims to investigate (i1) whether these two readings (SN and DN) can be
distinguished prosodically, and (iii) whether native speakers of MC are aware of these

differences at the time of both production and perception.

Within this line of research, an additional issue is to examine whether DN readings of
fragment negative expressions in wh- negative question-answer pairs are to be

considered the output of a compositional process that applies within the domains of a
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single clause, or rather the result of a denial process, either presupposition denial
(Geurts 1998), or a speech act of denial/rejection (see Humberston 2000; Ripley 2011;
Krifka 2017).%

This chapter proceeds as follows: Section 3.2 provides a short overview of the literature
on the interpretation of fragment answers in NC and DN languages. Section 3.3
explores fragment answers to negative wh- questions in Mandarin Chinese. Section 3.4
reviews the DN and the SN interpretations of fragment n-words or negative indefinites
in NC and DN languages, respectively. Section 3.5 discusses the possibility of obtaining
a SN reading that is dependent on the fragment negative answer to a negative question
being accompanied by a focus-sensitive particle. Sections 3.6 to 3.9 present the results
of three experimental investigations, which were run to identify the conditions that help
native speakers of MC express or interpret a SN or a DN reading of fragment negative
expressions as answers to negative questions. Section 3.10 discusses the experimental

results. Finally, section 3.11 concludes the chapter.

3.2. Background

In DN languages such as Standard English, when negative indefinites such as nobody
and nothing are used as answers to negative questions in negative question-answer pairs,

the default interpretation of fragment negative indefinites is a DN reading. Consider the

54 According to Geurts (1998:275) presupposition denials take the form in (i) and serve to reject a presupposition
implied by a previous utterance.
(i) Kurt DOESN ° T realize that his camels have been kidnapped, because they HAVEN ° T been kidnapped.

In a semantic theory for illocutionary acts (Cohen & Kritka 2011, 2014; Kritka 2013, 2015, 2017, 2019) speech
acts are conceived as the key factor for changing commitments by the interlocutors and for triggering changes of
commitments. In this context a reject speech act with respect to a previous negative assertion or question is to be
analyzed as a meta-speech act in that it applies over assertions (i.e., the assertion of a negative proposition uttered
by the speaker S1 in the previous discourse) and restricts the admissible future moves to additional assertions (i.e.,
the assertion of a positive proposition uttered by the speaker S2 in the subsequent discourse), analyzed as
commitments of interlocutors to the truth of propositions. See Li et al. (2016) for a specific discussion of the
expression of rejection in MC.
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example below:

(1) Q. Who didn’t go swimming? (Standard English)

A. Nobody. (=Nobody didn’t go swimming)

In the classical generative tradition, the fragment answer in (1) is analyzed as a case of
ellipsis, by which the negative indefinite nobody used in the reply is the short answer
that stands for a clausal ellipsis of the negative question. The ellipsis analysis (Merchant
2001, 2004) postulates that the fragment item in question-and-answer pairs like (1)
moves to Spec,FocP in syntax and the remainder of the sentence is PF-deleted, as
illustrated in (2A). Semantically, the prediction is that a positive reading is inferred after
applying the Law of Double Negation: the negative indefinite nobody, which is
assumed to contribute its own negative operator, combines at LF with the elliptical
sentential negative marker n’f that comes from the question, in such a way that, after
the indefinite negative expression and the negative marker cancel each other out, an

affirmative reading is obtained.>®

(2) Q. Who didn’t go swimming? (Standard English)
A. [Focp nobody [1p didn’t-go-swimming]| ‘Everybody.’

In Standard English it is also possible to object to the negative assumption (i.e., in (1)

the presupposition Somebody didn’t go swimming) activated by the negative wh-

%5 Note that recent experimental investigations (Blanchette 2017; Blanchette et al. 2018; Blanchette & Lukyanenko
2019) show that Standard English speakers reliably associate, at the time of both production and perception,
sequences such as (1A) - associated with a structure in which the negative indefinite precedes the negative marker,
as represented in (2A) - with DN readings. However, these studies support the conclusion that when the negative
argument follows the negative marker, these same speakers reliably obtain a SN reading for sentences like (i) (i.e.,
‘Maria didn’t eat anything today’).
(i) Maria didn’t eat nothing today.

The overall conclusion of these studies is that Standard English speakers generate both DN and SN
interpretations, and that these interpretations are affected by the syntactic structure of the negative sentence, as well
as by other factors such as acoustic cues and access to common ground knowledge.
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question by means of a different kind of ellipsis, the target meaning being SN rather
than DN (Espinal & Tubau 2016).>® To convey this meaning, this language resorts not
to clausal ellipsis, but rather either to a full sentence or to a sentence with VP-ellipsis,

as exemplified in (3A).%’

(3) Q. Who didn 't go swimming?
A. Nobody did.

In contrast, in NC languages such as Catalan and Spanish, in negative question-answer
pairs, when the n-words such as ningu ‘nobody’, res ‘nothing’, nadie ‘nobody’ and nada
‘nothing’ are used as answers to negative questions, they are most commonly
interpreted as expressing SN meanings (Espinal & Prieto 2011; Espinal et. al 2016;
Prieto et. al 2013). Negative indefinites in NC languages have been argued not to
encode a negative logical operator (Espinal 2000; Quer 1993; Vallduvi 1994); fragment
n-words - used as fragment answers to negative questions - encode a SN reading, in
spite of the fact that the syntactic structure does not show VP-ellipsis. This is illustrated
in (4) and (5).

(4) Q. (Quién no llevaba gafas? (Spanish)
who not wore glasses
‘Who wasn’t wearing glasses?’
A. Nadie.
nobody
‘Nobody.” = (Nobody was wearing glasses.)
(example from Espinal and Tubau 2016:44, ex. (6))

% For a recent review of the analyses of response systems from both a syntactic and a semantic perspective, see
Espinal and Tubau (2019).
57 Some native speakers of Standard English would prefer a negated auxiliary in the response (i), thus indicating the
possibility of NC in this language.
(i) Nobody didn’t.
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(5) Q. Qui no ha menjat postres? (Catalan)
whonot has eaten dessert
‘Who did not eat dessert?’
A. Ningu.
nobody
‘Nobody’ = (Nobody ate dessert.)
(example from Espinal and Prieto 2011:2393, ex. (1a))

Based on the assumption that n-words in Romance have underspecified formal features
(Espinal 2000; Martins 2000; Rooryck 1994, van der Wouden & Zwarts 1993), the
negative meaning of fragment n-words in (4A) and (5A) is postulated to yield SN
interpretations because it stands in a sort of syntactic agreement or semantic
dependency with the negative marker no in the question. That is, the fragment words in

(4A) and (5A), are expected to be interpreted as conveying SN (see Espinal 2000).

Interestingly, Catalan and Spanish grammars (Bosque 1980; Espinal 2002; Sanchez
1999; Sola 1973) predict only a SN reading, independently of the fact that the NegP or
TP of the question is repeated in the answer. So the question is how to account for the
fact that Standard English speakers usually associate (1A) with a DN reading whereas
Standard Spanish speakers and Standard Catalan speakers usually associate (4A) and
(5A) with a SN reading. Depending on the language, answers to this question have
hinged on different morphosyntactic properties of negative indefinites (Déprez 2011;
Déprez et al. 2015; Espinal & Tubau 2016; and others), different syntactic structures
and the presence of overt/covert operators (Zeijlstra 2004 and ff.; and others), or
different semantic operations (i.e., iteration vs. resumption, Déprez 1997; de Swart &

Sag 2002).
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3.3. Fragment answers to negative wh- questions in Mandarin

Chinese

As described in chapter 1, negation in MC can be expressed using negative markers
meéi(you) and bu ‘not’. Besides the use of negative markers, negative expressions such
as méi(you)rén ‘no one’, méi(you)dongxi | méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can also be used
to express negation in MC. These negative expressions can either occur in the subject

or the object position when used in a full sentence response to a negative question.

However, as with nobody and nothing in Standard English, the fragments méi(you)rén
‘no one’ and méi(you)dongxi /| méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can also be used as short
answers to negative questions in negative question-answer pairs. In this sense, this
possibility can be explained under an ellipsis account of fragment answers. That is, the
use of argumental negative expressions as fragment answers is an example of clausal

ellipsis.

Meéi(youw)rén ‘no one’ used as a fragment answer to a negative question is the first
example I consider. In accordance with the properties of negative sentences in MC (see
Chapter 1, Section 1.5), the default interpretation of the fragment answer in (6A) to the
question in (6Q) is that it conveys a positive reading, because the fragment argumental
negative expression of the fragment answer has to combine with the negative operator
of the elliptical negative question. In this situation, the two negative expressions (i.e.,
the fragment argumental negative expression and the negative sentential marker) cancel

each other out, resulting in a DN interpretation.

(6) Q. Shéi  méiyou zai jiaoshi?
who not.have at classroom

‘Who is not in the classroom?’
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A. Méiyourén.

not.have.people

‘No one.’
=Al. Méiyourén (méiyou zai jiaoshi.)
not.have.people nothave  at classroom

‘No one is not in the classroom.’

This is the compositional meaning obtained after combining the meaning of
méi(you)rén ‘no one’ with the meaning of the negative question (minus the wh- word)
méiyou qu youyong ‘didn’t go swimming’, thus conveying the positive ‘everyone went

swimming’.

Furthermore, parallel to the English examples in (3), in MC it is possible to obtain a SN
reading when answering a negative wh- question by using méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in a

syntactic structure with partial ellipsis. This is illustrated in (7).

(7) Q. Shéi méi(you) mai  sha?
who not.have  buy  book
‘Who didn’t buy the book?’
A. Méi(yow)rén  mai le.
not.have.people buy PART
‘No one bought (the book).’

In this example the answer to the negative question contains a negative expression in
preverbal position followed by the verb and an aspectual particle, and the meaning

conveyed by the logical negation contained in the negative expression is SN.

Meéi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ and méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’, two additional negative

expressions mentioned at the beginning of this section, are used in a similar way. Hence,
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the fragment, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’, can be used in response to a negative question,
and it is also an example of clausal ellipsis. The default interpretation of
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ when used as a fragment answer to a negative question is a

DN reading. Consider the following example:

(8)Q.Ta  shénme dongxi méiyou mai?
3sg  what thing  not.have buy
‘What didn’t (s)he buy?’

A. Méiyoushénme.
not.have.what
‘Nothing.” (= ‘(S)he bought everything.”)
=Al. Méiyoushénme ta méiyou mai.
not.have.what 3sg  nothave buy

‘There’s nothing (s)he didn’t buy. ’ (= ‘(S)he bought everything.’)

DN is the compositional meaning obtained after combining the meaning of
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ with the meaning of the negative question (minus the wh-
word) ta méiyou mdi ‘(s)he didn’t buy’, thus conveying the positive reading ‘(s)he

bought everything’.

It is also possible to obtain a SN reading when answering a negative question by using

méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ in a partial ellipsis structure such as the one exemplified in

(9).

(9)Q. Ta shénme dongxi méiyou mai?
3sg what thing nothave buy
‘What didn’t (s)he buy?’

A. Méiyoushénme ta  mai le.

not.have.what 3sg buy PART
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‘There’s nothing (s)he bought. / (S)he bought nothing.’

In (9), instead of showing ellipsis of the whole syntactic structure minus the wh-word,
the answer shows an argumental negative expression followed by the subject and the
verb. This partial ellipsis structure excludes a DN reading. Thus (9A) leads to a SN
reading, which is conveyed by the logical negation contained in the argumental negative

expression méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’.

Meéi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ has a very similar usage to méi(you)sheénme ‘nothing’. Recall
that méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ and méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can usually be used
interchangeably within a sentence. However, when méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ and
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ are used as fragment argumental negative expressions to
answer a negative question, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ is more appropriate than
méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ because méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ is ambiguous. Consider

the two replies to (10Q).

(10) Q.Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou ch1?
you what thing  not.have eat
‘What didn’t you eat.’
Al. Méiyoudongxi
not.have.thing
‘Nothing = (I ate everything) / There is not a single thing (to eat).’
A2. Méiyoushénme.
not.have.what

‘Nothing = (I ate everything).’

As shown in (10A1), one meaning of the fragment answer méi(you)dongxi is ‘nothing’,
in which it expresses a DN meaning (i.e. I ate everything). The other meaning, that is,

that the responder couldn’t eat because there was nothing there, expresses a SN meaning.
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Consequently, in (10A1), fragment méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ can mean I ate everything.
In addition, fragment méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ can mean there is not existent a thing
to eat. By contrast, in (10A2), fragment méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ is not ambiguous, it

only means ‘nothing’, which leads to a DN reading in the answer to a negative question.

In sum, when used as a fragment argumental negative expression méi(you)dongxi
‘nothing’ is ambiguous between the meaning of ‘nothing’ or ‘there is not a single thing’.
By contrast, the negative expression méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ is not ambiguous. |
suspected that the ambiguous meaning of meéi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’” might affect the
meaning of the interpretation of the fragment negative expressions. Because of this, in
the experimental studies I present in this chapter I chose méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’. On
the other hand, the decision was also based on a technical reason due to the fact that the
tones for each syllable of méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ are the same as the tones of the
other negative quantifier méi(you)rén ‘no one’ that I studied. I thought that this choice
would facilitate the posterior analysis of the acoustic features of these two fragment

negative expressions.

3.4. Interpretation of fragment n-words/negative indefinites as
answers to negative questions: DN interpretation in NC

languages and SN interpretation in DN languages

As introduced in Section 3.2, in so-called NC languages, such as Spanish and Catalan,
fragment n-words elicit SN in question-answer pairs, whereas in so-called DN
languages, such as Standard English, fragment negative indefinites elicit DN in
question-answer pairs. However, an increasing number of studies in the literature on
both Romance and Germanic languages show that meaning shifts are possible from
expected SN readings to unexpected DN interpretations, and vice versa (see Prieto &

Espinal forthcoming; de Swart forthcoming).
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To my knowledge, one of the first studies to show the relevance of this sort of meaning
shift in Catalan is Espinal and Prieto (2011), which shows the interaction between
fragment n-words and a contradictory contour (a rising pitch accent associated with the
stressed syllable followed by a low-rising boundary tone: L+H* L!H% in Cat ToBI and
Sp_ToBI). Posterior studies (Prieto et al. 2013; Espinal et al. 2016) further show, for
both Catalan and Spanish, the role of congruent and incongruent gestures, and confirm
the role of the contradictory intonation contour not only for fragment n-words but also
for preverbal n-words, with or without the co-presence of a sentential negative marker.*®
Depréz and Yeaton (2018) show similar results for French, according to which the
combination of a specific syntax and a special prosody can yield a DN reading in this

language as well.

Concerning Germanic languages, Blanchette (2017) shows that, under a specific
syntactic structure, a SN reading is preferred by Standard English native speakers.
Blanchette and Nadeu (2018), following Espinal and Prieto (2011), confirm
experimentally the hypothesis that Standard English is a language that assigns both SN
and DN interpretations to negative indefinite fragment answers that are replies to
negative questions, DN readings being prosodically marked with a higher fundamental

frequency (f0) than their SN negation counterparts.

A shared conclusion of Espinal and Prieto’s (2011) and Blanchette and Nadeu’s (2018)
studies on the interpretation of fragment negative indefinites in Catalan and English is

that prosody enhances DN meanings in Catalan, and SN readings in Standard English.

%8See also Hedberg and Sosa (2003) and Goodhue and Wagner (2018) for the relevance of a specific type of
intonational contour (the so-called contradiction contour) in the production of negative sentences conveying the
speaker’s rejection or disagreement with a previous turn in English. See Puskas (2012) for a discourse-motivated
DN reading in Hungarian, a strict NC language.

According to Prieto et al. (2013) a congruent audio-video file is one where the gestural and prosodic features
match, whereas an incongruent audio-video file is one where the gestural and prosodic features mismatch. This study
shows that participants of both Catalan and Spanish prefer DN readings when the negative word (Catalan ningu,
Spanish nadie ‘nobody’) is accompanied with a contradictory intonational contour and with specific denial gestures.
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Hence, these studies show the reliable emergence of both DN and SN interpretations
when the pragmatic conditions for these readings are met and the assignment of distinct
acoustic values to arguments uttered with these two intended readings occurs. Also
interesting is the conclusion that whereas in Catalan the difference seems to be encoded
phonologically (by means of a specific intonation contour), in English it appears to be

encoded phonetically (by means of a higher 10).

In sum, these studies show that in both so-called NC and DN languages, SN and DN
readings of fragment n-words or fragment indefinites, as answers to negative questions,
are possible. That is, when n-words are used in isolation to answer negative questions
in NC languages, in addition to the default SN interpretation, a DN interpretation can
also be elicited as the results of prosodic, syntactic and gestural strategies. When
fragment n-words are used in isolation to answer negative questions in DN languages,
in addition to the default DN interpretation a SN interpretation is also possible under
certain prosodic and syntactic strategies. Accordingly, this led us to investigate whether
in MC both a DN and a SN interpretation of fragment negative expressions as answers
to negative questions are possible and, if so, what are the conditions that help MC

speakers to interpret a DN or a SN meaning.

3.5. Single negation interpretation of fragment negative answers in

Mandarin Chinese: cases with dou ‘even’

Since the use of argumental negative expressions as fragment answers to negative
questions may elicit a SN interpretation in a DN language such as Standard English, the
aim of this study is to investigate whether fragment negative answers can also elicit a
SN interpretation in MC. In this section, I show how fragment negative answers in
combination with a focus-sensitive particle dou ‘even’ can license a SN interpretation.
Then, in Sections 3.6 to 3.9, I investigate experimentally whether it is possible that

fragment negative expressions, when used as answers to negative questions, can be
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interpreted as conveying SN readings in MC, and, if so, under which conditions.

In MC, dou is a polysemous adverb which conveys three meanings: dou ‘all’, dou ‘even’
and dou ‘already’ (Hou 1998; Lii 1999; Zhan 2004). In this study, I focus on the ‘even’
meaning, as it may lead to a SN reading when it is combined with a fragment negative
expression in specific contexts. In this case, dou is considered a scalar operator (Jiang
2008) or a scalar particle similar to the English even (Chen 2008; Chierchia 2006, 2013;
Shyu 1995), which contributes to the sentence by establishing a scale of likelihood
(Etxeberria & Irurtzun 2015). It always follows the focused elements with which it is

associated.

Dou ‘even’ can be presented in three syntactic format (Lii 1999; Hou 1998; Zhan 2004).
The first is in the construction of (/ian)...dou ‘including...even’, which indicates an
emphasis and has a contrast meaning. In this construction, /idn precedes any kind of
phrase (XP) and can be optional (Chao 1968; Paris 1979), dou comes after the focus
element, precedes verbs and has a scalar interpretation (Banda 2008) according to
which the XP before dou is the least likely alternative entity when it is associated with
a positive sentence. In other words, the XP ranks relatively low on the considered scale.
The focus feature in MC can either be elicited by /idn or by placing stress on the XP
(Banda 2008). That is, when /idn is omitted, the focused XP positioned before dou ‘even’

1s usually produced with stress. Consider the examples in (11):

(11) a. Lian ni dou lai canjia  huiyi le.
including you even come attend meeting PART
‘Even you came to attend the meeting.’
b.NI dou lai canjia  huiyi le.
you even come attend meeting PART

‘Even you came to attend the meeting.’
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In (11a), ni “you’, a pronoun that refers to the second person is presupposed to be the
least likely entity to attend the meeting. The scalar presupposition is that in comparison
to other people under consideration besides you, the likelihood of other people
attending the meeting is greater than the likelihood of you attending the meeting. The
participation of ‘you’ is less likely to happen. However, what is being asserted is that
the person referred to using the second person pronoun did attend the meeting. In (11b),
lian is omitted and the sentence expresses the same meaning as (11a), however, in this
case, the XP before dou ‘even’, namely ni ‘you’, is stressed. Note that the examples in

(11) are positive structures.

Interestingly, if dou is included in a negative sentence, the scalar presuppositions are
reversed. In negative sentences, the value of XP before dou ‘even’ is associated with
the highest ranked element on the likelihood scale. In other words, the XP ranks
relatively high on the attributed scale. Consider the examples below, which include the

negative sentential marker méiyou ‘not’.

(12) a. Lian ni dou méiyou lai canjia  huiyi.
including you even nothave come attend meeting
‘Even you didn’t come to attend the meeting.’
b.NI  dou méiyou lai canjia  huiyi.
you even not.have come attend  meeting

‘Even you didn’t come to attend the meeting.’

In (12a), ni ‘you’, the personal pronoun that refers to the second person, is presupposed
to be the most likely entity to attend the meeting. The scalar presupposition is that in
comparison to other people under consideration besides you, the likelihood of you
attending the meeting is higher than the likelihood of other people attending the meeting.
Note that, what is asserted here is that the individual referred to in the second person

did not attend the meeting. In (12b), even though /idn is omitted the sentence expresses
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the same meaning as (12a). However, in this case ni ‘you’ is usually produced with

stress.

The second syntactic format where dou ‘even’ is found is in the structure: V+ dou
‘even’+ negative marker + V.*° In this structure, the two verbal stems must be the same.

Consider the example below:

(13)Cht dou bu  chi yidianr
eat even not eat a little

‘((S)he) doesn’t even eat a little’

In (13), dou ‘even’ displays a scalar interpretation that ‘a little’ is presupposed to be the
most likely amount to be eaten. That is, it is presupposed that (s)he at least ate a little.

However, what is asserted in this sentence is that (s)he didn’t eat a little.

The third syntactic format is in the structure: [Numeral + Classifier + N] + dou ‘even’

+ negative marker + V.®° Consider the example below:

(14)Yi bén shi dou méiyou Kkan.
one Cl. book even nothave read

‘((S)he) didn’t even read one book.’
In (14), yi bén shii ‘one book’ is the most likely thing to read. The presupposition of
(14) is that it is most likely that (s)he read at least one book while the assertion is that

(s)he didn’t read one book.

Let us now consider the interaction of fragment argumental negative expressions with

59 Note that this structure is only used in negative sentences in MC.
60 As was the case with the second syntactic structure with dou ‘even’, this third structure is also only for negative
sentences.
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dou. As has been described in Section 3.3, the use of argumental negative expressions
as fragment answers to negative questions licenses a default DN interpretation in MC.

Recall this phenomenon from the following examples:

(15) Q. Shéi méiyou  14i?
who not.have come
‘Who didn’t come?’
A. Méiyourén.
not.have.people

‘Nobody = (Nobody didn’t come.)’ (i.e., Everybody came.)

(16) Q.Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou chi?
you what thing not.have eat
‘What didn’t you eat?’
A. Méiyoudongxi.
not.have.thing
‘Nothing = (There’s nothing I didn’t eat.)’ (i.e., I ate everything.) / There is not

a single thing (to eat).’

What is interesting to point out at this point is that, the co-occurrence of the fragment
argumental negative expression and dou ‘even’ may reverse the above mentioned
default reading and license a SN interpretation, as an answer to a negative question.
When dou ‘even’ is combined with an argumental negative expression such as
méiyourén ‘no one’, the argumetal negative expression is positioned directly following
dou ‘even’ (Liu 2017). In this case, the argumental negative expression positioned after
dou ‘even’ is focused and usually produced with stress. Consider the following

examples:
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(17) Q.

(13) Q.

Concerning the meaning of these answers, it should be noted that (17A) presupposes
that it is most likely that there was at least one person there and it asserts that there
wasn’t anyone there, thus implying that no one came. (18A) presupposes that it is most
likely that there was at least a single thing there and it asserts that there was not a single
thing there, implying that the responder didn’t eat anything. The pragmatic implicature
is that the speaker didn’t eat anything because no food was provided. Crucially, in these

circumstances a SN reading is the most salient one, according to which not a single

Shéi  méiyou  14i?
who not.have come
‘Who didn’t come?’
Dou MEIYOUREN.
even not.have.people

‘There wasn’t even anyone (there).’

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou chi?
you  what thing  not.have eat
‘What didn’t you eat?’
Dou  MEIYOUDONGXI.
even not.have.thing

‘There wasn’t even anything (there).’

person or a single thing was present there.

It is also interesting to point out that (17A) and (18A) can be reformulated by means of
the first construction of dou ‘even’. As described previously, the first construction is

(lian)..

(19) Q.

.dou ‘even’. Consider the following examples:

Shéi méiyou  14i?

who not.have come
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‘Who didn’t come?’
A. Lidn (yi ge¢) rén dou  méiyou.
even one Cl. people even not.have

“There wasn’t even (a single) person.’

(20) Q. Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou chi?
you what thing nothave eat
‘What didn’t you eat?’

A.Lian  dongxi dou  méiyou.
even thing even not.have

‘There wasn’t even anything (there).’

Note that (19A) shares the same meaning as (17A). The presupposition introduced by
dou ‘even’ in this sentence is that it is most likely that there was at least one person
there. However, the assertion of the sentence is that there is no one present or there is

no one there, implying that no one came.

(20A) has the same meaning as in (18A) but has a different syntactic structure. The
presupposition in (20A) is that it is most likely that there was at least one thing there.
When it is combined with the negative marker, what is asserted is that there is not a

single thing there, implying that you didn’t eat anything.

In these cases, the combination of dou ‘even’ plus an argumental negative expression
has the same interpretation with (lidn)...dou ‘even’ construction, which elicits a SN

interpretation which means there is no one or no single thing there.

As stated in Section 3.3, fragment méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ is ambiguous when it is
used as the answer to negative questions licensing two interpretations (i.e. nothing or

there is not a single thing there), whereas méi(you)shénme only yields one interpretation
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(i.e. nothing). Note that when the fragment negative expression méi(you)shénme
‘nothing’ co-occurs with dou ‘even’ it does not license a SN interpretation as an answer
to a negative question, which stands in contrast to the combination of méi(you)dongxi

‘nothing’ with dou ‘even’ (see example 18A). Consider the following example:

(21) Context: Xiao Liu and Xiao Li were invited to attend a party. Xiao Liu wasn’t
interested in eating any of the food at the party because he thought the food was
not appetizing. Xiao Li asks Xiao Liu:

Q.Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou chi?
you what thing not.have eat
‘What didn’t you eat?’
Al. *Dou  MEIYOUSHENME.
even not.have.what
Intended meaning: ‘There wasn’t even anything (here).’
A2. Dou méiyoushénme kéyi chi.
even nothave.what can eat

‘There wasn’t even anything edible that [ wanted to eat.’

Unlike (18A), (21A1) is ungrammatical and fails to express the intended meaning
because, it is not a complete sentence. A complete sentence can be expressed as in
(21A2), where the negative quantifier méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ is followed by a modal

keyi ‘can’ and a verb chi ‘eat’.

In conclusion, in MC the combination of dou ‘even’ and the argumental negative
expression méiyourén ‘no one’ and méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’ can elicit a SN
interpretation which expresses that there is not a single person or there is not a single
thing (there). The same meaning can be also expressed by means of the (lian)...dou

‘even’ construction.
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In this section, I have discussed the possibility of obtaining a SN reading that is
dependent on the fragment negative answer to a negative question being accompanied
by a particle dou ‘even’, which is a scalar particle. However, whether a fragment
argumental negative expression without dou ‘even’ may elicit a SN
reading/interpretation has not investigated in MC. Therefore, in the remaining sections
of this chapter I report the results obtained in a number of experimental studies whose
general goal was to investigate whether argumental negative expressions may convey

a SN interpretation when used alone as fragment answers to wh- negative questions.

3.6. Experimental studies on Mandarin Chinese

As introduced in section 3.4, in DN languages such as Standard English, both SN and
DN readings are possible for negative fragment answers when they are used as
responses to wh- negative questions. In this case, DN readings are associated with a
higher fundamental frequency (f0) than SN negation readings. However, to my
knowledge, the question of whether a SN reading can be enhanced by prosody in MC
has so far not been studied. Accordingly, the main goal of this study is to look into the
interaction between argumental negative expressions, used as fragment answers to
negative wh- questions, and contrastive stress in this language. In this study, the
question [ want to investigate is whether these two readings (i.e., SN and DN) are also
available to native MC speakers at the time of interpreting fragment argumental
negative expressions. I hypothesize that argumental negative expressions, used as
fragment answers, may convey either a DN or a SN reading depending on prosodic
properties (and gestural strategies), and that DN in this language is a prosodically
marked form, as it is in other so-called DN languages (e.g., Standard English) and in

other so-called NC languages (e.g., Catalan).

Following the study of Espinal and Prieto (2011), Prieto et. al (2013), Espinal et. al
(2016) on Catalan and Spanish, and Blanchette (2017), Blanchette and Nadeu (2018)
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on Standard English, this study attempts to investigate experimentally the following

research questions:

Q1. To what extent do native speakers of MC at the time of replying to negative wh-
questions prefer sentences with multiple negative expressions (rather than positive
sentences) to convey a DN reading, and to what extent do they prefer sentences with a
negative marker (rather than with an argumental negative expression) to convey a SN

interpretation?

Q2. Can argumental negative expressions (in particular, méi(you)rén ‘no one’ and
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’) convey a SN reading when used in isolation? If so, what are
the conditions (both informative and acoustic) under which an argumental negative
expression used in isolation can be interpreted as conveying SN? In other words, do
native speakers of MC produce argumental negative expressions, when used as answers
to negative wh- questions, with specific and different prosodic correlates (and gestures)
depending on whether these correlates (and gestures) are meant to be associated with

SN or DN readings?

Q3. Can native speakers of MC perceive these differences (if such differences exist),
and, if so, will they perceive particular audio recordings of fragment negative
expressions as being more appropriate in DN than in SN contexts, and more indicative

of a DN than a SN meaning?

In order to answer these research questions, a total of three experiments were conducted.
Experiment 1 (audio production experiment) was conducted to investigate whether
native MC speakers can produce fragment argumental negative expressions that convey
either a SN meaning or DN meaning and which are these prosodic correlates for both
SN and DN. Moreover, this experiment aimed to investigate to what extent native

speakers of MC prefer negative sentences with multiple negative expressions for a DN
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meaning or positive sentences. Experiment 2 (video production experiment) was run to
investigate whether any gestures are produced in combination with fragment
argumental negative expressions to convey either a SN or a DN. Experiment 3 (audio
perception experiment) was conducted to investigate whether native MC speakers can
perceive the prosodic / acoustic correlates of fragment argumental negative expressions

identified in Experiment 1 as being more appropriate to certain contexts.

3.7. Experiment 1: audio production

3.7.1. Methods

An audio production experiment was conducted in order to investigate how native
speakers of MC, given different contexts, would reply to negative wh- questions by
means of both a spontaneous long reply and a short answer consisting of a fragment
negative expression. [ thus aimed to (i) verify the syntactic strategies preferred by native
speakers when replying to a negative wh- question in a DN or SN context, and (ii)
identify the prosodic acoustic correlates associated with short answers, depending on

whether they were meant to convey a DN or a SN reading.

To this end, participants were asked to reply to a number of negative wh- questions first
by expressing themselves spontaneously, and afterwards by using a target negative
expression (méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or the non-ambiguous méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’) in

isolation.

3.7.2. Participants

A total of 30 participants, students at either the Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona or
the Universitat Pompeu Fabra, took part in this experiment. However, we only report

the responses of 24 participants (5 male, 19 female; mean age =24.17 years; SD =2.57),
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the remaining six having been excluded on the basis that either in the sociolinguistic
questionnaire they replied that MC was not the usual language of their daily lives or in
the experiment itself they failed to understand half of the test items. All participants
fulfilled the following requisites: they had been born in China, were native speakers of
MC, had spent their childhood in China, and had not lived in a foreign country for more
than three years. Furthermore, they all reported having received some higher education,
which together with the previous requisites was a guarantee of their competence in
Standard MC as native speakers (see Appendix 4 for details). They were informed that
the experiment in which they were about to participate was a production experiment on
MC language, and they were therefore asked to reply to the questions in Standard MC.
Each subject received a stipend to participate in the experiment and signed a written

consent form prior to taking part.

3.7.3. Materials

The materials used in the production experiment consisted of a set of eight different
discourse situations related to daily life, namely arriving at a restaurant, going to a
classroom to study, paying for a meal, eating a mango, doing an assigned task at work,
shopping on the Internet, reading books assigned by a teacher, and doing the laundry.
Of these eight situations, four were intended to be appropriate for a méi(you)rén ‘no
one’ short response and four were intended to be appropriate for a méi(you)shénme
‘nothing’ short response. For each situation, three different contexts were created: a DN
context, a SN context, and a control context. DN contexts were designed to elicit
positive answers to negative wh- questions, SN contexts were designed to elicit
negative answers to negative wh- questions, and control contexts were designed to elicit
negative answers to positive wh- questions. The 8 situations x 3 contexts were randomly

presented to each participant using the Survey Monkey platform.5!

61 Note that Survey Monkey has its own randomization system and algorithm.
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The first task that participants had to fulfill was to answer spontaneously, for each
situation and context, a wh- question (a negative wh- question for DN and SN contexts,
and a positive question for control contexts). This first spontaneous reply had a twofold
purpose: (i) to determine whether participants interpreted the contexts correctly by
eliciting either a DN or a SN reading at the time of replying to negative wh- questions,®?
and (ii) to identify the syntactic strategies used by native speakers of MC in DN, SN,
and control contexts. That is, spontaneous responses were expected to show whether
native speakers, at the time of conveying a DN meaning, preferred positive sentences
or negative sentences with two negative expressions, and whether, at the time of
conveying a SN meaning, they preferred a negative marker or an argumental negative

expression.

In the second task participants were asked to reply to the same question using a short
answer, either méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’, depending on the
particular discourse situation and wh- question involved. This second reply was
intended to identify the acoustic correlates used by native speakers when producing
fragment negative expressions in association with either a DN or a SN reading. The
examples below illustrate (in English translation) a DN context, a SN context, and a
control context for the restaurant situation, with méi(you)rén as the target negative
expression. (English translations of the materials used in Experiment 1 are reproduced

in full in Appendix 5.)

(22) DN context

CONTEXT: You work at a restaurant and five of your friends, who are also friends of the
chef, have rented the restaurant for a private party at 8§ PM today. All of your friends
have already arrived at the restaurant. Usually, once all the guests arrive, you tell the

chef to start cooking. It is now 8:10 PM, but you haven’t told the chef to start cooking

62 In Blanchette and Nadeu (2018) a verification question was included after each trial in order to evaluate whether
participants interpreted the contexts as intended. We avoided true/false verification questions because our focus was
the production of short answers, their second task.
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yet because you forgot.

The chef asks you: Shéi méiyou dao? ‘Who hasn’t arrived?’

TASK 1: What would you answer? [Long reply]

TASK 2: Reply to the same question in the same context using only méi(you)rén ‘no

one.’ [Short reply]

(23) SN context

CONTEXT: You work at a restaurant and five of your friends, who are also friends of the
chef, have rented the restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. Traffic is very heavy
and your friends have not arrived yet. Usually, once all the guests have arrived, you tell
the chef to start cooking. It is now 8:10 PM, but you haven’t told the chef to start
cooking yet.

The chef asks you: Shéi méiyou dao? “Who hasn’t arrived?’

TASK 1: What would you answer? [Long reply]

TASK 2: Reply to the same question in the same context using only méi(you)rén ‘no

one.’ [Short reply]

(24) Control

CONTEXT: You work at a restaurant and five of your friends, who are also friends of the
chef, have rented the restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. Traffic is very heavy
and your friends have not arrived yet. It is now 8:05 PM. The chef is in the kitchen
preparing to start cooking and asks you: Shéi dao le? “Who has arrived?’

TASK 1: What would you answer? [Long reply]

TASK 2: Reply to the same question in the same context using only méi(you)rén ‘no

one.’ [Short reply]

Concerning the context in (22), [ hypothesized that a fragment méi(you)rén would elicit
a DN interpretation, for the intended meaning that everyone had already arrived. For

the context in (23), a fragment answer would elicit a SN interpretation, since the
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intended meaning is that no one had arrived yet. The control context in (24), which is
combined with a positive question, was expected to also elicit a SN interpretation, since
the intended meaning is that no one had arrived yet. This third context was introduced
in order to investigate whether the acoustic correlates of negative expressions used as
fragment answers to positive questions showed similarities with fragment answers to

negative questions in SN contexts.

The instructions given to participants were as follows: “Please read each situation, then
listen to the question and use the microphone to answer the question with your own
words in MC. Then listen to the same question again and use the microphone to answer
the question with méi(you)rén ‘no one’ / méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’. Please try to
imagine yourself in the situation and answer as naturally as possible. (Note: Some
contexts and questions are very similar; please read them carefully before answering

the questions.)”

All participants finished the experiment. Each participant produced 48 responses (8
discourse situations x 3 contexts [DN, SN, control] x 2 tasks [spontaneous answer and

fragment answer]).

3.7.4. Procedure

The recordings of the production experiment were conducted in a quiet room at the
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona. One of the examiners remained present in the
room while the experiment was carried out. Each participant wore headphones and was
seated in front of a computer. A Zoom H4n portable digital recorder was placed on the
table between the participant and the screen in order to record their responses. The
participant first used the computer to complete an online questionnaire that gathered
information related to his or her sociolinguistic background (age, gender, language

spoken in different situations, education level, and training in linguistics or related areas;
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(see Appendix 6A for the contents of the sociolinguistic questionnaire that all

participants had to answer before participating in this experiment).5

Once the questionnaire had been completed, the participant proceeded to the production
experiment proper, which consisted of the 48 test items presented in a random order in
24 slides (8 situations % 3 contexts). Each slide contained two parts. In the first part,
after reading a paragraph in MC describing a particular social context, the participant
was presented with a question and was prompted to click on a button to hear an audio
recording of that question. The participant was then asked to respond to the question
spontaneously in Standard MC, using his/her own words, and the response was recorded.
In the second part, the participant read and heard the same question once again, but this
time was asked to provide a short answer also in Standard MC, which consisted of either
méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or mei(you)shénme ‘nothing’, depending on the situation and the
wh- question. Participants were encouraged to try to put themselves in that situation
and say the response as naturally and realistically as possible. This response was
recorded as well. (25) provides an example (translated into English) of a test item used

in the production experiment (same DN context as in (22)).

(25)

Context: You work at a restaurant and five of your friends, who are also friends of
the chef, have rented the restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. All of your
friends have already arrived at the restaurant. Usually, once all the guests have
arrived, you tell the chef to start cooking. It is now 8:10 PM, but you haven’t told the
chef to start cooking yet because you forgot. The chef asks you:

vl
N

Question: Shéi méiyou dao? ‘Who hasn’t arrived?’ ’

Answer: What would you answer?

63 Participants had to reply first to the sociolinguistic questionnaire. In this way I was able to (i) ensure that
everybody completed this questionnaire, and (ii) exclude participants that did not fulfil certain requirements. This
sociolinguistic questionnaire included general sociolinguistic and demographic questions that could not condition
the replies of participants in the experimental tasks.
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Now, based on the same situation, the chef asks you:
Question: Shéi méiyou dao? Who hasn’t arrived?’ <
Answer: Please answer the question with a short response: méi(you)rén ‘no one.’

The average duration of the full experiment was 13 minutes 33 seconds.
3.7.5. Results

Each one of the 30 initial subjects that participated in the production experiment
produced 24 first-time spontaneous responses and 24 second-time short responses using
both méi(you)rén‘no one’ and méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ (2 negative words x 3 negation

conditions x 4 situational contexts), yielding a total of 1,440 recorded responses.

Of these responses, half (720) were spontaneous. These spontaneous responses were
intended to provide evidence about how the participant interpreted the context and what
syntactic strategy he or she preferred (i.e., a positive sentence, a negative sentence with
two negative expressions, or a negative sentence with one negative expression - either
a negative marker or a negative indefinite). The data from one of the participants was
completely excluded from because (s)he failed to understand half of the test items. In
addition, as already mentioned in Section 3.7.2, the data from five more participants
were also discarded since they reported using Spanish or English as their usual language
in daily communication. Of the 576 utterances produced by the remaining 24 subjects,
16 additional answers were also discarded because participants failed to understand the
question in relation to the context provided. In the end, a total of 560 first-time
spontaneous responses were coded according to the various grammatical strategies used

by speakers.

Table 3.1 shows the percentage of each of the syntactic strategies used in spontaneous
responses to wh- questions addressing either méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or méi(you)shénme

‘nothing’ in the three contexts under study (control, SN, or DN). This table shows that
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in control and SN contexts more than 96% of the responses were negative sentences
containing one negative element (either one negative marker or one argumental
negative expression). By contrast, in DN contexts about 90% of the responses were
positive sentences, thus showing that participants preferred positive sentences to
negative sentences with two negative elements (a negative marker + an argumental
negative expression). This result is interesting because it clearly shows that, even
though MC is considered to be a DN language, native speakers preferred to avoid a
syntactic strategy that combines two negative elements within the same sentence to

convey a positive meaning.

Target negative expression

Context | Syntactic strategy méi(youw)rén | méi(you)shénme
Control | negative sentences (with one negative 96.08% 96.94%

element)

fragment negative quantifier (+ 2.94% 1.02%

explanation)

explanation 0.98% 2.04%
SN negative sentence (with one negative 99.1% 96.91%

element)

explanation 0.99% 3.09%
DN positive sentence 93.20% 86.14%

negative sentence (with two negative 2.91% 10.89%

elements)

combination of positive and negative 0.97% 0.99%

sentences (with two negative elements)

fragment negative quantifier 1.94% 0.00%

combination of fragment negative 0.97% 1.98%

quantifier and positive sentence

Table 3.1 | Syntactic strategies in spontaneous responses.

An additional finding was that when they conveyed a SN meaning in their spontaneous
responses to negative wh- questions in control and SN contexts, the participants
preferred the form of a negative sentence that contains a negative marker (méi(you)
‘not’, bu ‘not’) (86% of the time), rather than a negative sentence containing an

argumental negative expression (méi(you)rén ‘no one’, méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’)
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(11%).

Concerning the meaning of the replies, participants interpreted all contexts as they were
intended to be interpreted with a similar degree of accuracy — 97% in control contexts,
96% in SN, and 98% in DN — which indicates that responses were on target most of the

time in all three contexts.

As mentioned above, among the set of first-time spontaneous responses 44 were
discarded because they indicated a lack of comprehension of the context or the question,
plus 120 responses coming from subjects who did not fulfill the sociolinguistic
requirements, leading to a total of 164 responses. The corresponding 164 second-time
short responses were also discarded for the same reason. This left a total of 560 second-
time short utterances, which were included in the labeling process and subsequent
statistical analysis. For these 560 short utterances the region of occurrence of the first
vocalic sequence of the two negative words méiyourén and méiyoushénme (i.e., éiyou)
was delimited. It was decided to examine this particular segment for four reasons. First,
this sequence has the same segmental and suprasegmental properties in the two negative
expressions, which makes their comparison possible in spite of the fact that the number
of syllables of the two expressions is different.* Second, this sequence represents the
most prominent part of the two negative words (i.e., the one that receives stress).%
Third, it is easier to delimitate consonants than vowels in the acoustic chain (i.e., clear
boundaries can be marked for this sequence since it comes after a nasal consonant, /m/,
and also before a rhotic or fricative consonant, /c/ or /[/). And fourth, this sequence

obviated possible issues of doubt-induced lengthening induced by the first consonant

64 MC being a tone language, it should be noted that the sequence éiycu has a tone 2 on the first syllable and a tone
3 on the second syllable. Note in addition that the tones corresponding to the first three syllables of méi(vou)rén ‘no
one’ and méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ coincide. This phonological similarity facilitated our analysis of the acoustic
correlates of these two negative expressions used as fragment answers.
85 This is the case not only because of word stress, but also because - méiyourén and méiyoushénme being replies
to wh- questions - they are assumed to occur in a syntactic Focus position and to bear Focus Prominence (Arregi
2016; Jackendoff 1972).
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(i.e., m).

All the labeling process was performed in Praat (Boersma & Weenink 2018). On the
basis of the literature analyzing the acoustic properties of tonal languages (see Xu 2017
for a review of different prosodic properties as applied to the study of Chinese),
different phonetic cues were extracted from all the labeled éiyou sequences, all of them
related to duration, pitch, and intensity. Between the three of them, these parameters
display a set of nine sound properties that are closely linked to the segmental and
suprasegmental context and may be related to a difference in meaning, namely: (1) total
duration of the sequence (in seconds); (2) mean pitch (in Hz); (3) mean intensity (in
dB); (4) pitch variation, calculated as the standard deviation of all pitch registers
extracted from the sequence; (5) minimum pitch (in Hz); (6) maximum pitch (in Hz);
(7) maximum intensity (in dB); (8) pitch peak alignment, calculated as the relative
position in time at which the maximum pitch peak occurs within the labeled segment,
measured from the beginning of that segment; and (9) rising pitch excursion range (in
semitones), calculated as the distance between the pitch peak and its preceding pitch

fall.

In order to evaluate whether there were significant differences between the two negative
expressions and the conditions in which they were produced, a series of Generalized
Linear Mixed Models (GLMM) were run, one for each of the nine abovementioned
dependent variables. In all models, a random slope was defined for both CONTEXT and
NEGATIVE EXPRESSION by Subject. First, a set of models was run including CONTEXT
(Ctrl, SN, DN), NEGATIVE EXPRESSION (méiyourén, méiyoushénme), and their paired
interaction. Since the latter (i.e., CONTEXT x NEGATIVE EXPRESSION) was not found to
be significant in any of the statistical models, a new set of GLMMs was defined with
only the main effects for CONTEXT and NEGATIVE EXPRESSION. The results offered
below are presented and discussed by NEGATIVE EXPRESSION or CONTEXT separately,

even though each statistical model included them together as main effects.
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The results in Table 3.2 indicate a significant main effect of NEGATIVE EXPRESSION
when the dependent variable was Rising pitch excursion range. More specifically, the
pitch rising excursion was found to be greater in méiyoushénme than in méiyourén (p

=.013,5=.161).

F p B (ms — mr)®
Duration 2.643 .105 -.009
Mean pitch .006 939 -.001
Mean intensity 1.577 210 -.003
Pitch variation 1.972 161 081
Minimum pitch 796 373 .009
Maximum pitch 901 343 .008
Maximum intensity .023 .880 .000
Pitch peak alignment .023 .880 .000
Rising pitch excursion range 6.219 013 161

Bold values are statistically significant.
Table 3.2 | Summary of the results obtained for the main effect of Negative Expression

in the nine GLMMs performed. For all analyses, df (degrees of freedom) = 1, 556.

The results of Table 3.3 indicate a significant main effect of CONTEXT on five different
dependent variables: Duration, Mean pitch, Pitch variation, Maximum pitch, and Pitch
excursion. In the case of Duration, éiyou segments were found to be shorter in the DN
context than in the other two contexts. In the case of the other pitch-related dependent

variables, DN contexts were found to display a higher mean pitch (which might be

% The beta coefficient stands for the contrast estimate that we obtained from the mixed models, which is essentially
a regression coefficient. Regression coefficients indicate the difference between the averages of two conditions and
are expressed in the original values of analysis (seconds, Hz, dB, semitones, proportion). In this table, the contrast
estimate takes méiyoushénme (ms) as the reference category, to which the values found in méiyourén (mr) are
subtracted. Thus, a positive value, as in the case of Minimum pitch, indicates that méiyoushénme displayed higher
values than méiyourén (more specifically, a 3.5 Hz difference between their mean values). In the case of Rising pitch
excursion range, the mixed model predicts that in the transition from méiyourén to méiyoushénme there is an increase
in the pitch excursion range of the éiyou sequence of about .161 semitones.
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treated as a trend if we consider the results of the pairwise contrasts), wider pitch
variation, and a higher maximum pitch than the other two contexts. In addition, DN

contexts were also found to display a larger rising pitch excursion than control contexts.

Ctrl - DN Ctrl - SN SN - DN

F | p B p B p B P
Duration 4.430 (.012 | .007 | .034 | -.001 | .729 | .008 | .020
Mean pitch 3.396 | .034 | -4.249 | 054 | -491 | .782 [-3.759| .074
Mean intensity 2.630 (.073 | .018 | 913 | .338 | .126 | -.320 | .126
Pitch variation 7.838 | .000 | -1.965| .008 | .379 | .514 |-2.344| .002
Minimum pitch 476 |.621(-1.720| 1.000 |-1.704 | 1.000 | -.017 | 1.000
Maximum pitch 7.087 | .001 |-7.151 | .003 | -.187 | .930 |-6.964 | .003
Maximum intensity 1.359 | .258 | .062 | .730 | .284 | .351 | -.222 | .439
Pitch peak 1.359 | .258 | .062 | .730 | .284 | .351 | -.222 | .439
alignment
Rising pitch 3.797 | .023 | -.363 | .039 | -.054 | .685 | -.309 | .072
excursion range

Bold values are statistically significant.

Table 3.3 | Summary of the results obtained for the main effect of Context in the nine

GLMMs performed. For all analyses, df (degrees of freedom) = 2, 556.

To sum up, the production experiment showed (i) that native speakers preferred to reply
to negative wh- questions in DN contexts by means of positive sentences rather than by
means of negative sentences with two negative elements. This supports the hypothesis
that, even in the case of so-called DN-languages like MC, negative sentences with two
negative markers are marked to express a positive meaning. It also showed (i1) that
native speakers preferred to reply to negative wh- questions in SN negations by means
of negative sentences with a negative marker rather than with an argumental negative
expression. Finally, it also showed (ii1) that, when used as fragment answers to negative
wh-questions, the two negative expressions under study (i.e., méiyourén and
méiyoushéenme) were uttered with different prosodic correlates in DN contexts than in

SN contexts, éiyou segments being more emphatic when associated with a DN meaning
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than with a SN meaning.

We have thus addressed research questions Q1 and Q2. Experiment 2 was designed to
further explore and develop our understanding of Q2 - do native MC speakers produce
different gestures depending on whether the speaker is trying to convey a SN or a DN

reading?

3.8. Experiment 2: video production

3.8.1. Methods

The aim of this experiment was to investigate the gestural conditions that help native
speakers of MC to express and interpret a SN or a DN reading. The audio production
experiment has shown that different prosodic conditions play a role at the time of
eliciting a DN reading or a SN reading for fragment argumental negative expressions
in MC. In order to investigate whether gestural conditions also play a role in helping to
interpret a SN reading or a DN reading, a video production experiment was conducted
with 4 native speakers of MC. This video experiment aimed to identify any type of
(body, head, arms) gestures produced in combination with fragment negative

expressions to convey either a SN or a DN meaning.

3.8.2. Participants

Four native speakers of MC (2 women and 2 men; mean age = 27; SD = 1.22)
participated in the video production experiment. All of them were students recruited in
Barcelona, one from the Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona, one from the Universitat
de Barcelona and the other two from the Universitat Pompeu Fabra. They speak MC
with their friends, colleagues and families in their everyday lives (mean of Sh/day). The
criteria used for the selection of participants were as follows: they had to be native MC

speakers, to have been born and spent their childhoods in China, and to have not lived
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in a foreign country for more than three years. Furthermore, they all reported having
received some higher education, which together with the previous requisites was a
guarantee of their competence in Standard MC as native speakers (see Appendix 7 for
details). They were informed that the experiment in which they were about to participate
was a video production experiment on MC language, and they were therefore asked to

read all the materials and reply to the questions in Standard MC.

3.8.3 Materials

The materials used in this video production experiment were the same as those used in
the audio production experiment (see Appendix 5). They consisted of a set of 8 different
discourse situations, 4 addressing a méi(you)rén ‘no one’ reply and 4 addressing a
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ answer. In the video production experiment for each
situation there were 2 different contexts: DN and SN. The control contexts were

excluded because they were not considered necessary in this case.

Depending on the situation, the set of research items were presented randomly to each
participant. Each participant produced 16 responses (8 discourse situations x 2 contexts

(i.e., SN and DN) x 1 task (i.e., short answer).

3.8.4. Procedure

The recording of the video production experiment was conducted in a quiet room at the
Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona. One of the examiners remained present in the
room while the experiment was carried out. Each participant signed a consent form at
the beginning of the experiment. The whole experiment was recorded by using both a
Gopro Hero Session to record the full body and a Sony NEX-5R interchangeable lens
digital camera that allowed us to record not only the participant’s facial expressions and

movements in detail, but also any shoulders, arms and hands movement. Participants
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were asked to stand against a white background and in front of the two cameras. They
had to read a context, listen to a question produced by the experimenter (a native
speaker of MC), and respond to the question by using either méi(you)rén ‘no one’ or

méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’. Participants were asked to act naturally.

3.8.5. Results

A total of 64 responses were obtained and analyzed. The results showed that native
speakers of MC do not gesture very much when communicating. Figures 3.1 to 3.3
show sample images of three participants who didn’t tend to gesture in either SN or DN
contexts. Only one of the participants gestured frequently, shrugging his shoulders,
raising his eyebrows, or raising his hands when he answered the question in SN contexts,
and strongly shaking his head or hands when he answered the question in DN contexts.

Figures 3.4 shows sample images of the participant who tended to gesture frequently.

SN contexts

DN contexts

no gestures

Figure 3.1 | Sample images of participant 1 when answering questions in SN and DN

contexts
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SN contexts

DN contexts

no gestures

Figure 3.2 | Sample images of participant 2 when answering questions in SN and DN

contexts

SN contexts

no gestures

DN contexts

no gestures

Figure 3.3 | Sample images of participant 3 when answering questions in SN and DN

contexts
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SN contexts

shoulder shrugs; raised hands; raised
eyebrows

DN contexts

hand shakes; head shakes

Figure 3.4 | Sample images of participant 4 when answering questions in SN and DN

contexts

However, since the overall results obtained in this experiment were not statistically
significant, the study of gesture and its interaction with different syntactic patterns is

left to future research.

3.9. Experiment 3: audio perception

Since the video production experiment did not provide relevant information on the role
of gesture at the time of production, an audio perception experiment was conducted in
order to investigate whether native MC speakers perceive certain prosodic/acoustic
correlates of fragment argumental negative expressions as more appropriate to certain
contexts. More specifically, I aimed to investigate whether a different population of
native MC speakers would interpret the audio recordings obtained in Experiment 1 in

the same way that the 30 participants of the first production experiment did.
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3.9.1. A pilot experiment

3.9.1.1. Methods

First, a pilot experiment was conducted with native speakers of MC in order to
determine an appropriate experimental method for the audio perception experiment. I
tested two different methods. One was a Likert scale task and the other was a forced

choice task.

3.9.1.2. Participants

The participants in the pilot experiment comprised four native MC speakers (3 women
and 1 man; mean age = 28), who were all Ph.D. students at the Universitat Autonoma
de Barcelona. The criteria for the selection of participants were that they had to be MC
native speakers, all born in China, who had spent their childhood in China, and who
had not lived in a foreign country for more than three years. Furthermore, they all
reported having received some higher education, which together with the previous
requisites was a guarantee of their competence in Standard MC as native speakers. They
were informed that the experiment in which they were about to participate was a
perception experiment on MC language, and they were therefore asked to read all the

materials of the experiment in Standard MC.

3.9.1.3. Materials

The materials used in the pilot experiment were a subset of those used in Experiment 1.

Participants were presented with a Likert scale task first and immediately thereafter

were presented with a forced choice task. All the tasks were edited in a Word file and

sent to each participant.
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The Likert scale task consisted of four test items: méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in a SN context,
méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in a DN context, méi(you)shénme 'nothing' in a SN context and
méi(you)shénme 'nothing' in a DN context. For each item, two audio recordings were
provided (one with the prosodic correlates associated with SN and the other with the
prosodic correlates associated with DN). Each audio recording was accompanied by a

Likert scale from 0 to 100 points.

The forced choice task consisted of the same four test items as in the Likert scale task:
méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in a SN context, méi(you)rén ‘no one’ in a DN context,
méi(you)shénme 'nothing' in a SN context and méi(you)shénme 'nothing' in a DN
context. For each item, two audio recordings were provided (one with the prosodic
correlates associated with SN and the other with the prosodic correlates associated with
DN). Then two forced choice tasks were presented to participants: they were asked to
select the most appropriate recording according to the context and question, and to

select the most salient interpretation for that choice.

For each task (Likert scale and forced choice), eight audio files (four for SN and four
for DN), which were chosen from the audio files recorded in the audio production
experiment, were presented to each participant. All the items were presented randomly
to each participant. Each participant provided 8 responses in the Likert scale task (2
discourse situations % 2 contexts (i.e., SN and DN) x 2 tasks (i.e., SN audio and DN
audio)), and provided 8 responses in the forced choice task (2 discourse situations x 2
contexts (i.e., SN and DN) x 2 tasks (i.e., select the most appropriate audio response to
the context and question, and select the most salient interpretation for the choice)). In
total, each participant provided 16 responses: 8 responses in the Likert task and 8

responses in the forced choice task.
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3.9.1.4. Procedure

Each participant was asked to complete two tasks. One was a Likert scale task in which
participants had to evaluate the appropriateness of short answers to specific contexts by
moving the horizontal gauge from 1 to 100. Participants first read the introduction to
the context and the question and then listened to two short answers (one with the
prosodic correlates associated with SN and the other with the prosodic correlates

associated with DN) and made their evaluation on the Likert scale.

The other one was a forced choice task in which, after reading a context, a question and
listening to two audio files (one with the prosodic correlates associated with SN and the
other with the prosodic correlates associated with DN), participants had to choose
which audio was the most appropriate response to the context and question, and then

choose the most salient interpretation (SN or DN) for their audio choices.

3.9.1.5. Results

Tables 3.4 to 3.7 show each participant’s responses. The numbers in each table refer to

the Likert scale score chosen by each participant for each audio.

The results shown on the tables can be read as follows.

Table 3.4 shows participant 1’s responses to the Likert Scale task and the Forced-choice
task. In the Likert Scale task, for the situations with méi(you)rén ‘no one’, the
participant chose 80 in the horizontal gauge for the SN recording in the SN context, and
90 for the DN recording in the SN context; 10 for the SN recording in the DN context
and 11 for the DN recording in the DN context. For the situations with méi(you)shénme
‘nothing’, this same participant chose 0 in the horizontal gauge for the SN recording in

the SN context, 0 for the DN recording in the SN context; 99 for the SN recording in
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the DN context and 99.9 for the DN recording in the DN context. The results of
participant 1’s choices in the Likert Scale task showed that (s)he didn’t realize the
differences between the SN recording and the DN recording in either context because
(s)he chose the same or similar numbers for the SN and DN recordings in both contexts.
On the other hand, in the Forced-choice task, for the situations with méi(you)rén ‘no
one’, in task 1 (audio choices), this participant chose the SN recording for the SN
context and the DN recording for the DN context. In task 2 (interpretation choices), the
participant chose the SN interpretation of his/her SN audio choice in the SN context
and the DN interpretation of his/her DN audio choice in the DN context. For the
situations with méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’, in task 1 (audio choices), the participant
chose the SN recording for the SN context and the DN recording for the DN context.
In task 2 (interpretation choices), the participant chose the SN interpretation of his/her
SN audio choice in the SN context and the DN interpretation of his/her DN audio choice
in the DN context. Participant 1 matched her/his audio choices to the contexts and
her/his interpretation choices to her/his audio choices in both SN and DN contexts for
both situations méi(you)rén ‘no one’ and situations méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’. The
results of participant 1’s choices demonstrate that (s)he realized the differences between
the SN recording/interpretation and the DN recording/interpretation. The
explanation/interpretation of the results in other three tables are read in the same way

as in Table 3.4.

After reviewing all four tables, the results of the Likert scale (0-100) task showed that
participants were not completely aware of the prosodic differences between those
recordings associated with SN and those associated with DN, because they chose either
the same or a similar number of both recordings in each context. However, the results
of the forced choice task showed that participants were aware of the difference between
Audio 1 (SN) and Audio 2 (DN). In the majority of the cases, participants matched the
recordings with the same readings to each other very well, regardless of whether they

were SN or DN. That is, participants selected Audio 1 (SN) in a SN context and Audio
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2 (DN) in a DN context, and selected matching interpretations to audio choices in each
context. Only three cases (one in Table 3.5 and two in Table 3.6, indicated in gray)
exhibited mismatches between the recording or the interpretation and the context. In
Table 3.5, for the situations with méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’, participant 2 chose the SN
recording for the SN context and DN interpretation of his/her SN audio choice in the
SN context. In Table 3.6, for the situations with méi(you)rén ‘no one’, participant 3
chose the SN recording for the DN context and DN interpretation of his/her SN audio
choice in the DN context. Finally, for the situations with méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’,
participant 3 chose the DN recording for the SN context and the DN interpretation of

his/her SN audio choice in the SN context.

méi(you)rén ‘no one’ méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context DN context SN context DN context

Likert Scale task | Audiol(SN) | 80 10 0 99

Audio2(DN) | 90 11 0 99.9
Forced-choice méi(you)rén ‘no one’ méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’
task

SN context DN context SN context DN context

Audio Task 1 Audiol(SN) | Audio2(DN) | Audiol(SN) | Audio2(DN)

Interpretation Task 2 SN DN SN DN

Table 3.4 | Participant 1°s responses of the Likert Scale task and the Forced-choice task.

méi(you)rén ‘no one’ méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context DN context SN context DN context

Likert Scale task | Audiol(SN) | 1 5 0 80
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Audio2(DN)

80.5

Forced-choice

méi(you)rén ‘no one’

méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

task

SN context | DN context | SN context | DN context
Audio Task 1 Audiol(SN) | Audio2(DN) | Audiol(SN) | Audio2(DN)
Interpretation Task 2 SN DN DN DN

Table 3.5 | Participant 2’s responses of the Likert Scale task and the Forced-choice task.

méi(you)rén ‘no one’

méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context | DN context | SN context | DN context

Likert Scale task | Audiol(SN) | 1 100 1 100
Audio2(DN) | 1 100 1 100

Forced-choice méi(you)rén ‘no one’ méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’
task

SN context DN context | SN context DN context
Audio Task 1 Audiol(SN) | Audiol(SN) | Audio2(DN) | Audio2(DN)
Interpretation Task 2 SN DN DN DN

Table 3.6 | Participant 3’s responses of the Likert Scale task and the Forced-choice task.

méi(you)rén ‘no one’

méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context DN context SN context DN context
Likert Scale task | Audiol(SN) | 1 100 1 100
Audio2(DN) | 1 100 1 100
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Forced-choice méi(you)rén ‘no one’ méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’
task

SN context | DN context | SN context | DN context
Audio Task 1 Audiol(SN) | Audio2(DN) | Audiol(SN) | Audio2(DN)
Interpretation Task 2 SN DN SN DN

Table 3.7 | Participant 4’s responses of the Likert Scale task and the Forced-choice task.

The results obtained in the forced choice task made us realize that participants perceived
the differences between SN recordings and DN recordings of fragment argumental
negative expressions and were aware of the differences in interpretation between SN
contexts and DN contexts. Therefore, I decided to use a forced choice task for the

perception experiment.

3.9.2. An audio perception experiment

3.9.2.1. Methods

An online audio perception experiment was conducted using the online Survey Gizmo
software tool. It was intended to check (i) whether native speakers of MC could
perceive the prosodic differences identified in the production experiment (Experiment
1), and (i1) whether these differences might help them when it came to interpreting

fragment argumental negative expressions as conveying either a DN or a SN reading.

3.9.2.2. Participants

A completely new group of participants was recruited online through social networks.
They had to be native speakers of MC, living either in China (89.1%) or abroad (10.9%)

at the time they performed the experiment, but with the additional requisite that they
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had not been living outside of China for more than three years. Out of 202 initial
participants, only 111 finished the whole experiment. Of these, ten failed to confirm in
a sociolinguistic questionnaire (see Appendix 4 for details) that they predominantly
used MC in their daily communications. We analyzed the data from the remaining 101
participants (44 males and 57 females; mean age = 28.38, SD = 5.02). With respect to
their educational level, 98.02% of them reported having received some higher education,
and 70.30% reported that they were currently studying or had studied linguistics or a
related field (i.e., language and literature, translation or language teaching), which was
taken as support for the supposition that all participants would have full mastery of

Standard MC.

3.9.2.3. Materials

The materials used in this experiment were made up of the same eight situations used
in Experiment 1. For each situation two different contexts were designed, one that
elicited a DN interpretation and one that elicited a SN reading. For each of the resulting
16 contexts a wh- question-answer pair was presented (four addressing a méi(you)rén
‘no one’ short reply and four addressing a méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ short reply). Each
context and its corresponding negative wh- questions were presented in written MC on
a single slide in the survey form. Participants had to choose between two possible
replies to each negative wh- question (a forced-choice task), with the replies presented
both in written form and as audio recordings (labeled on the survey form as “Audio 1”
and “Audio 2”). These recordings were selected from among those made during the
audio production experiment from a total of eight speakers, with paired SN and DN
recordings for each speaker, to yield a total of 16 recordings. The criterion for selection
of these paired audio files was that they had to display differences between them in
terms of the four acoustic factors that were found to be significant in the production
analysis (i.e., DN audios would have to display less duration and higher pitch - mean

pitch, pitch variation, maximum pitch, and rising pitch excursion range - than their SN
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counterparts). These audios were counterbalanced: when Audio 1 was a single negation
recording, Audio 2 was a double negation recording, and vice versa. The presentation
order of the slides that would appear to each participant was randomized, and the SN

vs. DN audios were randomly assigned as Audio 1 and Audio 2.

(26) and (27) provide two examples translated into English of test items used in the

perception experiment.®’

(26)

Context: Xiao Wang works at a restaurant and five of Xiao Wang’s friends have
rented the restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. Traffic is very heavy and Xiao
Wang’s friends have not arrived yet.

Question:
The chef asks: “Who hasn’t arrived?’
Xiao Wang replies: Méi(you)rén. ‘No one.’

Audio 1 'g Audio 2 ?

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

[ ][audio 1] [ ][audio 2]
(2) Select the more salient interpretation of your audio choice:
[ ] No one has arrived. [ ] Everybody has arrived.
(27)

Context: Xiao Liu and Xiao Liu’s friend had been planning to buy some items on the
internet on Double 11 Shopping Carnival Day. Yesterday was Double 11 Shopping
Carnival Day. Xiao Liu bought all the things (s)he had planned to buy.

Today Xiao Liu’s friend asks a question: ‘What didn’t you buy?’

Xiao Liu replies: Méi(you)shénme. ‘Nothing.’

Audio 1 ? Audio 2 T

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

67 Note that the contexts described in Experiment 3 differed slightly from those in Experiment 1. First, as Experiment
3 was conducted online, the context was simplified so that participants would not become impatient. Second, in
Experiment 3 proper names replaced the second person pronoun used in Experiment 1. This was because participants
were being asked to evaluate a distant conversation, for which the use of proper names was felt to be more appropriate.
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[ ][audio 1] [ ][audio 2]

(2) Select the more salient interpretation of your audio choice:
[] There’s nothing (s)he bought. [_] (S)he bought everything.

Note that while the context of (26) was intended to associate méi(you)rén with a SN
audio and the SN reading “No one has arrived”, the context in (27) was intended to
associate méi(you)shénme with a DN audio and a DN reading “(S)he bought

everything”. (The materials used in Experiment 3 are reproduced in full in Appendix 8.)

3.9.2.4. Procedure

As noted, participants carried out the procedure entirely online. Again, they first
answered a questionnaire about their sociolinguistic background (see Appendix 4).
They then proceeded to the perception task proper, which consisted of the 16 test items
described in the previous section presented in random order. For each test item, after
reading the description of a context with its corresponding wh- question and answer,
participants were asked to listen to two recordings (Audio 1 and Audio 2, one exhibiting
SN prosody, the other exhibiting DN prosody) and decide which one they felt to be the
more appropriate answer for that context. They were then asked to decide which of two

explanations best matched the reasoning behind their choice of audio file.

A total of 1,776 responses (111 participants x 16 test items) were obtained, but we
present the results of only 1,616 responses (101 participants x 16 test items) as justified
in section 3.9.2.2. All responses were recorded by means of the Survey Gizmo tool. The

mean duration of the experiment per participant was 13 minutes 51 seconds.

3.9.2.5. Results

The responses were analyzed by means of two GLMMs.
Recall that the goal of this experiment was to find out whether native speakers of MC

could perceive differences between audio recordings of fragment negative expressions
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and, depending on their prosodic/acoustic correlates, would regard them as being more

appropriate in DN than in SN contexts, and more appropriate to report a DN than a SN

meaning.

Figure 3.5 presents the descriptive results for Experiment 3.

Negative Expression [CJSN reported + SN audio
méi(yoéu)rén méi(ydu)shénme [ISN reported + DN audio
[EDN reported + DN audio
EI DN reported + SN audio

SN context

Context Meaning

DN context

Figure 3.5 | Descriptive results for Experiment 3

For each type of context (DN and SN), the figure shows the percentage of audio file
choices (reflecting prosodic properties characteristic of either DN or SN, in accordance
with the results obtained in Experiment 1) in combination with the meanings reported
by participants. The output was a series of congruent and incongruent combinations, as
illustrated in (28).

(28) a. Congruent combinations: DN reported meaning x DN audio-choice response

SN reported meaning x SN audio-choice response
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b. Incongruent combinations: DN reported meaning x SN audio-choice response

SN reported meaning x DN audio-choice response

The graph in Figure 3.5 shows that in DN contexts DN readings were clearly preferred
with either a congruent or an incongruent audio (92% for both méi(you)rén and
meéi(you)shénme), whereas in SN contexts SN readings were preferred with either a
congruent or an incongruent audio (86% for méi(you)rén and 81% for méi(you)shénme).
In DN both negative expressions showed similar behavior, whereas in SN contexts
méi(you)rén provided more accurate meanings than méi(you)shénme.®® Congruent
reported-meaning/audio-choice responses were also higher in DN contexts (72% for
méi(you)rén and 71% for méi(you)shénme) than in SN contexts (65% for méi(you)rén
and 57% for méi(you)shénme). This graph also shows that for each context and negative
expression around 20% of the responses reflected an accurate reported meaning even
when the audio file was supposedly incongruent. The percentage of inaccurate
interpretations of meaning was lower in DN contexts than in SN contexts. In SN
contexts, such inaccurate interpretations were most often triggered by a congruent DN
reported-meaning/audio-choice pairing, which represents 11% of responses for

méi(you)rén and 15% of responses for méi(you)shénme.

A first GLMM was performed to account for the interpretation that participants
associated with the different contexts and negative expressions used. Accurate
Interpretation (0 if incongruent, 1 if congruent) was taken as the dependent variable
(Binomial distribution, Logit link). CONTEXT MEANING (SN, DN), NEGATIVE
EXPRESSION (méi(you)rén, méi(you)shénme), and their paired interaction were set as
fixed factors. A random slope for CONTEXT MEANING by Subject was included. All
fixed factors were found to be significant. First, for CONTEXT MEANING, F(1, 1612) =

15.737, p < .001, indicating that DN contexts received more accurate interpretations

6 This difference may respond to a subject vs. object asymmetry, also observed in other experimental studies
(Espinal et al. 2016; Blanchette 2017), and it may also respond to the fact that méi(you)shénme has a lexical
competitor in MC that was discarded from this study for the reasons put forth in section 3.3.
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than SN contexts (f =.046, p =.001). Second, for NEGATIVE EXPRESSION, F(1,1612) =
5.595, p = .018, indicating that contexts with méi(you)rén received more accurate
interpretations than contexts with méi(you)shénme (f = .015, p = .029). Third, for the
paired interaction CONTEXT MEANING X NEGATIVE EXPRESSION, F(1, 1612) =4.194, p
= .041, which can be interpreted in the following way: whereas SN contexts with
méi(you)rén received more accurate interpretations than SN contexts with
méi(you)shénme (f = .041, p = .003), the difference between the two negative

expressions was not found to be significant in DN contexts (5 = .001, p = .837).

Another GLMM was performed to determine whether participants’ selection of a
specific audio file was the product of its being presented in a specific context and their
understanding of the context in a specific way. Audio File Selected (0 for SN, 1 for DN)
was taken as the dependent variable (Binomial distribution, Logit link). CONTEXT
MEANING (SN, DN), REPORTED INTERPRETATION (SN, DN), NEGATIVE EXPRESSION
(méi(you)rén, méi(you)shénme), and all their possible interactions were set as fixed
factors. A random intercept for Subject was included. Only two main effects were found
to be significant. First, for CONTEXT MEANING, F(1, 1608) = 3.983, p = .046, indicating
that DN audio files were more often selected for DN contexts than for SN contexts (f
= .084, p = .044). Second, for REPORTED INTERPRETATION, F(1, 1608) = 134.674, p
< .001, indicating that DN audio files were far more often selected for contexts
interpreted as conveying DN than for those contexts interpreted as conveying SN
(f=.456, p <.001). None of the other fixed factors were found to be significant. These
results allow us to conclude that the choice of a specific audio file depended in great

measure on the specific interpretation that was associated with the context.

Hence, in relation to our third research question our findings showed that native
speakers of MC do perceive differences between audio recordings of fragment negative
expressions and, depending on their prosodic/acoustic correlates, regard them as more

appropriate in DN than in SN contexts, and more appropriate to report DN than SN

151



meanings. More importantly, these results showed that when méi(you)rén and
méi(you)shénme were used as fragment replies to negative wh- questions in SN contexts,
native speakers do not entirely rule out a SN reading. This may be due to the fact that
SN in MC is also expressed by means of a negative sentence that contains simply one
negative marker or one argumental negative expression, and probably because SN is
always less marked than DN at the time of interpretation, even in languages that
potentially license DN within the boundaries of a single clause (Blanchette 2017;
Blanchette et al. 2018; Blanchette & Nadeu 2018; Larrivée 2016). With these ideas in

mind, let us now proceed to a discussion of the results.

3.10. Discussion

A particular relation between questions and answers, the so-called Q-A congruence,
was first postulated by Paul (1891). Congruent answers may include sentential answers,
but most often questions are answered by short answers. Consider in this respect the
two Q-A pairs in (6) and (7) above. The short answer in (6) is considered to illustrate
clausal ellipsis and convey a DN reading, whereas the long answer in (7) is supposed

to illustrate object ellipsis and transmit a SN interpretation.

An analysis of congruent answers must be grounded in a theory of questions and their
relationship with focus.®® This relationship has been addressed by two theoretical
approaches, the so-called proposition set approach and the structured meaning
approach. According to the former, the meaning of a question is the set of propositions
that constitute all its possible congruent answers (Hamblin 1958, 1973), or all its
possible true answers (Karttunen 1977). A proposition set theory of questions in
combination with an alternative semantics for focus (Rooth 1985, 1992) basically

establishes that an assertion (A) is a congruent answer to a question if and only if the A

89 See Dayal (2016) for an extensive discussion of theories of questions and answers. See also Espinal and Tubau
(2019) for a review of the literature on response systems.
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is a member of the set Q, and the meaning of Q is a subset of the alternatives to A.

(29) [A]€[Q] and [Q] < [A]*"

According to the structured meaning approach, the meaning of a question is a function
that, when applied to a short answer, provides the proposition that corresponds to a full
congruent answer. On the other hand, a structured meaning theory of questions in
combination with a structured meaning theory of focus (Krifka 2006) establishes that a
question’s meaning (30a) is congruently answered by an assertion with meaning (30b)
if and only if B' = B (i.e., the backgrounds of the Q and the A are identical), and Alt —
Alt' (Krifka 2006).”

(30) a. [Q] = <B, Alt>

b. [A]= <B', Alt', F>

Focusing on the semantics of wh- phrases, Reich’s (2002) formulation of Q-A
congruence provides the definition seen in (31a) and the simplest formulation of the

congruence condition seen in (31b).

(31) a. If A is a direct/congruent answer to Q, then every constituent in A that
corresponds to a wh- phrase in Q is focused (i.e., F-marked).

b. A is a direct/congruent answer to Q iff [A] < [Q]

Although (31a) is intended as a generalization about sentential answers, Reich assumes
that sentential answers and term answers (the short version of a sentential answer) are
related to each other by some kind of elliptical process, in such a way that, starting from
a well-formed sentential answer, everything that is not embedded in a focus-marked

node is phonologically reduced (Reich 2002:75). This means that the Q-A congruence

70 B = Background, Alt = Alternative, and F = Focus.
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condition relates the structured meaning of the ellipsis-containing clause (i.e., answers
conceived of as an instance of background deletion) with the meaning of the question

(see Roberts 2012/1996).

Now, considering that the Q-A congruence condition was postulated in its origin with
respect to wh- questions, and that term answers are assumed to differ from their
corresponding sentential answers in the postulated background deletion, term answers
are expected to contain the same meaning as full sentential answers. This is exemplified

in the two mini-dialogs in (32) and (33) for who and what questions in MC.

(32)Q. Shéi méi(you) zai jiaoshi?
who nothave at  classroom
‘Who is not in the classroom?’
A. [Méi(yow)rénlr  (méiyou zai jiaoshi).
not.have.people not.have at classroom

‘No one is not in the classroom.’

(33)Q.Ta shénme dongxi méiyou  mai?
3sg what thing  not.have buy
‘What didn’t (s)he buy?’
A. [Méiyoushénmelr (ta méiyou mai).
nothave.what  3sg not.have buy

‘There’s nothing that (s)he didn’t buy.’

The sentential replies to both (32Q) and (33Q) have a default DN reading in which the
negative operator contained in the negative expression that occurs in focus position is
assumed to combine with the negative operator of the elliptical negative question. In
this situation, the argumental negative expression and the negative marker cancel each

other out, resulting in a default DN interpretation.
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In the results of our perception experiment, fragment answers to negative wh- questions
produced in connection with a DN context were associated with a DN reported meaning
more than 90% of the time and were identified by congruent DN acoustic correlates
most of the time (72% in the case of méi(you)rén, 71% in the case of méi(you)shénme).
Moreover, fragment answers to negative wh- questions produced in connection with a
SN contexts were associated with a SN reported meaning 86% of the time in the case
of méi(you)rén and 81% of the time in the case of méi(you)shénme (congruent SN
acoustic correlates were obtained 65% of the time in the case of méi(you)rén and 57%
of the time in the case of méi(you)shénme). These results support the conclusion that
speakers of MC obtain both DN and SN interpretations, and these readings are triggered

by prosody, in particular by phonetic cues.

Prosodic markedness might also be due to the fact that méi(youwrén and
méi(you)shénme in our experiments were used as focused term answers to negative wh-
questions. These questions are assumed to contribute a presupposition: there exist some
people who are not in the classroom, and there exist some things (s)he did not buy, for
(32Q) and (33Q) respectively. Replying méi(you)rén to (32Q) implies that, contrary to
this expectation, there exist no people that were not in the classroom, and replying
méi(you)shénme to (33Q) implies that there exist no things that (s)he did not buy. Thus,
DN readings correspond to presupposition denial (Clapp 2017; Cohen 2006; Geurts
1998). Canceling a presupposition in this sense is also an act of rejection (Humberstone
2000; Incurvati & Schloder 2017; Price 1983; Smiley 1996) or denial (Dicki 2010;
Murzi & Hjortland 2009; Price 1983; Priest 2006; Ripley 2011; Restall 2005;).”* Hence,
prosodic markedness correlates with a speech act of denial/rejection (Krifka 2017),

which is pragmatically marked (Larrivée 2016).

"1 See Blanchette and Nadeu (2018) for an analysis of the interpretation of fragment answers in English in terms of
the notion of presupposition defeasibility (Abusch 2010).
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The question that remains open is why short/term answers consisting exclusively of a
fragment negative expression can also be interpreted as conveying a SN reading, as
made explicit in the results obtained in our two experiments. Recall that a SN reported
meaning was inferred at a non-trivial rate of 86% of the time for méi(you)rén responses
and 81% of the time for méi(you)shénme responses. Presumably, to obtain this
interpretation, participants must target not the negative presuppositions mentioned in
the previous paragraph, but rather their complementary set (i.e., there exist some people
who are in the classroom, and there exist some things (s)he bought). This being the case,
the reply can only be interpreted as conveying a SN reading. In other words, the lack of
special prosody ensures that the utterance of the speaker is not targeting a

presupposition associated with the negative question, and so it expresses SN.

This is important because our experimental investigation supports the conclusion that
SN and DN readings coexist in MC, thus calling into question the hypothesis that MC
is a DN language. Our work shows that MC speakers may ascribe either a DN or a SN
reading to argumental fragment answers depending on contextual information and
depending also on specific acoustic correlates; specifically, we have shown that DN
responses are associated with shorter duration, wider pitch variation, higher maximum

pitch, and larger rising pitch excursion.

The results of the video production experiment showed that, when using fragment
negative quantifiers to answer negative wh- questions, native MC speakers did not
gesture very much, probably because they did not feel comfortable while they were

being video recorded.

However, in the literature, some gestures were found to express negation in Chinese
sign language, such as a horizontal hand wave or a side-to-side head shake (Yang 2005).
In other DN languages, such as English, Harrison (2010) shows that nine gestures are

associated with expressions of negation. On the other hand, in NC languages, such as
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Catalan and Spanish, Prieto et. al (2013) show that speakers mainly produced shoulder
shrugs, head shakes, head nods and manual gestures when answering negative questions
with fragment negative quantifiers in DN interpretations, and predominantly used head

shakes and manual gestures in negative interpretations.

To sum up, many studies have shown that gestures are sometimes associated with
negation in various languages (Prieto et. al 2013; Harrison 2010, 2018; a.o.). The
interaction between negation and gestures in MC remains to be studied in the future

considering different circumstances and conditions.

3.11. Conclusion

In the present chapter I have shown the results of an experimental investigation into the
production and interpretation of negative expressions used as fragment answers to
negative wh- questions. I have shown that in MC, fragment méi(you)rén and
méi(you)shénme can be used and interpreted by native speakers as conveying both DN

and SN readings, and that DN is prosodically marked.

Our audio production experiment allowed us to show that native MC speakers deploy
various strategies in order to respond spontaneously to negative wh- questions.
Furthermore, they show a tendency to respond by means of negative sentences that
contain one negative element, preferably a simple negative marker, in control and SN
contexts, and a tendency to respond by means of positive sentences in DN contexts. A
conclusion to be drawn from these results is that negative sentences with multiple

negative elements, when used to convey a DN reading, are marked in MC.

A second conclusion to be drawn from the audio production experiment is that native
MC speakers produce méi(you)réen and méi(you)shénme as fragment answers with

different prosodic correlates depending on whether they convey a SN reading (in SN
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and control contexts) or a DN reading (in a DN context). Duration was found to be
shorter for ¢iyou segments in DN contexts than in the other two contexts, and pitch-
related dependent variables were found to be higher in DN contexts (with a tendency
towards higher mean pitch, plus more pitch variation, and a higher maximum pitch)
than in the other two contexts. DN contexts were also found to display a larger rising
pitch excursion than control contexts. Hence, I conclude that DN in MC is prosodically

marked, which is in line with Blanchette and Nadeu’s (2018) conclusions for English.

For its part, the perception experiment allowed me to show that MC speakers
discriminate between DN and SN prosody applied to méi(you)rén and méi(you)shénme,
and furthermore they are aware of the fact that DN audios are preferably associated
with DN meanings in DN contexts, whereas SN audios are preferably associated with

SN meanings in SN contexts.

A second conclusion drawn from the perception experiment is that negative expressions
used as fragment answers to wh- negative questions may indeed be associated with SN
readings in MC. This conclusion is important because it reveals that in MC certain
mismatches in the interpretation of negative expressions do occur, just as they occur in
other of the so-called DN languages (e.g., Standard English) as well as in NC languages
(e.g., Spanish and Catalan). Native speakers of all these languages come up with both
DN and SN readings, with the preference for one reading over another sometimes
appearing to be due to differences in the syntactic structure. This study supports the
conclusion that a DN reading may be triggered not only by phonological cues (e.g., a
contradictory contour in Catalan and Spanish; Espinal & Prieto 2011; Espinal et al.
2016; Prieto et al., 2013), but also by phonetic cues (e.g., higher f0 in English;
Blanchette & Nadeu 2018; shorter duration and higher pitch-related variables in MC).

In the video production experiment, native speakers of MC didn’t gesture much when

they were expressing negation. This may be due to the conditions of the experiment or
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due to the personality of the participants because they didn’t feel very
natural/comfortable when they were video recorded. As gestures were found in many
other studies, the investigation of the interaction between gestures and negation remains

worthy to be studied by other means in the future.

Consequently, future work is needed to explore the interactions between syntax,

prosody, and gesture in a multimodal model of language.

4. Confirming and rejecting responses to negative assertions
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and negative polar questions in Mandarin Chinese’

4.1. Introduction

A question is a sentence that requires an answer. As Hamblin (1958) puts it: “If pressed
to define a question, I should do so by saying that it is a sentence which requires an
answer; or (I should hastily add) a refusal to answer, or the raising of a point of order.
This means that if [ am asked a question and if I neither give a proper answer to it nor
in some explicit way refuse to answer not take the question itself to task in some way,
I commit a piece of bad logic. And of course it is also bad logic to say nothing at all.
(Silence is the perfect logic only so long as no one asks you a question.)”. Questions
have expected replies. According to relevance theory, utterances raise expectations of
relevance not because speakers are expected to obey a Co-operative Principle and
maxims or some other specifically communicative convention, but because the search
for relevance is a basic feature of human cognition, which communicators may exploit
(Sperber & Wilson 2004). Therefore, questions not only need answers but also have

relevant replies.

A polar question is one to which the expected answer is the equivalent to yes and no
(therefore, they are also referred to as yes-no questions) (Dryer 2013). Polar questions
can be either positive or negative. Positive questions are neutral and non-biased.
Negative questions, unlike positive questions, are non-neutral or biased questions as
they convey an expectation (Reese 2006): “the questioner is biased either toward a
positive sentence answer based on the original belief or a negative sentence answer
based on the subsequent doubt” (Jones 1999:8). If the question has a bias, the responder

can either accept or reject the bias of the question. Thus, if the question has a negative

2. A succinct version of this chapter was published as: Feifei Li, Santiago Gonzélez-Fuente, Pilar Prieto and
M.Teresa Espinal, 2016. Is Mandarin Chinese a truth-based language? Rejecting responses to negative assertions
and questions. Frontiers in Psychology. Language Sciences 7: 1967. DOI: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01967
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bias, a negative sentence answer accepts the bias, but a positive sentence answer
counters it. Negative questions are used with a negative bias and thus convey a negative

sentence as the most relevant answer.

As introduced in Chapter 1, previous research on the selection of different answer
particles to answer negative polar questions has offered proofs for two types of
answering systems, knows as polarity-based systems and truth-based systems (Jones

1999).

Based on Jones (1999)’s classification of answering systems, Mandarin Chinese (MC)
has been categorized as a truth-based language in terms of responses to negative polar
questions (Holmberg 2016). Recall that in a truth-based system at the time of answering,
the speaker expresses agreement or disagreement with the speaker that asks the question,
viz., the polarity particle must express agreement or disagreement with the interlocutor.
Thus, in responses to negative questions in MC, namely in a confirming answer, the
responder agrees to the negative proposition in the negative question by answering a
positive particle shi(de) ‘yes’ followed by a negative sentence; by contrast, in a
rejecting answer, the responder disagrees to it by answering a negative particle

méiyou/bu ‘not’ followed by a positive sentence. Consider the following examples:

(1) Q.Ni  méiyou qu youydong ma?
you not.have go swim QPART
‘Didn’t you go swimming?’

Al. Shide, wo méiyou qu youyong.
yes I not.have go swim

‘No, I didn’t go swimming.’

A2. Méiyou, wO qu youyong le.

nothave 1 go swim PART
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“Yes, [ went swimming.’

Pope (1976) already warns the reader that no language will have a completely
straightforward system, and in recent independent studies (Claus et al. 2017; Gonzalez-
Fuente et al. 2015; Roelofsen & Farkas 2015; Holmberg 2016), it has been argued that
this typology corresponds to idealized models and overall they call into question the
parametric distinction between truth-based vs. polarity-based systems. Roelofsen and
Farkas (2015) argue that English and other languages such as Romanian, Hungarian,
French and German are not completely polarity-based. English yes may be used to
signal that the response is positive, or that it agrees with the antecedent possibility in
terms of content and polarity, while no may be used to signal that the response is
negative, or that it reverses the antecedent possibility in terms of content and polarity
(Roelofsen & Farkas 2015:383). Languages such as Hungarian, Romanian and German
have been described as having ternary polarity particle systems (Claus et al. 2017;
Farkas 2009, 2010, 2011; Farkas & Bruce 2010; Kritka 2013). Gonzalez-Fuente et al.
(2015) show that speakers of Catalan, a language that has been described as being
polarity-based, can make use of lexico-syntactic strategies characteristic of truth-based
systems at the time of expressing rejection. Moreover, Russian (a language with a mixed
system that uses polarity-based, truth-based, and echoic strategies) is shown to share
with Catalan gestural strategies in the expression of reject (strong repeated head nod
and tilt). Overall, one important conclusion from these studies is that the classification

between polarity-based and truth-based languages has to be further refined.

In order to do that, in this chapter I focus on MC, a language that has been claimed to
function on a truth-value basis in responding to negative polar questions. I seek to
investigate the question of whether MC is a truth-based language by studying
experimentally how native speakers of MC answer negative assertions and negative
polar questions. For that reason, I aim to study how native speakers of MC deal with

propositions in critical conditions, viz. how they confirm and reject negative assertions
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and negative polar questions, as well as how they deal with propositions in control

conditions viz., broad focus statements.

This chapter is mainly focused on the expression of confirmation and rejection. As
pointed out by Krifka (2013), speech acts create spaces of commitments, and by means
of them interlocutors may also introduce changes of commitments, in a dynamic and
dialogical way. Both assertions and questions can, therefore, be seen as functions that
connect different commitments in a conversation (Kritka 2013). In order to explain
these notions (i.e. assertion, confirmation and rejection) in a formal system, Krifka has
postulated operators such as CONFIRM, REJECT and so on.”® In accordance with
Krifka’s claim, I experimentally investigated whether MC supports a universal
answering system based on the instantiation of these cognitive operators (along Krifka’s
lines). Furthermore, I investigated how MC uses these operators and what is the role of
prosody and gesture in the just mentioned universal answering system. That is, in this
chapter, I aim at understanding whether there is a universal answering system for
confirming and rejecting negative propositions in speech act conversations beyond the
use of specific lexical particles, and the various types of strategies used in the
expression of confirmation and rejection in MC, in comparison to polarity-based
languages (like Catalan and Spanish) and mixed systems (like Russian) which were

investigated in Gonzalez-Fuente et al. (2015).

This chapter proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews different patterns of negative polar
questions in MC and justifies the patterns of negative polar questions selected for my
experimental research. Section 3 reviews answers patterns to MC negative polar
questions. Section 4 presents the results of a production experiment by means of a
Discourse Completion Task that aims to investigate whether MC is a truth-based
language. Section 5 presents the theoretical framework on which I base my analysis and

discusses the findings obtained in relation to the typological distinction between

3 These operators will be discussed in more detail in section 4.5.
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polarity-based and truth-based languages and also in relation to the hypothesis that
languages resort to various complementary strategies at the time of expressing

confirmation and rejection. Section 6 concludes the chapter.

4.2. Negative polar questions in Mandarin Chinese

According to traditional grammar, there are seven patterns of negative polar questions
in MC (Lu 2002). These seven patterns of questions have different forms and different

replies. Consider first [1] and [7].7

[1] an affirmative sentence + bu shi ma
[2] bu shi + an affirmative sentence + ma
[3] a negative sentence

[4] a negative sentence + ma

[5] bu shi + a negative sentence + ma

[6] a negative sentence + bu shi ma

[7] a negative sentence + shi ma

Patterns [1], [2], [5] and [6] produce rhetorical effects. All four of these patterns contain
bu shi ma, but the form of bu shi ma is different. That is, in pattern [1] and pattern [6],
bu shi ma is at the end of the sentence while in pattern [2] and pattern [5], bu shi and

ma are discontinuous, with bu shi preceding the focus phrase.

Before analyzing patterns [1], [2], [5] and [6], let us first introduce bu shi ma. In the
traditional literature, a discontinuous bu shi...ma is regarded as one of the forms that is
used in rhetorical questions (Lang 1989; Qi and Hu 2010; Shi 1997; Zhang 1997). Bu

means ‘not’, shi is a copula verb and ma is a question marker. Discontinuous bu

4 In this chapter, in order to help the reader distinguish between patterns and examples, I use brackets with
numerations when referring to patterns of questions and parentheses with numerations when referring to examples.
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shi...ma is usually translated to ‘Isn’t it...... ?’. Zhang (1997) and Qi & Hu (2010)
indicate that a rhetorical question is a polar question with discourse markers, and bu
shi...ma is a discourse marker. The clause between bu shi and ma can be either positive
or negative, and it always corresponds to a speaker’s expected information. Bu shi...ma
can also take continuous form. The continuous bu shi ma is a tag located at the end of
a sentence. The clause preceding this tag can also take either a positive or a negative
form, as is the case with discontinuous bu shi...ma. Both constructions have a rhetorical
effect. The main difference in the rhetorical effect relates to the scope. With a
discontinuous bu shi...ma, the rhetorical effect mainly focuses on the phrase
immediately following bu shi (see later examples in patterns [2] and [5]). However,
with a continuous bu shi ma, the rhetorical effect covers the whole clause that precedes

bii shi ma (see later examples in patterns [1] and [6]).”

Hsin (2016) gives the continuous bu shi ma as an example of the tag form Neg-V-
particle. She points out that bu shi ma has a strong presupposition, as is the case with a
discontinuous bu shi...ma. Following Romero and Han (2004), Hsin (2016:75) assumes
that the strong presupposition in bu shi ma, as illustrated in (2) and (3), is the speaker

believes that Zhangsan can speak German.

(2) Zhangsan hui shuo déyili, bu shi ma?
Zhangsan can speak German not is  QPART

‘Zhangsan can speak German, can’t he?’

(3) Bu shi Zhangsan hui shudo déyil ma?
not 1is Zhangsan can speak German QPART

5 In the syntax, following the Split CP analysis, Chiu (2011) and Hsin (2016) indicate that a MC tag such as bu shi
ma is positioned inside CP, viz., highly CP-related. The tag is positioned in INT, as illustrated in (i) FORCE
(TOP*) INT (TOP*) FOC (TOP*) FIN IP (from Chiu 2011:177).
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‘Isn’t it that Zhangsan can speak German?’

(examples from Hsin 2016:73, ex. (5c¢) and Hsin 2016:74, ex. (6¢))

In this dissertation, in line with Hsin (2016), I propose that the discontinuous bu
shi...ma is the basic structure, as seen in (4). The continuous bu shi ma, as a tag at the
end of a sentence, derives from the discontinuous form by moving the whole sentence
upwards. That is, the proposition that is located between bu shi and ma moves to the

beginning of the sentence, as illustrated in (5).

(4)Bu shi [ni xihuan ta] ma?
not is  you like 3sg  QPART

‘Isn’t it true that you like him/her?’

(5)[Ni  xthuan ta], bu shi ma?
you like 3sg  not is  QPART
“You like him/her, don’t you?’

Let us now return to patterns [1], [2], [5] and [6]. Pattern [1] and pattern [6] are similar,
the only difference being that one is used for affirmative sentences and the other for
negative sentences. Bu shi ma in these two patterns is a tag found at the end of the

sentence and is used to verify the preceding sentence.

Pattern [1] is used to ask something when the speaker is convinced of the truth of the
affirmative sentence. Bu shi ma in this pattern is used to confirm or verify the
propositional contents of the preceding affirmative sentence and therefore the tag
question has scope over the whole affirmative sentence. Consider the following
example:
(6) Zhe ge shiibao hén  gui, bu  shi ma?

this Cl. schoolbag very expensive not 1is QPART
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“This schoolbag is very expensive, isn’t it?’

In example (6) the speaker is convinced of the fact that this schoolbag is very expensive.

Pattern [6] is used to ask something when the speaker is convinced of the truth of the
negative sentence. Bu shi ma in this pattern is used to confirm or verify the propositional
contents of the preceding negative sentence and therefore the tag question has scope

over the whole negative sentence. Consider the example below:

(7) Zhe ge  shiibao bu  gui, bu shi ma?
this Cl. schoolbag not expensive not is  QPART

“This schoolbag is not very expensive, is it?’

In example (7) the speaker is convinced of the fact that this schoolbag isn’t expensive.

Pattern [2] and pattern [5] are also similar, the only difference being that one is used for
affirmative sentences and the other for negative sentences. Bu shi ma in these two
patterns take a discontinuous form: b shi...ma. These two patterns are used to simply

express dissatisfaction or to ask for an explanation.

In pattern [2], Bu shi...ma could be in different positions within the sentence, as

illustrated in (8) and (9), and bu shi precedes the focus phrase.

(8) Q. Bushi [zhé¢ gé& shibao]r hén gui ma?
not is this Cl. schoolbag very expensive QPART

‘[ This schoolbag]r is very expensive, isn’t it?’

(9) Q. Zhe ge shiibao bu shi [hén guilr ma?

this Cl. schoolbag not is  very expensive QPART
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“This schoolbag is [very expensive]r, isn’t it?’

In examples (8) and (9) the speaker is convinced of the fact that this schoolbag is very
expensive, but the focus is different. According to Rooth’s (1985, 1992, 2010)
Alternative Semantics Theory, focus triggers alternatives. That is, when there is a focus
on a nominal expression, it means that it has alternative entities. Thus, in example (8)
focus on ‘schoolbag’ is contrasted with alternative objects such as ‘pen’, ‘notebook’,
etc. By contrast, in example (9) focus on the adjective ‘expensive’ is contrasted with

alternative properties such as ‘new’, ‘old’, and so on and so forth.

In pattern [5], bu shi...ma in this pattern can also be in different positions, as illustrated

in (10) and (11), and bu shi always precedes the focus phrase.

(10) Q.Bu shi [zhé ge¢  shubaolr bu gui ma?
not is  this Cl. schoolbag not expensive QPART

‘[ This schoolbag]risn’t expensive, is it?’

(11) Q. Zhe ge  shubao bu shi [bu guilr ma?
this Cl. schoolbag not is not expensive QPART

“This schoolbag is [not expensive]g, is it?’

In examples (10) and (11), the speaker is convinced of the fact that this schoolbag isn’t
very expensive. As was the case with (8) and (9), the focus is not the same. Example
(10) focuses on is the schoolbag rather than an alternative entity-denoting expression
such as a pencil, a computer, etc. What (11) focuses on is ‘not expensive’ rather than

the negation of an alternative adjective such as ‘not beautiful’, ‘not useful’, etc.

Although patterns [1], [2], [5] and [6] look like tag questions in English, they are

patterns of negative polar questions in MC. Furthermore, their forms are different from
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tag questions in English. In English the grammatical rules for tag questions require that
a positive sentence have a negative tag and vice versa. However, in patterns [5] and [6]
of MC, negative sentences can have negative tags. Consider the previously discussed
examples (10), (11) and (7), which are reproduced below as examples (12), (13) and
(14). It is important to note that, as previously mentioned, bu shi...ma/bu shi ma is
regarded as a discourse marker. A discourse marker doesn’t have any effect on the truth
value of a proposition (Dong 2007). Consequently, the negative markers from (12) to

(14) do not interact with bu ‘not’ in bu shi ma, and therefore the law of DN doesn’t

apply.’®

(12) Q. Bu shi [zhe¢ gé& shubao]r bu gui ma?
not is  this Cl. schoolbag not expensive QPART

‘[This schoolbag]risn’t expensive, is it?’

(13) Q. Zhé¢ g¢ shiubao bu shi [bu guilr ma?
this CIl. schoolbag not 1is not expensive QPART

“This schoolbag is [not expensive]r, is it?’

(14) Q. Zh¢ g¢  shabao bu  gui, bu shi ma?
this Cl.  schoolbag not expensive not is QPART
“This schoolbag isn’t very expensive, is it?’

In the examples above, each negative sentence has the negative tag bu shi ma.

Let us now consider the final three patterns of negative polar questions in MC. Polar

questions in MC without the question particle ma are uttered with a rising intonation.

6 Chiu (2011:167) also indicates that a tag such as bi shi ma is used to confirm or inquire about the whole
proposition and thus the negation of the tag is independent of the negation of the sentence and no Double Negative
Constraint is observed in this case in MC. This differs from tags in English, in which a tag is the result of a VP
ellipsis after Aux-Inversion.
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They are dependent on the context and are used to ask something when the speaker is
suspicious of, or surprised by, something. Pattern [3] is a negative polar question
without the question particle ma, so it is uttered with a rising intonation. The expected

answer for pattern [3] is positive. Consider the example below:

(15) Waiter: NI hai méi  dian  tang.
you still not order soup
“You haven’t ordered soup yet.’
Guest: WO hai  méi  didn?
I still not order
‘Haven’t I ordered (it) yet?’
Waiter: (W0 Kankan.) O,bu, ni dian le. Duibuqi,wd nong cuo le.
(I check) ohnot you order PRT sorry I  makemistake PRT

‘(Let me check.) Oh, no, you have ordered (it). Sorry, I made a mistake.’

In example (15) the guest asks the question because (s)he is suspicious or surprised to

be told that (s)he hasn’t ordered soup.

In contrast to pattern [3], in MC a polar question with the question particle ma is uttered
with a falling intonation. Pattern [4] is a negative polar question with the question
particle ma, so it is uttered with a falling intonation. Pattern [4] is used when the speaker
presupposes a positive sentence or has the idea that the hearer ought to do something.

The expected answer is positive as in (16A) and (17A), as illustrated below.

(16)Q.Ni bu he pinggud  zhi ma?
you not drink apple juice  QPART
‘Don’t you want some apple juice?’
A.Bu, wO yao hé.

not I want drink
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“Yes, I would like to drink (it).’

(17)Q.Ni  meéi mai caipiao ma?
you not buy lottery ticket QPART
‘Haven’t you bought a lottery ticket?’

A.Bu, wO yijing mai le.
not I already buy PART

‘Yes, I have already bought (one).’

When the speaker asks question (16), (s)he presupposes that the hearer would like to
drink apple juice or thinks the hearer ought to drink apple juice. When the speaker asks
question (17), (s)he presupposes that the hearer has bought a lottery ticket or thinks the
hearer ought to buy a lottery ticket. The answers to (16) and to (17) are expected to be
positive, such as ‘I would like to drink it’ and ‘I have already brought one’, since the

speaker’s presuppositions in the question are positive.

Pattern [7] is used to ask something when the speaker has some information about it,
but (s)he is not sure. Shi ma in this pattern is used to verify the preceding negative
sentence. The expected answer for pattern [7] is negative as in (18A), as illustrated

below.

(18)Q.Ni  bhu  xihuan chi ya, shi ma?
you not like eat fish is QPART
“You don’t like eating fish, do you ?°
A.Shide, wo bu xihuan chi yu.
yes I not like eat fish
‘No, I don’t like eating fish.’
When the speaker asks question (18), (s)he thinks the hearer doesn’t like eating fish or

has some information about the hearer’s dislike of eating fish. As (s)he is not very sure,
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(s)he asks the hearer using pattern [7] to verify it. The answer to (18) is expected to be
negative, such as ‘I don’t like eating fish’, because the presupposition of the speaker is

negative.

Of the above-mentioned seven patterns of negative polar questions, I chose to consider
pattern [ 7] as the pattern of the negative polar question for my experimental study. Jones
(1999) indicates that a negative polar question has an expected negative answer.
Negative questions are used with a negative bias and thus imply a negative sentence
answer. Negative polar questions like Is Jane not coming? demand non-neutral contexts.
That is, the speaker has evidence against some proposition (Reese 2006; Romero &
Han 2004). Of the seven patterns of negative polar questions in MC, pattern [7] is the
only one in which the negative question has a negative bias and whose expected answer
is negative. This meets the properties of a negative polar question, as described in the

literature.

4.3. Answer patterns to negative polar questions in Mandarin

Chinese

In the previous section, the various question patterns that exist in MC were discussed.
In the current section, I move to discussing the answer patterns to negative polar

questions in MC.

Of the seven patterns of negative polar questions, four are rhetorical questions and thus

don’t need answers, so I only discuss the answers to patterns [3], [4] and [7].

Patterns [3], [4] and [7] contain negative sentences. The answer for these three patterns
are truth-based, meaning that when a speaker responds to a negative question (s)he
expresses agreement with it by means of a positive particle that combines with a

negative sentence answer, and vice versa. Consider the following examples:
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[3] negative sentence + rising intonation
(19) Q. Zh¢ kuai dangdo bu méeiwei?
this Cl. cake  not delicious
‘Isn’t this cake delicious?’
Al.Shi(de), zhe¢ kuai dangao bz  méiwei.
yes.PART this Cl. cake not delicious
‘No, this cake isn’t delicious.’
A2.Bu, zhé kuai dangao hén  méiwei.
not this Cl. cake  very delicious

“Yes, this cake is very delicious.’

[4] a negative sentence + ma
(20) Q. Zh¢ kuai dangdo bu méiwei ma?
this Cl. cake  not delicious QPART
‘Isn’t this cake delicious?’
Al. Shi(de), zhe kuai dangdo bu méiwei.
yes.PART this Cl. cake not delicious
‘No, this cake isn’t delicious.’
A2.Bu, zhe¢ kuai dangdo hén  méiwei.
not this Cl. cake very delicious

“Yes, this cake is very delicious.’

[7] a negative sentence + shi ma
(21) Q. Zh¢ kuai dangdo bu méiwei, shi ma?
this Cl. cake not delicious is QPART
‘This cake isn’t delicious, is it?’
Al. Shi(de), zh¢ kuai dangao bu méiwei.

yes.PART this Cl. cake not delicious
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‘No, this cake isn’t delicious.’
A2. Bu, zh¢ kuai dangao hén  méiwel.
not this Cl. cake  very delicious

“Yes, this cake is very delicious.’

As examples (19) to (21) have illustrated, answers to negative polar questions in
patterns [3], [4] and [7] are truth-based. The answer particles do not share the polarity
of the sentence they precede in the answer. That is, when the answer particle is positive
(19A1/20A1/21A1), the sentence of the answer is negative. Conversely, if the answer

particle is negative (19A2/20A2/21A2), the sentence of the answer is positive.

In sum, I have introduced the different patterns of negative polar questions and their
answers in MC. In the literature, these answers are typically described as truth-based.
However, there hadn’t been previous experimental confirmation of this, so I decided to

conduct an experiment to see whether this could be confirmed.

In the next section, I present an experiment that studied whether answers to negative
polar questions in MC, as introduced in the present section, are pure truth-based. That
1s, whether those answers are made up of a positive particle and a negative sentence in
the confirming responses, and are made up of a negative particle and a positive sentence

in the rejecting responses.

4.4. An experimental study

An experimental study was designed to investigate the following questions: (i) Is MC
a truth-based language? (ii) Does MC support a universal answering system based on
the instantiation of cognitive operators: a CONFIRM/REJECT operator and an
ASSERT operator (in line with Krifka 2017)? And (iii) how does MC instantiate these

operators and what is the role of prosody and gesture in the just mentioned universal
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answering system)? | hereby aim at exploring whether MC shares with other natural
languages previously investigated (Gonzalez-Fuente et al. 2015), namely Catalan and

Russian, some strategies expressing confirmation and rejection.

4.4.1. Methods

A production experiment with 8 native speakers of MC was conducted within the
premises of the Universitat Pompeu Fabra. These speakers participated in a Discourse
Completion Task (henceforth DCT) that aimed to elicit semi-spontaneous and
contextualized confirming and rejecting responses to negative assertions/questions and

broad focus statements.

4.4.2. Participants

Eight native speakers of MC (7 women and 1 man; mean age = 25.75; SD = 1.85)
participated in the DCT. All of them were from China, but recruited in Barcelona.’’
According to their replies to a sociolinguistic test they were exposed to, they have been
living in Barcelona between seven months and 4 years (mean = 1 year and 4 months),
and they speak MC with their friends, colleagues and families in their everyday lives
(mean of 3h/day). Furthermore, they were born in China, had spent their childhoods in
China, and all had received some higher education, which together with the previous
requisites, was a guarantee of their competence in Standard MC as native speakers (see
Appendix 9 for details).

4.4.3. Materials

" There were four participants from the Sichuan province and one participant from each of the following provinces:
Jiangxi, Fujian province, Heilongjiang and Beijing. Although these different provinces are linked to different dialect
areas (the Jiangxi province is associated with the Gan dialect area; the Fujian province with the Hakka dialect area;
Heilongjiang, Beijing and the Sichuan province with the northern dialect area), all of our participants spoke standard
MC in the DCT, as this is the national statutory common language since the twentieth century in China (Huang &
Liao 2007).
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The DCT production task aimed at obtaining semi-spontaneous (and pragmatically
controlled) confirming and rejecting responses to negative assertions and biased
negative questions (critical condition) and broad focus statements (control) conditions
in MC. In order to achieve that aim, I devised a DCT containing a set of 3 discourse
contexts (library context, delivery package context and wedding context) in 3 different
conditions, namely confirming responses to negative assertions and questions (here
named CONFIRM condition), rejecting responses to negative assertions and questions
(here named REJECT condition) and unsolicited assertions that do not respond to an
antecedent clause uttered with a broad focus intonation (here labeled BROAD FOCUS
condition). While Table 4.1 illustrates four of the discourse contexts used in the DCT
for the CONFIRM/REJECT condition, Table 4.2 illustrates one of the discourse
contexts used for the BROAD FOCUS condition.

Situation: Every night, your classmate, your class monitor and you go to the library to study. You

always sit down together at the table in front of the window.

Linguistic prompt Type of linguistic Agreement
prompt status of the
expected
answer

(a) When you arrive at the library, you don’t see any of
your two colleagues. Ten minutes later, your classmate | Negative assertion Confirming
arrives. As she sees you sitting there alone, she greets you answer
and says: “It seems that the class monitor hasn’t arrived
yet”

In order to confirm that he hasn’t arrived yet, what would

you say?

(b) When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is
already there. Ten minutes later, your classmate arrives
just when the class monitor goes to check out books. As Negative Rejecting
she sees you sitting there alone, she greets you and says: assertion answer
“It seems that the class monitor hasn’t arrived yet.”

In order to deny what she said, since the class monitor is

already there, what would you say?

(c) When you arrive at the library, you don’t see any of
your two colleagues. Ten minutes later, your classmate

arrives. As she sees you sitting there alone, she greets you | Negative question Confirming

and says: “The class monitor hasn’t arrived yet, has answer
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he?”
In order to confirm that the class monitor hasn’t arrived,

what would you say?

(d) When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is
already there. Ten minutes later, your classmate arrives
just when the class monitor goes to check out books. As
she sees you sitting there alone, she greets you and says: | Negative question Rejecting
“The class monitor hasn’t arrived yet, has he?” answer

In order to contradict what she said, since the class

monitor has already arrived, what would you say?

Table 4.1 | Sample of four of the discourse contexts that served as a prompt for the

CONFIRM/REJECT condition’®.

Situation: Every night, your classmate, your class monitor and you go to the library to study. You
always sit down together at the table in front of the window.

Linguistic prompt Status of the answer

When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is
already there. Ten minutes later, your classmate arrives Broad focus statements
just when the class monitor goes to check out books and
you take a break outside the library. She meets you and
chats with you.

In the course of the conversation, you’d like to tell her

that the class monitor has arrived. What would you say?

Table 4.2 | Sample of one of the discourse contexts that served as a prompt for the

DCT for the control sentence in the BROAD FOCUS condition.

Importantly, the discourse contexts used in the DCT were regarded as neutral or not
biased in Chinese culture. Unbiased situations that most young people are familiar with
in their everyday lives were considered in this study: having something delivered at
home, meeting with a classmate at the library, and giving a red envelope (traditional
wedding present) to their friends at a wedding. In order to make the imagined power

relation horizontal between them and the informants, I chose roommates, classmates

8 The following conditions were also studied, viz., (a) positive assertion/confirming answer, (b) positive
assertion/rejecting answer, (c) positive question/confirming answer, and (d) positive question/rejecting answer.
However, as this chapter is devoted to the confirming and rejecting answers to negative assertions and negative polar
questions, the conditions and the results for positive assertions and positive polar questions are not presented in this

chapter.
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and friends as interlocutors in the contexts.

All the materials used in this experiment (the situations and the linguistic prompts) were
written in MC. Participants read the target discourse contexts for each item and then
listened to an utterance (the target negative assertion or question) produced by the
experimenter, a native speaker of MC. These negative assertions and questions were
audio recorded using a PMD660 Marantz professional portable digital recorder and a
Rode NTG2 condenser microphone in a quiet room at the Universitat Pompeu Fabra,
for the purpose of ensuring that all of the participants heard the imaginary interlocutor’s

question/assertion with the same acoustic properties and prosodic cues.

Each participant received a complete set of 15 linguistic prompts: 3 discourse contexts
x 5 items (two types of negative propositions in the CONFIRM condition, either
negative assertion or negative question + two types of negative propositions in the
REJECT condition, either negative assertion or negative question + one broad focus

statement). (See Appendix 10 for details.)

4.4.4. Procedure

Following the DCT method proposed in Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) and Félix-Brasdefer
(2010), participants were provided with a situational prompt to which they had to
respond as spontaneously as possible. Each participant was presented with a
randomized set of cards containing the 9 stimuli in two blocks’®. Each participant had
a 5-min break between the two blocks.

The 8 participants were instructed to respond to the discourse context prompts as

naturally as possible. Recall that they read the target discourse contexts for each item

7 Recall that the nine stimuli consisted of the following: four confirming/rejecting answers to positive
assertions/questions, four confirming/rejecting answers to negative assertions/questions, and one broad focus
statement. To prevent participants from becoming tired, the experiment was split into two sections with a break in
between.
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and then listened to an order as produced by the experimenter, a native speaker of MC.
After listening to this utterance, they produced their answer following the instructions

they were asked to follow.

The video recordings of the DCT were conducted at the Linguistics Lab of the
Department of Translation and Language Sciences at the Universitat Pompeu Fabra in
Barcelona. Each participant signed a consent form at the beginning of the experimental
session. The whole experiment was recorded using a PMD660 Marantz professional
portable digital player, with a resolution of 720 x 576 pixels, and the sound was sampled
at 44,100 Hz using 16-bit quantization. Participants were asked to stand against a white

background and in front of a Panasonic AG-HMC41 professional digital video camera.

4.4.5. Results

Four prosodic characteristics of the target DCT answers were obtained automatically
with Praat (Boersma & Weenink 2008): mean pitch, pitch range, pitch variability and
mean intensity. Gestures were annotated following McNeill (1992) and Allwood’s et al.
(2005) gestures coding proposal and aligned with the orthographic transcriptions of the
video files using ELAN software (Lausberg & Sloetjes 2009). The following gestures
were coded: head movements (e.g., head nod, head shake, head tilt, head turn), eyebrow
movements (e.g., eyebrow raising, eyebrow furrowing/scrunching), shoulder
movements (e.g., shoulder shrug), and mouth movements (e.g., mouth corner-up, mouth

corner-down).

The prosodic and gestural measures obtained from the analysis with Praat and ELAN
were submitted to statistical analysis by means of a Generalized Linear Mixed Model
(GLMM) using SPSS software (IBM Corporation Released 2013).

The following subsections present the results of the set of grammatical, prosodic and

gesture strategies used by MC native speakers at the time of confirming/rejecting
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negative discourse accessible propositions in contrast to expressing broad focus

statements.®°

4.4.5.1. Lexico-syntactic Strategies

A total of 120 responses were obtained in the DCT: 48 were confirming responses (3
discourse contexts x 2 linguistic prompts —negative assertion or negative question— x 8
participants), 48 were rejecting responses (3 discourse contexts x 2 linguistic prompts
—negative assertion or negative question— x 8 participants) and 24 were responses to a
BROAD FOCUS condition (3 discourse contexts x 1 linguistic prompts —negative

assertion or negative question— x 8§ participants).

Of the 120 responses, only 118 responses were coded for grammatical strategies. Two
of the confirming responses were discarded because the participant failed to understand
the question. As a result, the number of coded responses for grammatical strategies were:
46 for confirming responses, 48 for rejecting responses and 24 for broad focus

conditions.

The 46 confirming responses to negative assertions and questions were coded according
to their different grammatical strategies. The following types of confirming responses

were identified:

(22) a. Shi de/Shi a ‘yes’ + explanation (e.g., Shi de. Wo shi diyi ge dao de. ‘Yes. | was
the first to arrive.”).
b. Dui a/ Dui ‘right’ + explanation (e.g., Dui a. Bdiféi wo zdi jiali déng le ta yitian.
‘Right. I have wasted an entire day waiting at home for her’).

C. Shi, shi a+ ‘yes, yes’ + explanation (e.g., Shi, shi a. Zhenghao ni ldi le, ni ziji

* Regarding the 24 broad focus statements, the results of the lexico-syntactic strategies show that MC speakers rely

on one main type of lexico-syntactic strategy (100%), viz. a positive sentence optionally followed by an explanation.
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géi tamen ba. ‘Yes, yes. Since you happened to come, you can give it to them
by yourself”).

. A, shi/shi de+ ‘yes, yes’ + explanation (e.g., 4, shi de. Bu zhidao shénme
qingkuang. ‘Yes, yes. (I) don't know what's going on”).

En, dui a ‘Hum, right’ + explanation (e.g., En, dui a. Wo zhéngyao géi tamen
ne. ‘Hum, right. I am about to give it to them”).

A, dui a ‘Yes, right’ + explanation (e.g., A, dui a. E...zai lushang. Bu zhidao
shénme shihou cai dao. Tamen dou zheyang. Yes, right. Er...she is on the way.
(I) don’t know when she will come. They are all like this’).

. En ‘hum’ + negative sentence. (e.g., En, ta hdai méi ldi. ‘Hum, she hasn’t come
yet’).

. Dui/dui a ‘right’ + negative sentence + (explanation) (e.g., Dui, td jintian méi
ldi. Bu zhidao mingtian néngbunéng ldi. ‘Right, she hasn’t come today. I don’t
know whether or not she will come tomorrow”).

Shi/Shi a/Shi de ‘yes’ + negative sentence+ (explanation) (e.g., Shi de, hai méi
you. Bu hdo yi si. Yinwei gangcdi rén tai duo le. Wo xianzai zai qu kan yi kan.
“Yes, (I) haven’t (given it to her) yet. Sorry, because there were too many people
just now. I am going to take a look again now’).

Negative sentence + (explanation) (e.g., Hai méi dao ne. Wo zai zheli yijing
deng le yihuir le. ‘(She) hasn’t arrived yet. | have been waiting here for a while’).
Explanation (e.g., Ai ya, gangcdi wang le. Wo mashang géi ta. ‘Ah, 1 forgot it

just now. I’ll give it to her immediately’).

Initially, only shi was expected to be used as the positive particle in the responses that

confirmed negative assertions and negative polar questions. This was due to the results

of'a study by Lu (2002), in which only s/i was the choice of the positive answer particle

to the different types of polar question patterns. However, the results of our

investigation showed that, besides shi, the informants used several different positive

particles/interjections followed by an explanation/a negative sentence in their responses
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to confirm negative assertions/questions in the DCT task, viz., shi/shi a/shi de (‘yes’),
dui a/dui (‘right’), a (with falling tone) (‘yes’) and en (with falling tone) (‘hum’).
Shi/Shi de/Shi a are particles which mean ‘yes’ and are used to express affirmation. In
more detail, shi is a particle which means ‘yes’, de and a are modal particles that are
without meaning on their own. Dui a/dui means ‘right’ and is also used to express
affirmation. 4 (with falling tone) is an interjection which means ‘yes’. En (with falling
tone) is roughly equivalent to the English interjection ‘hum’, which is used to express

affirmation.

The results of the lexico-syntactic strategies in (22) showed that for the expression of
confirmation MC speakers relied on three main types of lexico-syntactic strategies: (1)
a positive particle/interjection followed by a negative sentence (and an explanation) (in
82% of cases, see examples in (a) through (i) above), which is the expected response
for a truth-based language; but also (2) a negative sentence optionally followed by an
explanation (in 11% of cases, see the example in (j) above), and an isolated explanation

(in 7% of cases, see the example in (k) above).

As expected for a truth-based language, confirming answers to negative assertions and
questions were mostly produced with a positive particle/interjection followed by a
negative sentence (and an explanation) (82% of the confirming responses to negative
assertions and questions followed this pattern -the sum of the percentages from the nine
left-most columns), as shown in Figure 4.1. Here are the strategies used for confirming
negative assertions/questions listed in order of the frequency in which they occurred:
Dui/dui a ‘right’ + negative sentence + (explanation) (22%), Dui a/ Dui ‘right’ +
explanation (15%), Shi de/Shi a ‘yes’ + explanation (13%), En ‘hum’ + negative
sentence (13%), Negative sentence + (explanation) (11%), Shi/Shi a/Shi de ‘yes’ +
negative sentence + (explanation) (9%), an isolated explanation (7%), A, shi/shi de
‘yes,yes’+ explanation (4%), Shi, shi a ‘yes,yes’+ explanation (2%), En, dui a ‘hum,

right’ + explanation (2%), 4, dui a ‘yes, right’+ explanation (2%).
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Figure 4.1 | Percentage of occurrence of the various lexico-syntactic strategies used by

MC speakers in the CONFIRM condition.

The 48 rejecting responses to negative assertions and questions were coded according
to their different grammatical strategies. The following types of rejecting responses

were identified:

(23) a. Méi(you) ‘no’ + explanation (e.g., Méi(you). Ta qu jieshii le. ‘No. She went to
check out books”).

b. Bu(shi) (a) ‘no’ + explanation. (e.g., Bu(shi). Wo zheéngyao gei ni jiu ldi le. ‘No,

I was about to give it to her just when you came’).

c. Méi(you) (ei/a) ‘no’ + positive sentence + explanation. (e.g., Méi(you), ta yijing
lai le. Xianzai zai jieshii ne. ‘No, she has already arrived. (She) is checking out
books now’).

d. Méi(you), méi(you) ‘no, no’ + positive sentence + explanation. (e.g., Méi(you),
méi(you), ta dao le. Jie shii qu le. ‘No, no, she has arrived. (She) went to check

out books”).
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e. Bii(shi) (de/a/ei)®* ‘no’ + positive sentence + explanation. (e.g., Bii(shi), ta yi
jing dao le. Qu jieshii le. ‘No, she has already arrived. (She) went to check out
books”).

f. Na Ii ‘no’ + positive sentence + explanation. (e.g., Nd li, wo yijing géi tamen le.
Zhe shi lingwai de péngyou de. ‘No, I have already given (it) to them. This
belongs to another friend’).

g. Positive sentence + (explanation). (e.g., Wo yijing géi le. Wo shoushang de zhe
liangge shi qita rén de. ‘1 have given (it to her). These two in my hand are from

other people’).

According to Chinese grammars (Li & Thompson 1981; Lii 1999), bui(shi) and méi(you)
can be used as standalone negative answer particles and can also be used as negative
adverbs within the sentence. Now, although only one bu(shi) and one méi(you) is
postulated in MC traditional grammar (Lii 1999), in our database bu(shi) and méi(you)
have two different functions: as negative answer particles they are situated externally,
at the left periphery of the sentence, to which I refer as bu(shi)| and méi(you), , whereas
as negative adverbs they occur sentence-internally, to which I refer as bu(shi)> and
méi(you)>. Notice that both uses can combine within an utterance, as exemplified in the

replies in (24).

(24)Q.Ta  yijing dao le, shi ~ ma?%
(s)he already arrive PART is QPART
‘(S)he has already arrived, hasn’t (s)he?’

Al. Bi(shi), ta  hai  méi(you); dao.

not is (s)he still not.have arrive

81 De/a/ei are modal particles that can be optionally produced at the end of sentences.

82 Note that this is a positive polar question pattern. Positive polar questions weren’t introduced in section 4.2 since
they are not relevant to the topic of negation. I use a positive polar question in this case because it is necessary to
have a positive question in order to have bu(shi)/méi(you): and bu(shi)2/méi(you). combined in an answer.

184



‘No, he hasn’t arrived yet.’
A2. Méi(you);, ta hai  méi(you)>  dao.
nothave  (s)he still not.have arrive

‘No, he hasn’t arrived yet.’

Although in the current DCT we did not find combinations of the two uses (viz., the
external bui(shi)1/méi(you): and the internal bii(shi)2/méi(you)2)®, we found that 31% of
the responses used méi(you); as the negative answer particle to reject negative
assertions/questions, and 21% of the responses used bu(shi); as the negative answer
particle to reject negative assertions/questions. The use of méi(you). sentence internally

corresponds to the negation of the proposition of ‘(s)he having arrived.’

The results of the lexico-syntactic strategies in (23) showed that for the expression of
reject MC speakers relied on two main types of lexico-syntactic strategies: (1) a
negative particle followed by a positive sentence or an explanation (in 52% of cases,
see examples in (a) through (f) above), which is the expected response for a truth-based
language; but also (2) a positive sentence optionally followed by an explanation (in 48%
of cases, see the example in (g) above). The latter strategy (a positive sentence
optionally followed by an explanation) was the only one employed by MC speakers in
broad focus statements (100%). Figure 4.2 shows the percentage of occurrence of these

two strategies used by MC speakers in the two conditions (REJECT vs. BROAD

FOCUS).
Lexico-syntactic strategies
100%
100%
§ 80%
g ® Negative Particle +
S 60% 500% Positive
S 48% Sentence/Explanation
o
%’ o O Positive Sentence +
I= (Explanation)




Figure 4.2 | Percentage of occurrence of lexico-syntactic strategies used by MC
speakers in the two conditions (REJECT vs. BROAD FOCUS). Negative particles
followed by positive sentences/explanation are displayed in gray columns, while

positive sentences followed by explanation are displayed in white columns.

As expected for a truth-based language, rejecting answers to negative assertions and
questions were oftentimes produced with negative particles bu(shi) / méi(you) ‘not’
answers. Answers with bu(shi) / méi(you) ‘not’ (i.e., the particles followed by an
explanation or a negative sentence) comprised 52% of rejecting answers to negative
assertions and questions, of which 31% of the responses used méi(you) as the negative
answer particle to reject negative assertions/questions, and 21% of the responses used
bu(shi) as the negative answer particle to reject negative assertions/questions. The
various types of lexical strategies, used for rejecting negative assertions/questions were
as follows (listed in order of the frequency in which they were obtained): méi(you) (ei/a)
+ positive sentence + explanation (21%), Bu(shi) (de/a/ei) + positive sentence +
explanation (15%), méi(you), méi(you) + positive sentence + explanation (6%), méi(you)
+ explanation (4%), Bu(shi) (a) + explanation (4%), Ndli + positive sentence +
explanation (2%). Importantly, however, 48% of the rejecting answers obtained simply

used a positive sentence + (explanation), as illustrated in Figure 4.3.
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Figure 4.3 | Percentage of occurrence of the various lexico-syntactic strategies used by

MC speakers in the REJECT condition.

4.4.5.1.1. The presence of the final particle /e

In addition to the lexico-syntactic strategies reported in the preceding subsection, it is
also interesting to note that in our DCT some answer sentences had a final particle /e
while others did not. Figure 4.4 shows the presence of the /e particle in control
sentences produced with broad focus intonation, rejecting answers to negative

assertions/questions and confirming answers to negative assertions/questions.
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Figure 4.4 | Percentage of occurrence (y-axis) and presence (black columns) and no
presence (gray columns) of final particle le (x-axis) used by MC speakers to reject and
confirm negative assertions and questions and used in control sentences produced with

broad focus intonation.

In the DCT task, as shown in Figure 4.4, 100% of the control sentences that were
produced with broad focus intonation contained the final /e particle. This is due to the
fact that these broad focus statements are positive sentences that described what
happened in the past and /e is mostly used in MC to indicate past tense/actions. On the
basis of participants’ detailed responses, 92% of rejecting answers to negative
assertions/questions were produced with the final /e, and 8% of rejecting answers to
negative assertions/questions were not produced with the final /e because they
corresponded to isolated negative adverbs. 92% of the rejecting answers, were positive
sentences (either with or without a negative particle preceding them) that express
situations that happened in the past; therefore, a /e particle appeared as necessary. On
the other hand, 100% of confirming answers to negative assertions/questions were not
produced with the final /e particle, for the confirming answers were negative sentences
with méi(you)> which repeated the negative assertions and questions. When negating

the occurrence or the completion of an action, the speaker can add méi(you): before the
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verb, but a /e particle can’t be used, that is, if there is a méi(you): in the sentence, /e
particle can’t be used, so none of the confirming answers to negative assertions and

questions were produced with final /e particle.

To sum up, the broad focus statements and most of the rejecting answers to negative
assertions/questions (92%) were produced with the final /e particle, because they were
positive sentences and the action in the sentence had been realized or finished (8% of
rejecting answers to negative assertions/questions were not produced with the final /e,
because they were formulated by means of isolated negative adverbs, not sentences).
Confirming answers to negative assertions/questions were not produced with final /e
particle, for the confirming answers were negatives sentences with méi(you), in which

le particle can’t be used.

All in all, according to the results of the experiment what is most important to note is
that some lexico-syntactic strategies found in the experiment, such as the absence of a
particle followed by a positive sentence (and an optional explanation) in the rejecting
answers, and the absence of a particle followed by a negative sentence (and an optional
explanation) in the confirming answers, are not expected among truth-based languages,
precisely because they are echoic strategies (Jones 1999). However, the absence of
lexical means, such as speech act particles, for the expression of confirmation/rejection,
might be compensated by the emergence of other non-lexical strategies (i.e., prosodic
and gestural strategies). To this end, in the next sections I will report on the prosodic
and gestural strategies used by MC speakers in confirming/rejecting responses to

negative propositions, in contrast with the ones they used for broad focus statements.

4.4.5.2. Prosodic Strategies

In this section, GLMM statistical analyses of the results for mean pitch, mean intensity,

pitch range and pitch variability are presented. I compare the prosodic strategies used
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in the responses to confirm negative assertions and negative polar questions, responses
to reject negative assertions and negative polar questions and control sentences

produced with broad focus intonation.

For each acoustic feature, a pair of figures is provided. In the first figure of the pair
there are only three columns: 1. CONFIRM (negative assertions and negative polar
questions), 2. REJECT (negative assertions and negative polar questions) and 3.
BROAD FOCUS statements. In the second figure of the pair, there are five columns: 1.
CONFIRM (negative assertions), 2. REJECT (negative assertions), 3. CONFIRM
(negative polar questions) 4. REJECT (negative polar questions) and 5. BROAD
FOCUS statements.

Figures 4.5 and 4.6 show the results for mean pitch (in semitones). The GLMM
statistical analysis, with PARTICIPANT and ITEM set as random factors and MEAN PITCH
as the dependent variable showed that the mean pitch of the responses to reject negative
assertions/questions was a little higher than the responses to confirm negative
assertions/questions, but this difference was not significant. However, the GLMM test
showed that the mean pitch of responses to reject negative assertions/questions was
higher (near significance! p = 0.062) than the responses to confirm negative
assertions/questions, as shown in Figure 4.5. More specifically, the mean pitch of
responses to reject negative assertions and questions was significantly higher
respectively (p < 0.05) than the mean pitch of responses to confirm negative assertions,

as shown in Figure 4.6.

190



PITCH MEAN by RESPONSE SENTENCES

94,00
NEAR SIGNIFICANT

T 93001 p=0.062
c
=
E
[ 1]
w
=
5 92,00
@
£
S
=

91,00

90,00

T T T
Confirm Reject Broad focus

Response type

Figure 4.5 | Mean pitch by response type
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Figure 4.6 | Mean pitch by response type

Figure 4.7 and 4.8 show the results for mean intensity. The GLMM statistical analysis,

with PARTICIPANT and ITEM set as random factors and MEAN INTENSITY as the

191



dependent variable showed a significant difference between the mean intensity of
response to confirm negative assertions/questions and the controls (broad focus), that
is, the mean intensity of response to controls (broad focus) was significantly higher (p
< 0.05) than the mean intensity of responses to confirm negative assertions/questions,
as shown in Figure 4.7. More specifically, the mean intensity of controls (broad focus)
was higher than the mean intensity of responses to confirm negative questions, as shown

in Figure 4.8.
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Figure 4.7 | Mean intensity by response type
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Figure 4.8 | Mean intensity by response type
Figures 4.9 and 4.10 show the results for pitch range. The GLMM statistical analysis,

with PARTICIPANT and ITEM set as random factors and PITCH RANGE as the dependent

variable didn’t show any significant difference between these responses.
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Figure 4.9 | Pitch range by response type
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Figure 4.10 | Pitch range by response type

Figures 4.11 and 4.12 show results for pitch variability. The GLMM statistical analysis,
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with PARTICIPANT and ITEM set as random factors and PITCH VARIABILITY as the

dependent variable showed no significant difference between those responses, either.

Pitch variability by Response Type
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Figure 4.11 | Pitch variability by response type
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Figure 4.12 | Pitch variability by response type
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Overall, we can conclude that, in the case of the mean pitch, responses to reject negative
assertions were significantly higher (p < 0.05) than the mean pitch of responses to
confirm negative assertions. Furthermore, the mean intensity of the control sentences
produced with broad focus intonation was significantly higher than the mean intensity
of responses to confirm negative questions. As for pitch range and pitch variability,

there were no significant difference between the responses.

As results for lexico-syntactic strategies (see section 4.4.5.1) showed two clear
strategies for expressing reject, I will compare the behavior of several prosodic markers
(e.g., mean pitch, pitch range, pitch variability and mean intensity) in three different
conditions, namely Reject PS (i.e., Reject responses to negative questions/assertions
produced with a positive sentence) vs. Reject Neg+PS (Reject responses to negative
questions/assertions produced with a negative particle followed by a positive sentence)
vs. Broad Focus. Four Generalized Linear Mixed Model (GLMM) tests were run with
RESPONSE_TYPE as the fixed factor (Reject PS vs. Reject Neg PS vs. Broad Focus),

and with MEAN PITCH, PITCH RANGE, PITCH VARIABILITY AND MEAN INTENSITY set as

dependent variables. Subject and utterance were set as random factors.

Interestingly, results for mean pitch showed that MC speakers significantly increased
their pitch [F(2, 69) = 3.31, p < 0.5] when they rejected a negative proposition with a
positive sentence (see Figure 4.13, left column) compared to (i) when they rejected a
negative proposition with a negative particle followed by a positive sentence (Figure
4.13, middle column), and (ii) when they pronounced a broad focus statement (Figure

4.13, right column).
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Mean Pitch of Responses
95 94,73 st.

94,5
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93,5

93,07 st.

93

92,37 st

92,5

92

Mean Pitch (in semitones)

91,5

91
Reject PS Reject_Neg+PS Broad Focus

Figure 4.13 | Mean pitch(in semitones) (y-axis) of (1) Reject responses to negative
questions/assertions produced with a positive sentence (left column), (2) Reject
responses to negative questions/assertions produced with a negative particle followed

by a positive sentence (middle column) and (3) Broad Focus responses (right column).

4.4.5.3. Gestural Strategies®*

This section shows the gestural strategies produced with the confirming and rejecting
responses to negative assertions/questions, as well as control sentences produced with

broad focus intonation.

Coded gestures involved head movements (e.g., head nod, head shake, head tilt, head
turn), eyebrow movements (e.g., eyebrow raising, eyebrow scrunching/furrowing),
shoulder movements (e.g., shoulder shrug), and mouth movements (e.g., mouth corner-

up, mouth corner-down).

In general, the results of the analysis of the gestural strategies showed that participants

84 Recall that two responses were discarded in the confirming responses to negative assertions/questions because
participants failed to understand the questions. In this section, devoted to gestures, three additional responses were
discarded in the confirming responses because they were not direct answers to express confirmation.
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produced more gestures when they had to confirm and reject a negative

question/assertion than when they produced a broad focus statement.

Figure 4.14 to 4.16 show the results of the gesture strategies used to reject negative
assertions/questions vs. the gesture strategies used to confirm negative

assertions/questions vs. the gesture strategies used in broad focus statements.

Figure 4.14 shows the results of head movements of reject negative
assertions/questions vs. confirm negative assertions/questions vs. broad focus
statements. In order to reject negative assertions/questions, results showed that most
MC speakers used head nod movements (27% of the cases). They also used head shakes
(6% of the cases), head tilts (4% of the cases) and head turns (2% of the cases) in a
lower proportion. In order to confirm negative assertions/questions, results showed that
most of our MC participants used head nod movements (44% of the cases). They also
used head shakes (9% of the cases), head tilts (2% of the cases) and head turns (2% of
the cases) in a lower proportion. As for broad focus statements, they used head turns
(only 4% of the cases). The chi-square tests showed that the presence of head nods was
not significantly related to the type of answering conditions in which they were
produced (rejecting vs. confirming). The presence of head nods [y* (1.72) = 7.93, p <
0.05] was significantly related to the type of answering conditions under which they
were produced (rejecting vs. broad focus). Similarly, the presence of head nods [¥*(1.68)
=14.38, p <0.05] was significantly related to the type of answering conditions in which

they were produced (confirming vs. broad focus).
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Head movements of participants in the MC DCT

o 50%

(&)
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3 m Reject_Negative (N=48)
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% m Confirm_Negative(N=43)
o 20% - Broad Focus (N=24)
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: N

Dq.J 0% - : : ‘ .

Nod Shake Tilt Turn

Figure 4.14 | Percentage of occurrence (y-axis) of the types of head movements (x-axis)
used by MC speakers to reject negative assertions/questions (black columns), to
confirm negative assertions/questions (dark gray columns) and in broad focus

statements (light gray columns).

Figure 4.15 shows the results of eyebrow movements of reject negative
assertions/questions vs. confirm negative assertions/questions vs. broad focus
statements. In order to reject negative assertions/questions, results showed that most of
our MC participants used eyebrow raising movements (44% of the cases). In order to
confirm negative assertions/questions, results showed that MC speakers used eyebrow
raising movements (9% of the cases). They also used eyebrow scrunching movements
(5% of the cases). As for broad focus statements, they used eyebrow raising movements
(4% of the cases). The chi-square tests showed that the presence of eyebrow raising
movements was not significantly related to the type of answering conditions in which
they were produced (rejecting vs. confirming). The presence of eyebrow raising
movements [y*(1.72) = 4.05, p <0.05] was significantly related to the type of answering
conditions in which they were produced (rejecting vs. broad focus), but the presence of
eyebrow raising movements was not significantly related to the type of answering

conditions in which they were produced (confirming vs. broad focus).
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Eyebrow movements of participantsin the MC DCT
25%

20% m Reject_Negative (N=48)

m Confirm_Negative(N=43)

15% Broad Focus (N=24)

10%

5% -

Persentage of occurence

Eyebrow raising Eyebrow
scrunching

0%

Figure 4.15 | Percentage of occurrence (y-axis) of the types of eyebrow movements (x-
axis) used by MC speakers to reject negative assertions /questions (black columns), to
confirm negative assertions/questions (dark gray columns) and in broad focus

statements (light gray columns)

Figure 4.16 shows the results of shoulder movements of reject negative
assertions/questions vs. confirm negative assertions/questions vs. broad focus
statements. In order to reject negative assertions/questions, results showed that MC
speakers used shoulder shrug movements (4% of the cases). In order to confirm
negative assertions/questions, results showed that MC speakers used shoulder shrug
movements (2% of the cases). As for broad focus statements, they didn’t use any
shoulder shrug movements. The chi-square tests showed that the presence of shoulder
shrug movements was not significantly related to the type of answering conditions in
which they were produced (rejecting vs. confirming; rejecting vs. broad focus;

confirming vs. broad focus).
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Shoulder movements of participantsin the MC DCT
5%

4%

m Reject_Negative (N=48)
m Confirm_Negative(N=43)
Broad Focus (N=24)

3%

2% -
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Persentage of occurence

0% -

Shrug

Figure 4.16 | Percentage of occurrence (y-axis) of the types of shoulder movements (x-
axis) used by MC speakers to reject negative assertions /questions (black columns), to
confirm negative assertions/questions (dark gray columns) and in broad focus

statements (light gray columns).

Figure 4.17 shows the results of mouth movements of reject negative
assertions/questions vs. confirm negative assertions/questions vs. broad focus
statements. In order to reject negative assertions/questions, results showed that MC
speakers used mouth movements (5% of the cases). In order to confirm negative
assertions/questions, results showed that MC speakers also used mouth movements (5%
of the cases). As for broad focus statements, they didn’t use any mouth movements. The
chi-square tests showed that the presence of mouth movements was not significantly
related to the type of answering conditions in which they were produced (rejecting vs.

confirming; rejecting vs. broad focus; confirming vs. broad focus).
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Mouth movements of participants in the MC DCT
5%
4% m Reject (N=48)
3%
Confirm(N=43)
2%

Broad Focus(N=24)
1%

Persentage of occurence

0%
Corner-up Corner-down

Figure 4.17 | Percentage of occurrence (y-axis) of the types of mouth movements (x-
axis) used by MC speakers to reject negative assertions/questions (black columns), to
confirm negative assertions/questions (dark gray columns) and in broad focus

statements (light gray columns).

A chi-square test confirmed that in general MC speakers produced significantly more
gestures (head, eyebrows, shoulders and mouth movements were analyzed) in the reject
condition than in the broad focus condition [y* (1) = 27.11, p < 0.01]. When MC
speakers had to reject a negative proposition they produced one or more gestures in 48%
of the responses whereas when they pronounced a broad focus statement they only

produced a gesture in 4% of the responses.

I now concentrate on the most frequent gestures used by MC speakers in this database,
namely head nods and head shakes. I analyzed the head movements produced with the
rejecting responses to negative assertions/questions, contrasting them with the ones
produced in broad focus statements. More specifically, I compared the gestural
characteristics of three different responses’ groups: Reject PS (i.e., Reject responses to
negative questions/assertions produced with a positive sentence) vs. Reject Neg+PS
(Reject responses to negative questions/assertions produced with a negative particle
followed by a positive sentence) vs. Broad Focus. Results of two chi-square tests

showed a significant difference between both Reject PS and Reject Neg+PS responses
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vs. Broad Focus responses [x* (1) = 18.24, p < 0.01 and %* (1) = 10.31, p < 0.01,

respectively].

Figure 4.18 shows the percentage of head movements (head nods and head shakes)
produced in the three response conditions. Results showed the contrast between the two
reject responses vs. the broad focus responses in the use of head nods or shakes;
importantly, not even one nod or shake was found in the broad focus condition. Second,
as expected, MC speakers were found to use slightly more head nods when rejecting a
negative proposition by means of a positive sentence than when using a negative
particle followed by a positive sentence, although the results were not found to be

significant

Head movements

35%

30%
30% -

2504 - 24%

20% -
m Nod

15% = Shake

Percentage of occurrence

10% -

0
5% - 4%

0% 0%

0% -

Reject PS Reject_Neg+PS Broad Focus

Figure 4.18 | Percentage of head movements (y-axis) of (1) Reject responses to
negative questions/assertions produced with a positive sentence (left columns), (2)
Reject responses to negative questions/assertions produced with a negative particle
followed by a positive sentence (middle columns) and (3) Broad Focus responses (right
columns). Results are separated by head movement type, e.g., Head Nods (black

columns) and Head Shakes (gray columns).

In general, the results of the analysis of the gesture strategies showed that participants
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produced significantly more gestures (and specifically head nods and head shakes)
when they rejected a negative assertion or question than when they produced a broad

focus statement.

Summing up, the results provided in this section showed that MC speakers use a
specific set of optional lexico-syntactic strategies to confirm and reject negative
propositions, an increase in mean pitch to express rejection and a more frequent use of

head nod and head shake movements to express confirmation and rejection.

4.5. Discussion

4.5.1. Modeling Speech Acts

The analysis of the results section relies on a framework for illocutionary acts
developed by Cohen and Krifka (2011, 2014), and Krifka (2013, 2015, 2017, 2019),

among other references.

The point of departure is that speech acts are conceived as the key factor for changing
commitments by the interlocutors and for triggering changes of commitments, in the
sense that a basic speech act is a function from an input commitment to an output
commitment. Thus, it is assumed that “in asserting a proposition ¢, the speaker takes
on a commitment to be responsible for the truth of ¢, and in promising to behave in a
way described by a proposition ¢, the speaker takes on the commitment to behave in
that way” (Cohen & Kritka 2014:48). Similarly, in confirming/rejecting a negative
assertion the speaker expresses his/her willingness/unwillingness to be committed to a
certain proposition ¢ accessible from the discourse, and in confirming/rejecting a
negative question the speaker confirms/denies his commitment to a potential
propositional antecedent accessible from the previous question, which suggests that

confirming/rejecting responses to negative assertions and questions must also be
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interpreted at the level of speech acts.

The two fundamental notions of this model are commitment state (c), modeled as a set
of propositions, and commitment space (C), modeled as a set of commitment states.
Accordingly, a speech act A is, more exactly, a function from an input commitment state
to an output commitment state, the outcome being that commitment spaces develop
during conversation. That is, in this model commitment spaces are sets of commitment
states that are rooted in a (non-empty) commitment state and constrain the admissible

continuations of commitment states.

Furthermore, for each commitment state c, there is a common ground CG(c) that
consists of a set of propositions that are mutually taken to be true. Hence, commitment

states play the role of common ground.

Now, what is the role of linguistic forms (such as lexical particles and prosodic cues)
and gestural strategies in such a model? I hypothesize that they encode functions from
input commitments to output commitments. This is crucial to understand not only that
response particles like yes and no are analyzed as anaphoric elements that pick up
propositional discourse referents introduced by preceding sentences (Krifka 2013), but

also to address the role of prosody and gesture in speech act interaction.

More formally, speech acts are uttered by speakers (S1 and S2). The basic type of
speech act is assertion (assert), by means of which speakers are said to express two
commitments: one by which S1 first expresses a commitment to a proposition [S1:¢]
(that is (s)he takes on responsibility for the truth of a proposition), and a second one by
means of which the speaker calls on the addressee (S2) to be also committed to that
proposition, with the result that the proposition becomes part of the common ground [¢

€CG].
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A second type of speech act relevant to the present study is a request question. A request
speech act with respect to a negative polar question is to be conceived as a meta-speech
act in the sense that it applies a request to a speech act of assert a negative proposition
and restricts the admissible future moves, the permissible speech acts of confirm and

reject.

In the specific case of confirming/rejecting responses to negative assertions and
questions, which is the topic of our research, we have to consider a third and a fourth
type of speech act, referred to with the label CONFIRM and REJECT respectively. A
CONFIRM speech act is one in which the speaker conveys the same commitment
already conveyed by a previous ASSERT speech act. A REJECT speech act with respect
to a previous negative assertion or question is also to be analyzed as a meta-speech act
in that it applies over assertions (i.e., the assertion of a negative proposition produced
by the speaker S1 in the previous discourse) and restricts the admissible future moves
to additional assertions (i.e., the assertion of a positive proposition produced by the
speaker S2 in the subsequent discourse), analyzed as commitments of interlocutors for
the truth of propositions. We represent this conjunction of speech acts (&) in terms of
coordination of ForceP(hrases) where “force” stands for the type of speech act (Krifka

2015).%

Finally, it should be pointed out that (i) propositions are formally represented either as
T(ense)P(hrases) (if they correspond to positive sentences) or as Neg(ative)P(hrases)
(if they correspond to negative ones); (ii) propositions are turned into speech acts by
illocutionary operators (request, confirm, reject, assert), which project the syntactic

category ForceP.

In this chapter, I entertain the hypothesis that the expression of CONFIRM/REJECT in

8 Recall that, originally, for Rizzi (1997) the term ‘force’ specifies whether the sentence is declarative, interrogative,
imperative or exclamative.
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a truth-based language like MC can be analyzed in a similar fashion to the expression
of REJECT in polarity-based and echoic-based languages (Gonzélez-Fuente et al. 2015).
Following Kritka (2013, 2015, 2017) and Claus et al. (2017) I assume that: (i) speech
acts create spaces of commitments, and by means of them interlocutors may introduce
changes of commitments, in a dynamic and dialogical way; (ii) a CONFIRM/REJECT
speech act is one by which a speaker confirms/opposes to the commitment suggested
by the interlocutor, and forces a change of commitment with respect to the common
ground; and (iii) a CONFIRM/REJECT speech act applies to an ASSERT speech act,
in which the polarity of the sentence is expressed. Furthermore, following Gonzalez-
Fuente et al. (2015), I assume that (iv) prosodic and gesture cues may signal specific
relationships between the speaker, the proposition uttered and the common ground, and

may convey different epistemic commitments of discourse participants.

4.5.2. The Expression of CONFIRM in Mandarin Chinese

According to the results of the DCT, MC speakers CONFIRM negative
assertions/questions using a positive particle/interjection followed by a negative
sentence or an explanation (e.g., Shi de/Shi a ‘yes’+ explanation; Dui a/ Dui ‘right’+
explanation; Shii, shi a ‘yes, yes’ + explanation; 4, shi/shi de ‘yes, yes’ + explanation;
En, dui a ‘hum, right’ + explanation; 4, dui a ‘yes, right’ + explanation; En ‘hum’ +
negative sentence; Dui/dui a ‘right’ + negative sentence + (explanation); Shi/Shi a/Shi
de ‘yes’ + negative sentence+ (explanation)), or using a negative sentence optionally
followed by an explanation, or just using an explanation. Let us consider the negative

question in (25) with its meaning representation in (26).

(25) S1to S2: Ta hai mei lai, shi ma?

(s)he still not come is  QPART

‘(S)he hasn’t come yet, has (s)he?’
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(26) [Forcee REQUESTS1,52 shi ma [Force ASSERTS1,52 [Negp t@ hai méi lai]]]

The negative question in (25) presents two potential propositional discourse referents,

which means that answers to this question may link to two potential antecedent clauses:

¢ = ‘(S)he has come’, corresponding to TP [tp ta yijing ldi le]

¥ =—‘(S)he has come’, corresponding to NegP [negp 1@ hdi méi lai]

As presented in section 4.4.5, two of the main confirming responses to negative

assertions/questions found in MC are as follows®:

(27) S2 to S1: Shi(de), ta hai méi  14i.%’
yes PART (s)he  still not come

‘No, (s)he hasn’t come.’

[ForcePCONFIRM S2,S1 Shi de [ForcePASSERT S1,S2 [NegP ta hai mei Zdl]]]

(28) S2 to S1: Hai meéi  1ai.
still not come
‘((S)he) hasn’t come yet.’

[ForcePCONFIRM 52,51 [ForeePASSERT s1,52 [Negp 1@ hai méi lai]]]

The speaker S2 can optionally express CONFIRM to the negative questions in (25) by
means of a positive particle such as shi (de) ‘yes’. As illustrated in (27), S2 expresses
CONFIRM to the negative proposition expressed by the NegP ta hai méi lai. This
CONFIRM speech act combines in discourse with an assert speech act, by means of

which S2 straightforwardly asserts a commitment to the truth of a negative proposition,

8  Another of the main confirming responses to negative assertions/questions found in MC is the isolated explanation.
87 In order to make the analysis simpler I selected only one confirmation particle ski (de) from those used by the
native speakers in our experiment. Other confirmation particles that may instantiate the CONFIRM operator used by
the native speakers in our experiment were shi(a) ‘yes’, a ‘yes’, en ‘hum’, and dui (a) ‘right’.
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namely the NegP ta hdi méi ldi. Therefore, S2 utters the conjunction of two speech acts,

syntactically corresponding to ForceP.

The analysis in (28) is parallel to the analysis in (27) with the only difference that the
speech act of CONFIRM is not overtly expressed by means of a lexical particle, but

rather by non-lexical gesture strategies.

On the interpretation side, the conversation moves in (27) and (28) indicate that S2
expects that S1 will incorporate y, a negative proposition, to the common ground.
Therefore, at the output of the conversational move expressed in (25) and the replies in

(27) and (28), S1 is expected to assume the truth of v, as represented in (29).

(29)(..., C) + CONFIRMs2s1 [S1: w] + ASSERT s2.51 [S2: ] + [S1 Fy] + [y € CG]

A commitment space C, updated by a speech act A of CONFIRM the proposition v is
the set of commitment states in C updated with A, which in its turn is updated by a
speech act A’ of ASSERT the proposition v, the effects of which are that S1 is

committed to the truth of y, and v is incorporated into the CG.

However, what is most important is that the expression of CONFIRM may be conveyed
by other means different from lexico-syntactic strategies. Our results further reveal that
MC speakers mainly use a variety of head movements, mainly head nods and head
shakes, in the expression of CONFIRM. Interestingly, these specific gesture strategies
contribute to convey CONFIRM in a language where the combination of various

strategies, beyond particular lexical items is not expected.

Summing up, to confirm negative assertions/questions, the positive particle shi (de/a)
‘yes’, interjections which indicate confirmation a/en ‘yes/hum’ or the adjective duii(a)

‘right’ are the expression of the operator in MC, accompanied with some gestures
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(mainly head nod). Table 4.3 offers a schematic summary of the confirming strategies

found in the MC answering system.

CONFIRMING CONFIRMs; 51 ASSERTs2 51 0]

STRATEGIES

Shi de/Shi a+ explanation | Shi de/Shi a ‘yes’ %) explanation

Dui a/ Dui + explanation | Dui a/ Dui ‘right’ %) explanation

A, shi/sh de + explanation | A, shi/shi de ‘yes, yes’ %) explanation

Shi, shi a+ explanation Shi, shi a ‘yes, yes’ %) explanation

Shi, shi a+ explanation Shi ‘yes’ shi a ‘yes’ explanation

En, dui a + explanation. En, duia  ‘hum, right’ %) explanation

A, dui a + explanation. A, dui a ‘yes, right’ %) explanation
En+negative sentence En ‘hum’ %) negative sentence
Dui/dui a+tnegative | Dui/dui a ‘right’ %) negative  sentence+
sentence+(explanation) (explanation)

Shi/Shi a/Shi de | Shi/Shi a/Shi de ‘yes’ %) negative  sentence+
+negative sentence+ (explanation)
(explanation)

Negative %) %) negative  sentence+
sentence+(explanation) (explanation)
Explanation %) %) Explanation

Any of the above + | Confirming gestures (head | Any of the | Any of the above
confirming gestures nod) above

Table 4.3 | Speech act analysis of confirming strategies in MC.

4.5.3. The Expression of REJECT in Mandarin Chinese

According to the results of the DCT, MC speakers REJECT negative
assertions/questions using either a positive sentence optionally followed by an
explanation, or a negative particle followed by a positive sentence or an explanation
(e.g., Méi(you) ‘no’+ explanation; Bu(shi) (a) ‘no’+ explanation; Méi(you) (ei/a) ‘no’
+ positive sentence + explanation; Méi(you), Méi(you) ‘no, no’ + positive sentence +
explanation; Bu(shi) (de/a/ei) + positive sentence + explanation; Nd /i ‘no’+ positive

sentence + explanation).
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Examples (25) and (26) from section 4.5.2 are repeated below for your reference as

examples (30) and (31)

(30) S1to S2: Ta hai  méi lai, shi ma?
(s)he still not come is  QPART

‘(S)he hasn’t come yet, has (s)he?’

(31) [Forcee REQUESTS1,s2 shi ma [Force ASSERTS1,52 [Negp 2@ hai méi lail]]

As presented in section 4.4.5, two of the main rejecting responses found in the DCT

have the information structure given in (32) and (33).

(32) S2 to S1: Méi(you), ta yijing lai le.
not.have (s)he already come PART
“Yes, (s)he has.’
[coordp [Forcer REJECT s2,81 méi(you) [Forcel ASSERT s1,52 [Negp t@ hai méi lai]]] &

[Foreer ASSERT s2.51 [ 1p ta yijing ldi le]]

(33) S2to S1: Ta yijing lai le.
(s)he already come PART
‘Yes, he has.’
[coordp [Force REJECT s2.81 [Forcer ASSERT 1,52 [Negp fa hdi méi 1di]]] & [Forcep
ASSERT s251 [p ta@ yijing ldi le]]]

It is important to note that the replies in (32) and (33) contain a response (i.e., t@ yijing
lai le.) that is different from the negative sentence in the question (i.e., ta hai méi ldi.).
That is why | postulate a more complex analysis in this case than that which | proposed
in (27) and (28): a REJECT of the negative sentence asserted in the question

coordinated with an ASSERT of the new positive sentence ¢a yijing ldi le. The speaker
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S2 can optionally express REJECT to the negative question in (30) by means of
negative particle méi(you) that picks up a propositional discourse referent. As illustrated
in (32), S2 expresses REJECT to the negative proposition expressed by the NegP ta Adi
meéi lai; that is, the negative particle has a discourse anaphoric relationship with y. This
REJECT speech act combines in discourse with an assert speech act, by means of which
S2 straightforwardly asserts a commitment to the truth of a positive proposition, namely
the TP ta yijing l&i le. Therefore, S2 utters the conjunction of two speech acts,
syntactically corresponding to ForceP. The analysis in (33) is parallel to the analysis in
(32) with the only difference that the speech act of REJECT is not overtly expressed by

means of a lexical particle, but rather by non-lexical prosodic and gesture strategies.

On the interpretation side, the conversation moves in (32) and (33) indicate that S2
expects that S1 will incorporate ¢, a positive proposition, to the common ground.
Therefore, at the output of the conversational move expressed in (30) and the replies in

(32) and (33), S1 is expected to assume the truth of ¢, as represented in (34).

(34) (..., C) + REJECT so.51 [S1: w] + ASSERT 2.1 [S2: ¢] +[S1 - ¢] +[¢ € CG]

A commitment space C, updated by a speech act A of REJECT the proposition v is the
set of commitment states in C updated with A, which in its turn is updated by a speech
act A’ of ASSERT the proposition ¢, the effects of which are that S1 is committed to

the truth of ¢, and ¢ is incorporated into the CG.

Our results show that in addition to the particles méi(you) and bui(shi), some utterances
included a repetition of méi(you), méi(you), which also corresponds to the expression of
REJECT. Notice that one of these particles cannot correspond to the expression of
ASSERT because there is a positive sentence following the repetition of méi(you). This

meaning is represented in (35).
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(35) [CoordP [ForceP REJECT S2,S1 mél()/éu) mél()/éu) [ForceP ASSERTSLSZ [NegP ta hdl mél
lai]]]&[Forcer ASSERT s2.s1 [1p td yijing ldi le]]]

However, what is most important is that the expression of REJECT may be conveyed
by other means different from lexico-syntactic strategies, which is relevant from the
moment that the truth-based vs. polarity-based typological distinction has been mainly
based on lexico-syntactic grounds (Jones 1999; Pope 1976). Among the set of

complementary strategies, prosodic and gesture mechanisms should be highlighted.

Our results further reveal that MC, being a tone language, uses FO (pitch) not only for
lexical purposes, but also for the indication of discourse relations. Specifically, to
distinguish prosodically a positive sentence that is meant to convey REJECT from a

positive sentence that conveys a broad focus statement.

On the other hand, MC speakers use a variety of head movements, mainly head nods
and head shakes, in the expression of REJECT. Interestingly, these specific prosodic
and gesture strategies contribute to convey REJECT in a language where the
combination of various strategies, beyond particular lexical items and lexical tone is

not expected.

Moreover, a specific comment should be devoted to the use of a head nod together with
a positive sentence. The results from the DCT show that in MC this gesture in
combination with a positive sentence implicates pragmatically REJECT, and that in the

absence of specific lexical particles of rejection it is the expression of this operator.®

To sum up, Table 4.4 offers a schematic summary of the rejecting strategies found in

the MC answering system.

* This result is interesting because it shows a contrast with a polarity-based language such as Catalan and a mixed
answering system such as the one exemplified in Russian. See Gonzalez-Fuente et al. (2015) for the claim that in
these languages (slight) head nod is associated with a confirming answer and (strong) head nod with a rejecting one.
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REJECTING REJECTs2,s1 ASSERTs2 51 0]

STRATEGIES

Méi(you) + explanation méi(you) ‘no’ %) explanation

Bui(shi) (a) + explanation | bu(shi) (a) ‘no’ %) explanation

Meéi(you) (ei/a) + positive | méi(ydu) (ei/a) ‘no’ %) positive sentence
sentence + explanation +explanation
Méi(you), méi(you) + | Méi(you), méi(you) ‘no, | & positive sentence
positive  sentence  + | no’ +explanation
explanation.

Bui(shi) (de/a/ei)  + | bl(shi) (de/a/ei) ‘no’ %) positive sentence
positive  sentence  + +explanation
explanation.

Nd li +positive sentence + | nd Ii ‘no’ (%) positive sentence+
explanation (explanation)

positive  sentence + | @ %) positive  sentence+
(explanation) (explanation)

Any of the above + | prosodic cues (mean pitch) Any of the above
rejecting prosodic and | and/or gestures (head nod,

gesture strategies head shake)

Table 4.4 | Speech act analysis of rejecting strategies in MC.

All in all, the results of this experimental investigation put into question the
macroparametric division between truth-based and polarity-based languages, and show
that a set of lexical, syntactic, prosodic, and gesture strategies are used to reject negative
assertions and questions. In line with Gonzalez-Fuente et al. (2015) we have shown that
different strategies coincide in the expression of rejection, and we interpret this fact as
supporting (together with Kritka 2017) the existence of a REJECT operator that can be

instantiated by a set of different strategies across languages.

4.6. Conclusion

Previous research has proposed that languages differ as to how they confirm/reject
negative propositions and has proposed a contrast between truth-based vs. polarity-

based languages. The aim of this chapter has been to assess the extent to which and how
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MC (a language with a truth-based answering system according to Jones 1999 and
Holmberg 2016) instantiates confirmations/rejections to negative propositions by
taking into account not only lexico-syntactic strategies, but also prosodic and gestural

markers.

A total of 8 speakers of MC were asked to respond to an oral DCT which contained a
set of 120 items in three conditions, namely confirming/rejecting responses vs. broad
focus sentences. The results showed that MC confirming/rejecting answers to negative
propositions have an optional use of positive/negative particles/interjections.
Importantly, the results also document a systematic use of a variety of co-speech
gestures in the confirming condition and a higher pitch and a variety of co-speech

gestures in the rejecting condition.

Let us finally go back to the initial questions of this investigation, and let us proceed

with the final conclusions:

Q1. Is MC a truth-based language? The results obtained support the conclusion that MC
does not constitute a pure truth-based language, but rather is a mixed system, whereby
polarity-based and truth-based strategies are used. Similarly, polarity-based languages
like Catalan, as well as echoic languages like Russian, have also been found to use a

mixed set of strategies (Gonzalez-Fuente et al. 2015).

Q2. Does MC support a universal answering system? The answer to this question is
positive. A CONFIRM/REJECT speech act operator applies over an ASSERT speech
act operator (Krifka 2017) and can be realized by means of various lexico-syntactic,
prosodic, and gesture strategies. These operators may have a null morphophonological
realization. Importantly, this analysis can be successfully applied to polarity-based

languages like Catalan or echoic languages like Russian (Gonzalez-Fuente et al. 2015).
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Q3. How does MC realize ASSERT and CONFIRM/REJECT? The answer to this
question is by means of various lexico-syntactic (bu/méi(you) + positive sentence;
shi(de) + negative sentence), prosodic (mean pitch) and gesture (mainly head nod and

head shake) strategies.
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5. Conclusions

The present dissertation has explored how native MC speakers interpret various types
of negative utterances. It mainly addressed two central questions: whether an
unexpected SN reading is possible (i) when multiple negative expressions co-occur in
MC, as well as (i) in argumental negative expressions when used as fragment answers
to negative questions, and whether MC is a canonical truth-based language. This
dissertation’s most important contribution to the literature is that it provides a new

understanding of the interpretation of negation in MC.

On the one hand, the expectation in the traditional literature is that MC is a DN language
in which a SN reading is not possible when multiple negative expressions co-occur
within the boundaries of a sentence and when a fragment argumental negative
expression interpreted as an answer to a discourse-accessible negative question.
However, given the results of studies of other so-called DN languages, I hypothesized
that in the interaction between syntax and prosody, native speakers of MC might assign
SN readings to multiple negative expressions (when they are used within a single clause)
and to argumental negative expressions (when used as fragment answers), if certain

prosodic conditions such as stress are met.

On the other hand, MC has traditionally been categorized as a truth-based language,
which suggests that strategies from polarity-based or mixed system languages are not
expected to be used. However, in line with previous studies, I had the hypothesis that
mixed strategies might also be used in MC. In order to investigate and verify these

hypotheses, various experimental studies were conducted.

First, with the aim of exploring the possibility of SN interpretations for multiple
negative expressions within a single clause, a perception experiment was run. It

examined whether a SN reading may in fact be influenced by the presence of stress, and
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whether it is dependent on the types of negative expressions involved and their
combination thereof. The results showed that SN readings can, indeed, be inferred when
there is stress on the second negative expression (i.e., the negative markers méi(you)
‘not’ and bu ‘not’) and when the first of the two negative expressions is an adjunct (i.e.,
conglaibu/conglaiméi(you) ‘never’). Two conclusions can be drawn from these results.
The first is that when two negative expressions combine within the boundaries of a
sentence and the second negative expression is stressed, thereby violating the
fundamentals of the theory of declination, the expression next to the verb (W2) is the
one taken to express sentential negation. The second conclusion is that the interaction
of syntax and prosody (stress in particular) makes possible the emergence of SN
readings in MC, which has also been shown to be the case in other so-called DN

languages such as modern Dutch.

Second, in order to explore whether fragment negative expressions can be interpreted
as expressing SN meanings, production and perception experiments were conducted.
The results showed that the fragment negative expressions méi(you)rén ‘no one’ and
méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’ can be used and interpreted by native speakers as conveying
both DN and SN readings, and that DN as a speech act of denial/reject is prosodically

marked.

The production experiment showed that native speakers employ various strategies at
the time of responding spontaneously to wh- negative questions. Furthermore, native
speakers showed a tendency to respond by means of negative sentences that contain
one negative element, preferably a simple negative marker, in control and SN contexts,
and a tendency to respond by means of positive sentences in DN contexts. A second
conclusion drawn from the production experiment was that native speakers produced
méi(you)rén and méi(you)shénme as fragment answers with different prosodic
correlates at the time of conveying either a SN reading or a DN reading: shorter duration,

higher mean pitch, more pitch variation, higher maximum pitch, and larger rising pitch
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excursion have been found to be associated with DN/denial readings over SN readings

in a statistically significant way.

The perception experiment showed that MC speakers discriminated between DN audios
and SN audios for méi(you)rén and méi(you)shénme and, furthermore, they were aware
of the fact that DN audios are preferably associated with DN reported meanings in DN
contexts, whereas SN audios are preferably associated with SN meanings in SN
contexts. A second conclusion drawn from the perception experiment is that fragment
negative expressions may indeed be associated with SN readings in MC. This
conclusion is important because it reveals that in MC certain mismatches in the
interpretation of negative expressions are displayed, as is the case in other so-called DN

languages, such as Standard English, and NC languages, such as Catalan.

Third, in order to explore how native MC speakers express confirmation and rejection
with respect to negative assertions/questions, an additional production experiment was
conducted. The results showed that MC speakers convey confirmation by means of
lexico-syntactic strategies (e.g., positive particles such as shi(de) + negative sentences )
together with gestural strategies such as head nods; MC speakers convey rejection by
relying on a combination of lexico-syntactic strategies (e.g., negative particles such as
bu, méi(you) + positive sentences) together with prosodic (e.g., mean pitch) and gestural
strategies (mainly, the use of head nods). Importantly, the use of a positive particle,
which was the expected outcome in truth-based languages, only appeared in 82% of the
confirming answers; the use of an expected negative particle, only appeared in 52% of
the rejecting answers. These results bring into question the macroparametric division
postulated in the literature between truth-based and polarity-based languages, and calls
for a more general view of the instantiation of a CONFIRM/REJECT speech act that
integrates lexical and syntactic strategies with prosodic and gestural strategies. This
research is relevant for our understanding of answering systems, as well as for our

knowledge of the way agreement/disagreement is expressed in MC, in comparison to
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other languages that belong to different typological groups.

All in all, the results of these experimental studies call into question the typological
distinction between DN and NC languages as well as between truth-based and polarity-
based languages. At the same time, it demonstrates that non-verbal cues, especially
prosody, also play an important role in the interpretation of negation. Consequently,
further research is necessary to investigate the interactions between syntax, prosody,

and gesture.
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Appendixes

Appendix 1: The sociolinguistic information regarding the participants in Experiment

1 (audio perception). [Chapter 2]

Experiment
1
Total number of participants 8
Mean age in years (and SD) 27 (0.5)
N %
Gender Male 1 12.5
Female 7 87.5
Educational level High school or equivalent 0 .00
Current undergraduate 0 .00
University graduate 7 87.5
Post-graduate student 1 12.5
Had studied linguistics, language, or translation Yes 3 37.5
No 5 62.5
Mean time spent speaking MC with friends, colleagues and family in everyday 3.5h
life
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Appendix 2: The sociolinguistic information regarding the participants in Experiment

2 (audio perception). [Chapter 2]

Experiment
2
Total number of participants 114
Mean age in years (and SD) 27.57 (5.97)
N %
Gender Male 39 | 34.21
Female 75 | 65.79
Educational level High school or 7 6.14
equivalent
Current 11 9.65
undergraduate
University graduate 15 | 13.16
Post-graduate student | 81 | 71.05
Had studied linguistics, language, or translation Yes 76 | 66.7
No 38 | 333
Language used with family at home Mandarin 53 | 465
Chinese dialect 56 | 49.1
Spanish 1 0.8
English 2 1.8
Other languages 2 1.8
Language used with friends Mandarin 97 | 85.1
Chinese dialect 13 11.4
Spanish 2 1.8
English 1 0.8
Other languages 1 0.8
Language used with the boss at the company or with Mandarin 37 | 325
teachers at school Chinese dialect 2 1.8
Spanish 35 | 30.7
English 23 | 20.2
Other languages 17 14.9
Language used with colleagues at the company or with | Mandarin 41 36.0
classmates at school Chinese dialect 2 1.8
Spanish 32 | 28.1
English 19 16.7
Other languages 20 17.5
Usual language Mandarin 56 | 49.1
Chinese dialect 3 2.6
Spanish 30 | 263
English 12 10.5
Other languages 13 11.4
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Appendix 3: The materials used in Experiment 2 (audio perception), with English

translations. [Chapter 2]

Contexts-¥%H N méi(you)rén ‘no one’

BER PR AN S LN EEFZSME S . SRINIPER T —Ai¥E
Jiiie VRIS BT A AR

Every year the students in your school have the opportunity to attend a summer camp

abroad. Today there is a new teacher in your class. During the class, the new teacher

asks you:

LIr) . BEEA AR RS EG?

Question: Is there anybody in the class who hasn’t been to America?

1% WA NEARERE.

Answer: Méi(you)rén méi(you) qu gud  M¢eiguo.
not.have.people not.have goPART America
‘No one hasn’t been to America.’

BRE L A NS RE.,

Interpretation 1: Everyone has been to America.

B 2. WHANEEREE.

Interpretation 2: No one has been to America.

2.8 FEHE A NALINE R ?
Question: Is there anybody in the class who isn’t going to go to Canada this year?
% WA AAZIMER,
Answer: Méi(you)rén bu qu Jianada.
not.have.people not go Canada

‘No one isn’t going to go to Canada.’
2L pra N E R InE K.
Interpretation 1: Everyone will go to Canada.

B 2. B NEEZmMER,
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Interpretation 2: No one is going to go to Canada.

3. AREERA LREG?

Question: Didn’t you go to America last year?

% TEAEALKE

Answer: WO méi(you) méi(you) qu MEiguo.
I not.have not.have go America

‘I didn’t not go to America.’

B kL TR,

Interpretation 1: | went to America.

R 2. WA EKEE.

Interpretation 2: I didn’t go to America.

4. R AR A IR ?
Question: Aren’t you going to go to Canada this year?
% IEAALIMEK.
Answer: WO méi(you) bu  qulianada.
I  nothave not go Canada

‘I’'m not not going to Canada.’ (It is not the case that I’'m not going to

Canada.)
BERA 1 REERINEKR.
Interpretation 1: I’'m going to Canada.
2l 2. JAEIER.

Interpretation 2: I’m not going to Canada.

5. [ ARSESBANESINE L E G2
Question: Will you have no time to attend a summer camp this year?
1% TASEA NS,
Answer: WO bu  hui méi(you) shijian canjia.
I  not will nothave time attend
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‘I won’t have no time to attend.’
=A 1. KEAEWEZS.
Interpretation 1: I will have time to attend.
BRE 2. WAZHREZSN.

Interpretation 2: I won’t have time to attend.

6. H@: RSFRASIMELEG?
Question: Will you not attend summer camp this year?
[l%: ASASI.
Answer: WO bu  hui bu canjia.
I not will not attend

‘I won’t not attend.’
=2A 1. e,
Interpretation 1: I will attend.
= 2. A=,

Interpretation 2: I won’t attend.

7. WA RERFEHRASINE S E?
Question: Didn’t you attend a summer camp every year?
B2 HMREBEA ST ELE
Answer: WO  conglaiméi méi(you) canjia gud  xialingying.
I evernot not.have attend PART summer camp
‘I didn’t never attend a summer camp.’
2R 1. REEHSIT .
Interpretation 1: I attended it every year.
ERE 2. YCKES I

Interpretation 2: I never attended.

8. Md: RRASINELE?

Question: Are you not going to attend a summer camp?
[%: WMRAASINESE

Answer: WO  conglaibu bu canjia  xialingying.
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I evernot not attend summer camp
‘I don’t never attend a summer camp.’
%:AEE 1: ﬁéi%ﬁ?bu o

Interpretation 1: I attend every year.
B 2. MIKASINELE

7 =t
Interpretation 2: I never attend.

Contexts-{% A R méi(you)dongxi ‘nothing’

PIRAET, VREIZIMGIRATE T 2455 . S RARFAR:

Two days ago, your teacher assigned some tasks to you. Today he asks you:
9. IlH: VRA AR PHIE B A ?
Question: Is there anything you haven’t done?
1% JEA RIUIEEA M.

Answer: WO méi(you)dongxi hai  méi(you) zuo.
I  not.have.thing

still not.have
‘There is nothing I haven’t done yet.’

do
A1 TR T

Interpretation 1: I have done everything.
B 2 B AR AR,

Interpretation 2: I didn’t do anything.

10. 10 #: ARE ZRPUA S ?

Question: Is there anything you were not able to do?

1% BBAT R

Answer: WO méi(you)dongxi bu
I

hui  zuo.
not.have.thing not can do
‘There is nothing I was not able to do.’

B 1 WP RIS

Interpretation 1: I was able to do everything.
B 2. WA ARVEHA M

Interpretation 2: I was not able to do anything
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Appendix 4: The sociolinguistic information regarding the participants in Experiment

1 (audio production) and Experiment 3 (audio perception). [Chapter 3]
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Experiment | Experiment
1 3
Total number of participants 24 101
Mean age in years (and SD) 24.17 (2.57) | 28.38 (5.02)
N % N %
Gender Male 5 ] 20.83 | 44 | 43.56
Female 19 | 79.17 | 57 | 56.44
Educational level High school or 0 0.00 2 1.98
equivalent
Current 71 2917 | 8 7.92
undergraduate
University graduate | 1 4.17 19 | 18.81
Post-graduate 16 | 66.67 | 72 | 71.29
student
Had studied linguistics, language, or Yes 13 | 54.17 | 71 | 70.30
translation No 11 | 45.83 | 30 | 29.70
Language used with family at home Mandarin 12 | 50.00 | 31 | 30.69
Chinese dialect 12 | 50.00 | 70 | 69.31
Language used with friends Mandarin 22| 91.67 | 63 | 62.38
Chinese dialect 2 8.33 38 | 37.62
Language used with the boss at the Mandarin 10 | 41.67 | 72 | 71.29
company or with teachers at school Chinese dialect 0 0.00 19 | 18.81
Spanish 9 | 3750 | 4 3.96
English 5| 2083 | 3 2.97
Other languages 0 0.00 3 2.97
Language used with colleagues at the Mandarin 13 | 54.17 | 77 | 76.24
company or with classmates at school Chinese dialect 0 0.00 17 | 16.83
Spanish 7 1 2917 | 3 2.97
English 4 | 16.67 | 2 1.98
Other languages 0 0.00 2 1.98
Usual language Mandarin 241 100.00 | 69 | 68.32
Chinese dialect 0 0.00 | 32 | 31.68

Appendix 5: The materials used in Experiment 1 (audio production) and Experiment 2

(video production), with English translations. [Chapter 3]
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BB N\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

Situation 1-%H A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

PRAE—NEIT TAE . A AR TS 3L B AR AR 7 ARATT A8 T HE 28 A )\ ki —
AMRNIRXS o T EEZEABATIE A 2o 38 % 23 N 25 VRl /0 B TR .
WAECAE /Rt 1, PRIEEE R R

FEF AR R A R ? 7

1/J\z: 28|27

WA, [FIFEARYE Bkt Sad, FE PR “HRaR? 7

1 Tl R <5 N ml 2

You work at a restaurant and five of your friends, who are also friends of the chef, have
rented the restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. Traffic is very heavy and your
friends have not arrived yet. Usually, once all the guests have arrived, you tell the chef
to start cooking. It is no 8:10 PM, but you haven’t told the chef to start cooking yet. The
chef asks you:

Shéi méiyou dao?

who not.have arrive

‘Who hasn’t arrived?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the chef asks you:

Shéi méiyou dao?

Who not.have arrive

‘Who hasn’t arrived?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

DN context
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PRAE— DT AR o A AR S SR I AR 1 RATT A8 T 12 A B )\ ki —
AFANIRXS o AATTRIAT N\ R HERS 2 78T o 8% =5 N BI5F R 28 80 BT
. BECE /NSt 1, IRIERIEMEFIFEMI, FOYIRER 1.
TR CUERHF? 7

e BEalmlZ?

DAL, [FIRERRYE Rt sk, FEFIR: “HERAE D7
TR B N7 Bl

You work at a restaurant and five of your friends, who are also friends of the chef, have
rented the restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. All of your friends have already
arrived at the restaurant. Usually, once all the guests arrive, you tell the chef to start
cooking. It is now 8:10 PM, but you haven’t told the chef to start cooking yet because
you forgot.

The chef asks you:

Shéi méiyou dao?

who not.have arrive

‘Who hasn’t arrived?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the chef asks you:

Shéi méiyou dao?

who not.have arrive

‘Who hasn’t arrived?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

Control context

PRAE— DT AR A A URA S S R B AR 7 RATT88 T 2 A1\ ki —
ANFANIRRS o T3 EMANE IR AR I\ Sy, EEAEEIESED.
AR “CUYERIT? 7
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e Bam%?

WAL, [FIFERRYE R SRR, FEEIR: “HER 7?7

TR B N7 Bl

You work at a restaurant and five of your friends, who are also friends of the chef, have
rented the restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. Traffic is very heavy and your
friends have not arrived yet. It is now 8:05 PM. The chef is in the kitchen preparing to
start cooking and asks you:

Shéi dao  le?

who arrive PART

‘Who has arrived?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the chef asks you:

Shéi dao  le?

who arrive PART

‘Who has arrived?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

Situation 2-%& A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

PERAESR, AR IC I EIRNIBE R ERE EH . HTEETTITAT,
A A TR AT B B E 2T

WAE, PERITHIERAR: “HWRAAEHRE?

1/J\z 1P

WAE, [FIFERRYE R s, PERAT IR R WA A=
TR BRI
The class monitor isn’t at school today and asks you to help him supervise your
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classmates during self-study in the classroom. However, you are unable to open the
classroom door and you and your classmates can’t enter the classroom to study. The
class monitor calls and asks you:

Shéi méiyou zai jidoshi?

who not.have at  classroom

‘Who isn’t in the classroom?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the class monitor calls and asks you:
Shéi méiyou zai jidoshi?

who not.have at classroom

‘Who isn’t in the classroom?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

DN context
PERAE RS, AR BRI A 22 L H X A R A HE R L E 2.
WA, BERKATHE PR “HWERAEHE?”

,f/J\Z‘/L» IE]’&?

PAE, [FIRERRYE LRI sk, YERITRAE MR “HERA =
TR “BA N7 mE

The class monitor isn’t at school today and asks you to help him supervise your
classmates during self-study in the classroom. You and your classmates enter the
classroom and start studying. The class monitor calls and asks you:

Shéi méiyou  zai jidoshi?

who not.have at classroom

‘Who isn’t in the classroom?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the class monitor calls and asks you:
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Shéi méiyou zai jiaoshi?

who not.have at classroom

‘Who isn’t in the classroom?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

Control context

EKAFESERS, AL RA B BRI BRI R e 3 E S, T T T AT,
CEANESre s AT AP

PUfE, BEKATHIER IR, A T

R B A%

PAE, FIFERYE Bk s siid, PERITHAGRIR:  “UHEEHE 727

1 Tl R <5 N ml 2

The class monitor isn’t at school today and asks you to help him supervise your
classmates during self-study in the classroom. However, you are unable to open the
classroom door and you and your classmates can’t enter the classroom to study. The
class monitor calls and asks you:

Shéi zai jiaoshi le?

who at classroom PART

‘Who is in the classroom?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the class monitor calls and asks you:
Shéi zai jiaoshi le?

who at classroom PART

‘Who is in the classroom?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’
252



Situation 3-%A A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

PR o m) AL o RN A R EEEEE, IRTASTIGF B R B R L sn it A
ITERARAT, FRILBRATF LACE TG R, PrLMR ik G e g 4o it
bR YRR A TR

'f/J\Kn_n IE]A()

BUE, FIFERYE LR SE, SibRR.  “HERA e m e

TR “BA N7 B

You are the secretary of a company. You and your colleagues are planning to have a
meal together. You are in charge of collecting the money for the meal. Once all the
money has been collected, you will give it to the accountant. Your colleagues are very
busy and haven’t given the money to you yet. Therefore, you haven’t given the money
to the accountant.

The accountant asks you:

Shéi méiyou jido canfei?

who not.have give food.money

‘Who hasn’t given the money to you?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the accountant asks you:
Shéi méiyou jido canfei?

who not.have give food.money

‘Who hasn’t given the money to you?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

DN context
RN T BRI MRITA R ERE, IRONTTICGTER GIEER LA . RE



GG TR, HIERE R £
SibE: AR

'f/J\Kn_n E]Ai()

DUE, [FIREARYE LN siid, SibmiR:  <yERch 2k

Vi H Rl R <5 N ml 2

You are the secretary of a company. You and your colleagues are planning to have a
meal together. You are in charge of collecting the money for the meal. Once all the
money has been collected, you will give it to the accountant. You have already collected
all the money but haven’t given the money to the accountant yet.

The accountant asks you:

Shéi méiyou jido canfei?

who not.have give food.money

‘Who hasn’t given the money to you?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the accountant asks you:
Shéi méiyou jido canfei?

who not.have give food.money

‘Who hasn’t given the money to you?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

Control context

R m] M4 IR AR 2R, RsTore SRt s a=it. R
AR, R BORAT LI R TR

SUHER R NEETE WK, JRiE. “HER TR T 7

PR B4R 27

DUE, FIFEARYE LR seaid, SibmfR:  “Esg 7k 727
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IR B N7 Bl

You are the secretary of a company. You and your colleagues are planning to have a
meal together. You are in charge of collecting the money. Once all the money has been
collected, you will give it to the accountant. Your colleagues are very busy and haven’t
given the money to you yet.

You run into the accountant in the company cafeteria and she asks you:

Shéi jiao le canfei le?

who give PART food.money PART

‘Who has given you the money?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, the accountant asks you:
Shéi jiao le canfei le?

who give PART food.money PART

‘Who has given you the money?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

Situation 4-%HF A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

PR e B FIEOR SE T S8 BURAE B 5, b iE AR AN 53 Ah P =5 KBSz o AR 55
AR B ERAS BRI T2, it LR W o 40K FH RIS s 1 2 SR A ARG 781
WRZ, TRRIR: “HERARTR? 7
S SN EIE =

J

PAE, FIFEARYE FR s siid, mEER:  “EREIZER? 7
TR BRI
Yesterday, your roommate Tian Tian bought some mangos and left them in the kitchen.

She told you and your other two roommates to feel free to eat them. You and the other
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two roommates don’t like mango, so none of you ate any. Today Tian Tian sees that
there are still a lot of mangos left in the kitchen, and she asks you:

Shéi méiyou chi manggud?

who nothave eat mango

‘Who didn’t eat mangos?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, Tian Tian asks you:

Shéi méiyou chi mangguo?

who not.have eat mango

‘Who didn’t eat mangos?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one’

DN context

PRE) A B WER S 1 Ee v RTRAE B B, Wb RN 53 SRS = R B S e o AR AT 55
AR RN T — AR SR A BT RR TR 2B AR, T
FEAR:  “CUERCHAIZTER? 7

R B Al

WAE, FIREARYE PRt Said, HHERR:  “HERAIZR? 7
TR R “BA N7 mE

Yesterday, your roommate Tian Tian bought some mangos and left them in the kitchen.
She told you and your other two roommates to feel free to eat them. You and the other
two roommates each ate a small mango. Today Tian Tian sees that the bag with the
mangos seems to be as full as it was yesterday, so she asks you:

Shéi méiyou chi manggud?

who nothave eat mango

‘Who didn’t eat mangos?’

What would you answer?
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Now, based on the same situation, Tian Tian asks you:

Shéi méiyou chi mangguo?

who not.have eat mango

‘Who didn’t eat mangos?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén

not.have.people

‘No one.’

Control context

PRA) 2 A VR OR S 1 S SR B 55, IS VAT 53 AN S AR A g o AR 5
SR A B IRIZ TR, AR i . DUAE T TH IR ZEa 2R, RS ] £ -
“HEmE TTER T

R B A%

PIAN

WAE, [FIFERRYE R SRER, HEER: Uiz JER T
TR “BA N7 B

Yesterday, your roommate Tian Tian bought some mangos and left them in the kitchen.
She told you and your other two roommates to feel free to eat them. You and the other
two roommates don’t like mangos, so none of you ate any. Now Tian Tian is going to
eat a mango and asks you, in passing:

Shéi chi le manggud le?

who eat PART mango PART

‘Who ate mangos?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, Tian Tian asks you:
Shéi chi le manggud  le?
who eat PART mango PART
‘Who ate mangos?’
Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)rén
not.have.people
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‘No one.’

B4 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

Situation 1-¥&F 414 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context

WER, EWRATE T LS E MR RS . URORIE, —FEAR T 3. PRI [
FHRAHES A FAE, FT AIE B TE o 4 R AR “ARA A R RA M ? 7

e BamlZ?

DU, [FIFEARYE LR siid, IREFESE R R A REERA 1?7
TR “ A7 %

Yesterday your boss assigned some tasks to you and your colleague. You were too busy
to do them so you didn’t do any of the tasks. Your colleague found the tasks difficult
and didn’t manage to complete all of them. Today she runs into you and asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou zud?

you what thing not.have do

‘What didn’t you do?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your colleague asks you:
Ni shénme dongxi méiydu zuo?

you what thing not.have do

‘What didn’t you do?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

DN context
HER, ZWRAME T — ALK G IRARII R ARIEZARAN B AL AR TR T - IR
(PR AT 55 e, AT AR e 5E » A Rl WARFE A . “ A2 R A
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e ”

B amE?

DUE, [RIFEARYE LG siid, IREESE AR IR A RvRA e 7
IR “BA A7 mg

Yesterday your boss assigned some tasks to you and your colleague. You finished all of
the tasks. Your colleague found the tasks difficult and didn’t manage to complete all of
them. Today she runs into you and asks you:

Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou zud?

you what  thing not.have do

‘What didn’t you do?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your colleague asks you:
Ni shénme dongxi méiyou zuod?

you what thing not.have do

‘What didn’t you do?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Control context

WER, EWATE | — RS A RMIRRIFEF . ORI, —FERIE R SR,
PR RS ARARAZ I TS B B0, To k. “ARA A Z- P 127
o BanlZ?

DAE, [FIFEARYE LR Sdid, IREFES AR AR AR 7?7
TE IR “BA a7 B

Yesterday your boss assigned some tasks to you and your colleague. You were too busy
to do them so you didn’t do any of the tasks. Today your colleague wants to talk to you

about the tasks and she asks you:

259



Ni shénme dongxi zuo le?
you what thing do PART
‘What did you do?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your colleague asks you:
Ni  shénme dongxi zuo le?

you what thing do PART

‘What did you do?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Situation 2-¥&F 44 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context

PRAR I AR ACEBAE M bk AR 2 ZR PR HE A B+ — IR Ko WER X+, ARitRI
SEHIZRPEHASSZG 1, PTUMAR—FEAR P I K o ARIAIAC A SE 7 Hod — 28 2-7, 5
Hh—Seli pFRISE AR PUSESE 1o AR AR: AR AR TIRA K2 7

S SN EIE =

DU, [FIFEARYE LT said, IREIIACRAR:  “IRA AR PERA KT 7
TR “BA 47 g

You and your friend had been planning to buy some items on the internet on Double 11
Shopping Carnival Day. Yesterday was Double 11 Shopping Carnival. The things you
had planned to buy were all sold out so you didn’t buy anything. Your friend only
bought some of the items she had planned to buy because the others were sold out.
Today she asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiydu mdi?

you what thing not.have buy

‘What didn’t you buy?’
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What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your friends asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou mai?

you what thing not.have buy

‘What didn’t you buy?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

DN context

PRFNURET I ACEAE R L ide 1 AR 2 2R pU g XU — R K o WERZX+—, REH]
TR RISERIZR PG o URAII AR 3K 7 e — 282104, J3 4h— 2 ib i1 4] SEI AR
PESESE 1o S RMER:  “IRAARIEERAK? 7

e BamZ?

BUE, FIREIRYE EiR s, ORI RAR:  “ARA AR PR KT 7
TR “ B [l

You and your friend had been planning to buy some items on the internet on Double 11
Shopping Carnival Day. Yesterday was Double 11 Shopping Carnival Day. You bought
all the things you had planned to buy. Your friend only bought some of the items she
had planned to buy because the others were sold out. Today she asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiydu mai?

you what thing not.have buy

‘What didn’t you buy?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your friends asks you:
Ni shénme dongxi méiyou mai?

you what thing not.have buy

‘What didn’t you buy?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
261



méi(you)shénme
not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Control context

PRFNR I ACHAE R e 1 AR 22 2R pU A X — AR Ko WERAZR+—, R4
KRR PUHSLOE T B DR —RER PO 33K o ARBIIACVE R 3K 1 AR 2 g vt-Jl S
Ko AR, MR “OREFARELT? 7

e BamlZ?

J

DU, [FIFEARYE BT siid, IR AR “IRAH ARk 7?7

T TR A B AT 27 [l 2

You and your friend had been planning to buy some items on the internet on Double 11
Shopping Carnival Day. Yesterday was Double 11 Shopping Carnival. The things you
had planned to buy were all sold out so you didn’t buy anything. Your friend bought
many of the things she had planned to buy. Today she asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi mai le?

you what thing buy PART

‘What did you buy?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your friends asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi mai le?

you what thing buy PART

‘What did you buy?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Situation3-¥% 8 14 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’
SN context
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CIMHERE | — LS T — LSRR AR ) 2 AR TURIRIE ANET R, A4 %R
PEHRAE - IRINFSEIXLVRBRA BB, RO 1.
3B WARIFIR R ARPEBA R

-/ CIE =3¢

DU, [FIFEARYE BT siid, IRmFEZRR: R A RKERAE? 7
THHIfIRER) “BeA 27 HE

Your teacher recommended some articles and books for you and your classmate to read.
Your eyes were bothering you so you didn’t read any of them. Your classmate has been
sick so she didn’t read much. She runs into you and asks:

Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou kan?

you what thing not.have read

‘What didn’t you read?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your classmate asks you:
Ni shénme dongxi méiyou kan?

you what thing not.have read

‘What didn’t you read?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

DN context
e | — S E N — S LR AR B [F] 555 - ARG 58 1 BT 2 M 2K P4 .
REFEFIXLRER EAE T, FMbAER T .

s WARFF . IR ARPEBAT R
R EalmlZ?

BUE, [FIFERYE BT SR, IRIFESAR: A aRaEE? 7
THHITRER “ BT A7 &
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The teacher recommended some articles and books for you and your classmates to read.
You read all of them. Your classmate has been sick so she didn’t read much. She runs
into you and asks:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou kan?

you what thing not.have read

‘What didn’t you read?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your classmate asks you:
Ni shénme dongxi méiyou kan?

you what thing not.have read

‘What didn’t you read?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Control context
ZIMHERE T — LS A — P LR AR B A 22 IR LR IRIG AEF IR, A4 7R
PO E . IRIFEIZE 7oA —5, il AR “REFARKEET? 7

R B A2

WAL, [FIFERRYE Rt sk, IRIFEZ MR “ARtFAREE 7?7
TR B A %

The teacher recommended some articles and books for you and your classmates to read.
Your eyes were bothering you so you didn’t read any of them. Your classmate read some
of them. She runs into you and asks:

Ni shénme dongxi kan le?

you what thing read PART

‘What did you read?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your classmate asks you:
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Ni shénme dongxi kan le?

you what thing read PART

‘What did you read?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Situation 4-\&F 414 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context

SRR EARE R BUR G 1T . RA S HRRS REBLE LR T, —FER
PR . URIBIKISAESR T HIE W, 7 ORGHGH, dial k. “ORHA R IaBE? 7

R B A%

DU, [FIFEARYE LR simid, IREEE AR IR A REERAE? 7
TR “ A7 %

Today your sister asks you to wash the curtains, the tablecloth, and some other items.
However, you went out shopping and didn’t wash anything. As you are returning home,
you run into your sister at the entrance to your house.

She asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou xi?

you what thing  not.have wash

‘What didn’t you wash?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your sister asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiydu xi?

you what thing  not.have wash

‘What didn’t you wash?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’
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DN context

B RIRGHEAEARE R P& . FAi s . IRUETE 1A VR U A AR 8 e e 4
FIRVEE T AR K AE ST B WL 7 R, fh R R “ARA AR U AT 7
e BEamlZ?

J

DU, [FIFEARYE BT said, IRmBEE R IR A REERAE? 7
TR Bt %

Today your sister asks you to wash the curtains, the tablecloth, and some other items.
You went out shopping after you washed everything. As you are returning home, you
run into your sister at the entrance to your house.

She asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou xi?

you what thing  not.have wash

‘What didn’t you wash?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your sister asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi méiydu xi?

you what thing  not.have wash

‘What didn’t you wash?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shenme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Control context

S RIRMEEAEIREF BT 2. ERIRSREEE LR 7, —FER
PEE B, Wb, WHAHEISE AR AR AR T ? 7

o BanlZ?

BUE, FIFEIRYE Eid s, (RMEERIR: IR 2K 7?7
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Today your sister asks you to wash the curtains, the tablecloth, and some other items.
However, you went out shopping so you didn’t wash anything. At night, when your
sister gets home, she asks you:

Ni shénme dongxi xi le?

you what thing  wash PART

‘What did you wash?’

What would you answer?

Now, based on the same situation, your sister asks you:

Ni  shénme dongxi xi le?

you what thing  wash PART

‘What did you wash?’

Please answer the question with the following short response:
méi(you)shénme

not.have.what

‘Nothing.’

Appendix 6: The sociolinguistic questionnaires used for all the experiments, with
English translations. (Both sociolinguistic questionnaires A and B were used to
guarantee the participants’ competence in Standard MC as native speakers. A was filled
out by those who took part in the online experiment, while B was filled out by those

who took part in the in-person experiment in Barcelona.)

A.

1) % Age

2) M5 (B /%) Gender (male/female)

3) ZHBE KT CUNFER]/m s G/ KEARR (FEED / KEFEAF (K
) /Hi e A s R F 5T 42 Level of education (primary school or junior

high school/high school or equivalent/ current undergraduate/ bachelor degree

/graduate or doctoral degree)

267



4) 15 B AW B 7 I 18] AE V5 B 5 2 Where did you live most of the time in

your childhood?

5) & IAE JE{EH Your current residence

6) WREBAERFFEINLHIEAEFIERIET S 85 ¥ MFah s 8y S T

A2 (&/75) Have you studied or are you studying Linguistics, Philology,
Translation, or language teaching? (Yes/No)

7) fEUL MG OIS ARG S (DOE @S/ 07 5/ Rih /P 1/ e s
%) Which is the language you use most often in the following situations (Mandarin
Chinses/Dialect/English/Spanish/Other languages)

. TEFR BN A X Talk to family at home

b. A1 WA A1 Talk to friends

o))

C. TEAF RIS BAE A 5 22 X% 1% Talk to bosses at the company or talk to
teachers at school

d. 752 =] A [R) S0 1 7R 2% 5 [R] 22560 1 Talk to colleagues at the company or talk
to classmates at school

e. B, BHHAFBFHKES (BFESMAFRMIESI) In general, the language
you use every day (including a variety of different situations)

B.

1) 4Fi% Age

2) M5 (5 /%) Gender (male/female)

3) B KV UhzEh/mh el s/ R AR (R /RZEARE (B
D /h i AT AR B T2 ) Level of education (primary school or junior

high school/high school or equivalent/ current undergraduate/ bachelor degree

/graduate or doctoral degree)

4) 15 B AFE M B O 3 I 8] AR V5 B 55 2 Where did you live most of the time in
your childhood?

5) AE D I JEATE T £ K I a2 How long have you been living in Barcelona?

6) BRI RFEF NS BIEAZ I FRIE S %, 185 X% s S HEE T
Ak?  (&/75) Have you studied or are you studying Linguistics, Philology,
Translation, or language teaching? (Yes/No)
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7) T E R RAREIN A [FH . K NEF U AN A58 15 ? How many hours

a day do you usually spend speaking MC with your friends, colleagues, family, etc.?

Appendix 7: The sociolinguistic information regarding the participants in Experiment

2 (video production). [Chapter 3]

Experiment
2
Total number of participants 4
Mean age in years (and SD) 27 (1.22)
N %
Gender Male 2 50.0
Female 2 50.0
Educational level High school or equivalent 0 .00
Current undergraduate 0 .00
University graduate 0 .00
Post-graduate student 4 100.0
Had studied linguistics, language, or translation Yes 2 50.0
No 2 50.0
Mean time spent speaking MC with friends, colleagues and family in everyday 5h
life
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Appendix 8: The materials used in Experiment 3 (audio perception), with English

translations. [Chapter 3]

BHB N méi(you)rén ‘no one’

Situation 1-%8 A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

NEAE—ANET TAR A AN ERII A 18T HE& S\ Ip— D RNIRR
T3 N BRI AR IC A B EEE/NE: “HERAHR]? 7

Xiao Wang works at a restaurant and five of Xiao Wang’s friends have rented the
restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. Traffic is very heavy and Xiao Wang’s
friends have not arrived yet.

The chef asks:

Shéi méiyou dao?

who not.have arrive

‘Who hasn’t arrived?’
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NERZ: “BAENT
And Xiao Wang replies: méi(you)rén

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrog i Eie, TR el 112 1 S5 AT A 1 [m] 25 35
AEH1 [ BES2[]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B.[audio2][]

(2) WRAEEPEEER S, RIANEREEE:

A. BEANERT [ B.Jirg AR 1 []

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. Nobody arrived. [] B. Everybody arrived. []

DN context
INEAE—NEIT TAE A DERIAEA 78T S50 )\ ST — R NIRXT
AT N SR TET . EER/NE: “HERags? 7

Xiao Wang works at a restaurant and five of Xiao Wang’s friends have rented the
restaurant for a private party at 8 PM today. All of Xiao Wang’s friends have already
arrived at the restaurant. The chef asks:

Shéi méiyou dao?

who not.have arrive

‘Who hasn’t arrived?’

NERE: “EAN

And Xiao Wang replies: méi(you)rén

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrse Mg >Edit)a, 38R EERIN DY B A il 12 A7 S5 A0 e it S ] 5 35 0
AEH1 [ BEA2L]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B. [audio 2][]

(2) MIEEPHEFAZFH, RN ERREE:
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A. BEANRT [ BT NAZ] T []
(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. Nobody arrived. [_] B. Everybody arrived. [_]

Situation 2-%A A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

PERAEZRS, TR RIS LR A2 A=E EA S T =
TIATE, RN A B RE >

WAE, PEATHIER] . “HWERALEA=E?”

The class monitor isn’t at school today and asks a classmate to help him to supervise
his classmates in the classroom. However, this classmate is unable to open the
classroom door and he and the class monitor’s classmates can’t enter the classroom to
study. The class monitor calls and asks:

Shéi méiyou zai jidoshi?

who not.have at  classroom

‘Who isn’t in the classroom?’

P AR IR S ZE PN
And that classmate replies: méi(you)rén

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrg A&, T BRI e Al 112 17 S5 ] e 1 [ 25 555
AESL [ BEH 2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [ ] B.[audio 2][ ]

(2) MRABE PR F, RANEREEE:

A, BKENE [ B.Jr A NARE [

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:
A. Nobody is in (the classroom). [ ]
B. Everybody is in (the classroom). [_]

DN context
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PERAE RS, TRk — ARSI BB L F S B E 2. Prfy RS2 A AU
BEEA.

PUAE, PERATHIER: “HERAAEAE?

The class monitor isn’t at school today and asks a classmate to help him to supervise
his classmates in the classroom. This classmate and the class monitor’s classmates enter
the classroom and start studying. The class monitor calls and asks:

Shéi méiyou zai jidoshi?

who not.have at  classroom

‘Who isn’t in the classroom?’

IRALIA) 2 [l B N7

And that classmate replies: méi(you)rén

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wroe A&, TR el 112 1 S5 AT A e 1 [e 555
AEH1 [ B.EM2[]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] ] B. [audio 2] []

(2) MRABE PR FM, RN EREEE:

A RENME [T B.JrA NARE [

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:
A. Nobody is in (the classroom). [ ]
B. Everybody is in (the classroom).[_]

Situation 3-%H A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

INER AT RS AR ERE, NENTICTR IR IR RS 21t FF
AR, HOEBAZ T

SRS CRERARER?

Xiao Li is the secretary of a company. The people in the company are planning to have
a meal together, and Xiao Li is in charge of collecting the money for the meal. Once all
the money is collected, she will give it to the accountant. However, the people are busy
and haven’t given the money to Xiao Li yet. The accountant asks:

273



Shéi méiyou jiao canfei?

who not.have give food.money

‘Who hasn’t given the money for the food?’
ANEEE: B A

And Xiao Li replies:méi(you)rén

[audio 1] [audio 2]

() Wrsemi>Edi)a, IEIREEIRIN v A SN ) R [ 2 A
AEH1 [ B.EHI2[]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B.[audio 2][ ]

(2) MRIEEFrEEEREH, RV ERE-RE

A BHEANZT [ BJrE A#AZ 1 []

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. Nobody gave (the money). []

B. Everybody gave (the money). [_]

DN context

INER AT B ARERE, NERTCT R EIER RS =it N
WG TR, (HIRBCRA s 21t

b R R?

Xiao Li is the secretary of a company. The people in the company are planning to have
a meal together, and Xiao Li is in charge of collecting the money for the meal. Once all
the money is collected, she will give it to the accountant. Xiao Li has already collected
all the money but hasn’t given it to the accountant yet. The accountant asks:

Shéi méiyou jiao canfei?

who not.have give food.money

‘Who hasn’t given the money for the food?’

NG BB N

And Xiao Li replies:méi(you)rén

[audio 1] [audio 2]
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(1) Wrose M dit)a, TR EEURIN Dy B il T 12 A7 S5 A0 ) et ) [l 5 35 0
AFEST [ B 2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B. [audio 2][ ]

(2) WRAEEPEEER S, RIANEREEE:

A, BHEANZT [ B N#AZ T[]

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. Nobody gave (the money). [ ]

B. Everybody gave (the money). [_]

Situation 4-B:8 A\ méi(you)rén ‘no one’

SN context

NI 38 A/ FHIVE R 3K 1 69 JRUOAE JBF o5 4 /N XU 53 A A 25 R BEAT R o /)y
XD T AR B KEBA B RGBSR A Iz . A R/ANH T “HER A I
R

Yesterday Xiao Liu’s roommate, Xiao Tian, bought some mangos, and left them in the
kitchen. Xiao Tian told Xiao Liu and other two roommates to feel free to eat them.
However, they don’t like mangos, and no one ate any of them. Today Xiao Tian asks:
Shéi méiyou chi manggud?

who not.have eat mango

‘Who didn’t eat mangos?’

ANEEE . <RE N

And Xiao Liu replies: méi(you)rén

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrog i Ee, TR A 3a 112 18 S5 A A 1 [m] 245 35 0
AFH L [0 B 2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B. [audio 2] [ ]

(2) MRABEPEEERF, RANEREELE:

A KA T [ B.ArA Nz 1 [
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(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:
A. Nobody ate mangos. [_]
B. Everybody ate mangos. [_]

DN context
AN S AN ISR T B IRIAE B b T /N XA 55 A A 2 ACBE(ERZ o /S
XUFNF IR Z R EFENIIZ TR SRANHEE: “HERARTER? 7
Yesterday Xiao Liu’s roommate, Xiao Tian, bought some mangos and left them in the
kitchen. Xiao Tian told Xiao Liu and other two roommates to feel free to eat them. Each
of them ate a mango. Today Xiao Tian asks:
Shéi méiyou chi manggud?
who nothave eat mango
‘Who didn’t eat mangos?’
ANXEE BN
And Xiao Liu replies: méi(you)rén
[audio 1] [audio 2]
(1) Wrog A&, TR el 112 1 S5 AT A e 1 [o 2555
AEMT [ BEM2L]
(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:
A. [audio 1] [ ] B. [audio 2][ ]
(2) MIEEPTEERZH, RIVE R B
A KEANEZT [ By NIz 1 []
(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:
A. Nobody ate mangos. [ ]
B. Everybody ate mangos. [_]

BB H 4 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

Situation 1-BH 4 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context

NIRRT G ER T WA KREAE T — AL 55 Hoh— SRR,
HamEA . SRNKBREGRLLESE, IFE: R ARKERA? 7

Xiao Zhang is a worker at a factory. Yesterday the head of the sales department assigned
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various tasks to all the workers. One of them was too busy and couldn’t do any of the
tasks. Today Xiao Zhang runs into that co-worker and asks:

Ni shénme dongxi méiydu zud?

you what thing not.have do

‘What didn’t you do?’

IRALFRIF A2 < BH AT

And that the co-worker replies: méi(you)shénme

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrse P&, TR el 112 1 S5 A0 A e 1 [o] 2555
AEH1 [ BEM2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B.[audio 2][ ]

(2) MIEEPTEEERZHL RANE R

A. fradfBde [ B. &kt v [

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. There’s nothing (s)he did.[_] B. (S)he did everything. [ ]

DN context

Nikfe— BT R IERT) SSE KEAME | — L% Kb — D EFEER
T AT BRI AL S S R/ANKIB R RAL R, IFI] . “ORHEARPEBAH? 7
Xiao Zhang is a worker at a factory. Yesterday the head of the sales department assigned
various tasks to all the workers. One of them finished all the tasks. Today Xiao Zhang
runs into that co-worker and asks:

Ni  shénme dongxi méiyou zuo?

you what thing  not.have do

‘What didn’t you do?’

IRALF S 2 B AA”

And the co-worker replies: méi(you)shénme

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrse M AEe, TRIEFRIRIAY R A& TG S R ) (B2 5
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AEHL [ B 2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:
A. [audio 1] [] B.[audio 2] []

(2) WRAEEPEEEREM, RIANEREEE:

A. fra#sdi [ B. #Rf 1 []

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. There’s nothing (s)he did.[_] B. (S)he did everything. [ ]

Situation 2-¥&HF 414 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context

AN AR AE R _Ede 1 AR 22 AR DU & 0T — T8 R 3K o WERERU+—, /IxilitX]
SKRIZRVEARSEG 15 B BA—FE R PRI K o SRR “ARA A K PE A
57

Xiao Liu and Xiao Liu’s friend had been planning to buy some items on the internet on
Double 11 Shopping Carnival Day. Yesterday was Double 11 Shopping Carnival Day.
The things Xiao Liu had planned to buy were all sold out so Xiao Liu didn’t buy
anything. Today Xiao Liu’s friend asks:

Ni shénme dongxi méiydou  mai?

you what thing not.have  buy

‘What didn’t you buy?’

AN AT A

And Xiao Liu replies: méi(you)shénme

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrg A&, T BRI e Al 112 17 S5 ] e 1 [ 25 555
AEH 1 [ BEH 2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [ ] B.[audio 2][ ]

(2) MIEPEFHI, RN ERREE:

A. fEa#EeE [ B. #LT []

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. There’s nothing (s)he bought. [ |B. (S)he bought everything. [ ]
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DN context

ANKUATN ACERAE R B3k T AR 2 AR PUHE G XA — B R 3K o WERAZXA—, /hXSKH]
TR E LR R . S RN “ R AR PEBCH KT 7

Xiao Liu and Xiao Liu’s friend had been planning to buy some items on the internet on
Double 11 Shopping Carnival Day. Yesterday was Double 11 Shopping Carnival Day.
Xiao Liu bought all the things (s)he had planned to buy. Today Xiao Liu’s friend asks:
Ni shénme dongxi méiydu mdi?

you what thing  not.have buy

‘What didn’t you buy?’

ANXNEE BT A

And Xiao Liu replies: méi(you)shénme

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) WroePiEdie, T ERFARIADY B IE T2 1 5 A 1 [] 2535
AL [ B[]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B.[audio 2][ ]

(2) MRABE PR FM, RN EREEELE:

A. fEa#Ees [ B. #:X 7 [

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. There’s nothing (s)he bought. [ _]|B. (S)he bought everything. [ ]

Situation3-1% B 14 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context

WERZE IHERE 7 — e B AN — L5 ik NN R 2 AT o /N T LR HR A A EF IR
M AKPEHIEE . SR ALFEZEANRIER AR A KR AEE?”
Yesterday Xiao Zhao’s teacher recommended some articles and books to his students.
Xiao Zhao’s eyes were bothering him/her and (s)he couldn’t do any of the readings.
Today one of his/her classmates ran into Xiao Zhao and asked:

Ni shénme dongxi méiydu kan?

you what thing not.have read
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‘What didn’t you read?’

NV AR

And Xiao Zhao replied: méi(you)shénme
[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrog P& die, TR el 112 1 S5 AT A 1 [m] 255 35
AL [ B[]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B. [audio 2][ ]

(2) MIEEPEFEMHH, RNV ERRER

A. fta#BcE [ B. #%& 1 [

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. There’s nothing (s)he read.[ ]

B. (S)he read everything. []

DN context

WERZEIHESE | — L F A — i/ N R A TG N 58 1 BT 22 il
HIZR P . SR —ALFEIZE W ANREIF R “ORF AR IEREE?”

Yesterday Xiao Zhao’s teacher recommended some articles and books to his/her
students. Xiao Zhao finished all the readings. Today one of his/her classmates ran into
Xiao Zhao and asked:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou kan?

you what thing not.have read

‘What didn’t you read?’

NI AR

And Xiao Zhao replied: méi(you)shénme

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrse D&M, TEERFIRIA R A IE T2 S A L 0] 2 &
AES [ B.EM 2]
(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [ ] B.[audio 2][ ]
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(2) MRAEEPEER S, RIANEREEE:

A. fFa#scE [ B. #8& 1 []

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:
A. There’s nothing (s)he read. []

B. (S)he read everything. []

Situationd-3& B 114 méi(you)shénme ‘nothing’

SN context

S RN PP NRAEFK BIEE . SAE . (HR DR REEE LR T,
—HRERVGE BB, WL, ANBREIDISR NG AR AR AR 7

Today Xiao Chen’s grandmother Xiao Chen asked to wash the curtains, the tablecloth,
and some other items. However, Xiao Chen went out shopping and didn’t wash
anything. In the evening, Xiao Chen’s grandmother asked Xiao Chen:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou xi?

you what thing  not.have wash

‘What didn’t you wash?’

INERIEN e B AR

And Xiao Chen replied: méi(you)shénme

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) Wrog A&, T BRI Al 112 17 S5 A e g [ 5555
AEH1 [ B&EM2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B.[audio 2][ ]

(2) MIEEPTEERZH, RIVE R B

A. fradfgse [ B. #ue 1 [

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. There’s nothing (s)he washed. [_]

B. (S)he washed everything. []

DN context
S RNGRII T NRIE R PR 7 . A . /ANRPESE T T e AR T, 2R
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JE AT SRRV o Wb, ANBRESDDI RN AR A RPEIR AR 7
Today Xiao Chen’s grandmother asked Xiao Chen to wash the curtains, the tablecloth,
and some other items. Xiao Chen went out shopping after (s)he had washed everything.
In the evening, Xiao Chen’s grandmother asked Xiao Chen:

Ni shénme dongxi méiyou xi?

you what thing  not.have wash

‘What didn’t you wash?’

NERIEIE B A

And Xiao Chen replied: méi(you)shénme

[audio 1] [audio 2]

(1) WrsemAEd)a, TR EIRIN DY I Gl T 205 S5 ) R [ 5 3 A
AFW [0 BEM 2]

(1) Select the more appropriate audio for this context and question:

A. [audio 1] [] B.[audio 2][ ]

(2) MRk EREH, RNV ERERE:

A. fra#iscst [ B. #¥ 1 [

(2) Select the more salient interpretation for your audio choice:

A. There’s nothing (s)he washed. [_]

B. (S)he washed everything. [_]
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Appendix 9: The sociolinguistic information regarding the participants in the

Experiment (video production). [Chapter 4]

Experiment
Total number of participants 8
Mean age in years (and SD) 25.75
(1.85)
N %
Gender Male 1 12.5
Female 7 87.5
Educational level High school or equivalent 0 .00
Current undergraduate 0 .00
University graduate 0 .00
Post-graduate student 8 | 100.0
Had studied linguistics, language, or translation Yes 5 62.5
No 3 37.5
Mean time spent speaking MC with friends, colleagues and family in everyday 3h
life
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Appendix 10: The materials used in the Experiment (video production), with English

translations. [Chapter 4]

The three discourse contexts

SRRIES

Library context

BRI L, REIFES BERAURE S LB HIRES, R AR SR A 1Y
LS S

Every night, your classmate, your class monitor and you go to the library to study.

You always sit down together at the table in front of the window.

L ARBIEBENEKCEE) 1. To8E, BPER RN, IRIFEYR T .
G E WARKS, FRARITHMEF . “FImIRELs 1.7
AP R T HFL T E, RabiftA?
When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is already there. Ten minutes later,
your classmate arrives just when the class monitor goes to check out some books.
When she sees you, she greets you and says:
WO cai  banzhang yijing dao le.
| guess class monitor already arrive PART
‘I guess the class monitor has already arrived.’
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In order to confirm that the class monitor has arrived, what would you say?

2. ZIRBIEPEN, KAHEWIREMAFRE. H28)E, REESER T . SibE
WARES, PRORITHIE U “IFEIARKCER 7. 7
PR ERFL T URE, IREEBEAU?
When you arrive at the library, you don’t see any of your two colleagues. Ten
minutes later, your classmate arrives. When she sees you, she greets you and says:
Wo cai  banzhang yijing dao le.

I guess class monitor already arrive PART

‘I guess the class monitor has already arrived.’

In order to deny that the class monitor has arrived, what would you say?

3. ARFIEBER, BAEBNRKAFEE. H2eE, REFEYR T, BIR
AN NABLEIR)IL, TRERURATHMIR 3. B RIEKILR . 7
RS PARBCR I F LT E, IREBEAT?
When you arrive at the library, you don’t see any of your two colleagues. Ten
minutes later, your classmate arrives. As she sees you sitting there alone, she greets
you and says:
Kanlai banzhing hadi  méi dao.
seem  class monitor still not arrive
‘It seems that the class monitor hasn’t arrived yet.’

In order to confirm that the class monitor hasn’t arrived yet, what would you say?

4. HREIEBER, EKOKEME 7. T8)E, HPEKERAEBIREFE ¥
KT, WHER—DNBERIL, TRWRFTHIFIFU: “HRIEKEED] 7
PRx i )% BLRON, BOABEK EA 3 1. RSB AT?

When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is already there. Ten minutes later,
your classmate arrives just when the class monitor goes to check out some books.
As she sees you sitting there alone, she greets you and says:

Kanlai banzhing hai  méi dao.

seem  class monitor still not arrive

‘It seems that the class monitor hasn’t arrived yet.’
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In order to deny what she said, since the class monitor is already there, what would

you say?

YRBIEFER, EKOAEAERE T To8E, AP BRI R 2
KT, MWBRE, BRARTHEIER: “BIRos® [, 2?7

PR ERIMFLTUHE, IREEAT?

When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is already there. Ten minutes later,
your classmate arrives just when the class monitor goes to check out some books.
When she sees you, she greets you and says:

Banzhang yijing dao le, shi ma?

class monitor already arrive PART is QPART

“The class monitor has already arrived, hasn’t he?’

In order to confirm that the class monitor has already arrived, what would you say?

AURBE RN, WA E RARRRA RN +0piE, IREEZR T . il
ORI, FRORITHIPICG: “HiKkCga® f, £2h? 7

PR R FRLTUEE, REEAU?

When you arrive at the library, you don’t see any of your two colleagues. Ten
minutes later, your classmate arrives. When she sees you, she greets you and says:
Banzhang yijing dao e, shi ma?

class monitor already arrive PART is QPART

“The class monitor has already arrived, hasn’t he?’

In order to deny that the class monitor has already arrived, what would you say?

AURBE BN, WEEWARKRAAFEE. H08E, REFEYSR 7. BIR
—ANNALE )L, TORRERARTIM I3 “BEE %S, £&m? 7
PRI F L TUHE, IREBEAU?

When you arrive at the library, you don’t see any of your two colleagues. Ten
minutes later, your classmate arrives. As she sees you sitting there alone, she greets
you and says:

Banzhing hai mei dao, shi  ma?

class monitor still not arrive is QPART
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“The class monitor hasn’t arrived yet, has he?’

In order to confirm that the class monitor hasn’t arrived, what would you say?

YREB|EIER, K OSERR 7. Ta8)E, SPGB RE R 2
KT, WER—DNRERIL, BRIRITHEI U “PERKEE S|, 2H? 7
PR a7 LU, BONBERK EE 3] 7. IReBEAd?

When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is already there. Ten minutes later,
your classmate arrives just when the class monitor goes to check out some books.
As she sees you sitting there alone, she greets you and says: “The class monitor
hasn’t arrived yet, has he?”

Banzhang hadi mei dao, shi  ma?

class monitor  still not arrive is QPART

“The class monitor hasn’t arrived yet, has he?’

In order to contradict what she said, since the class monitor has already arrived, what

would you say?

MR EIE AR, HKOKRERR 7. Ta8E, BEKEED, REIEHE
FIAMARE o IXI, AREGIFEZR 1 o AE B AE T B LER, VRO a6 30K .
IR HAR], RAEEFmEKCE R TxM4HE, ReBEA?

When you arrive at the library, the class monitor is already there. Ten minutes later,
your classmate arrives just when the class monitor goes to check out some books
and you take a break outside the library. She meets you and chats with you.

In the course of the conversation, you’d like to tell her that the class monitor has

arrived. What would you say?

(E =

Package context

TRAT, ARAVREYEAAER E LT — D ARPE. DUl AT R In i S BT
BRI SREEMTL, HRARIE AR B, Fr DMRAE S AR P

0

o

Five days ago, you and your housemate bought something on the internet. The
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deliveryman told you he would deliver the package to your house on Friday. Today
is Friday and your housemate has to go to work, so you wait for the deliveryman at

home.

BOURE) =M BRI, Wit “IAPE R ogskd 7. 7
Prxspid RS I F LT UHE, IRSBEAU?
When your housemate comes back at night, she comments:
Wo cai  kuaidiyuan yijing lai guo le.
I guess deliveryman already come PART PART
‘I guess the delivery man has come.’

In order to confirm that the delivery man has already come, what would you say?

PRI AR R RIS, BRI 1R A B K MBE TN A 2 7R, JFi:
“PaEtRE R gk 1. 7

PRAF RIS GRS T A g . IR BATl?

When your housemate comes back in the evening, the deliveryman hasn’t come.

When entering the apartment, she sees you and comments:

Wo cai  kuaidiyudn  yijing  lai guo le.

I guess delivery man already come PART PART

‘I guess the delivery man has already come.’

In order to deny that the delivery man has already come, what would you say?

BRI E AT A BRI, BRI FIREERN R TR EEERIEE, T
EYIE:  “HRPGERILRA K. 7

PRAF RIS GOE BRI SE T RLE &, IRaEA?
When your housemate comes back in the afternoon, she doesn’t see the package
on the tea table in the living room where you usually put packages. She sees you and
says:
Kanlai kuaidiyudn  hai méiyou lai.
seem  delivery man still not.have come
‘It seems that the deliveryman hasn’t come yet.’

In order to confirm that the deliveryman hasn’t come, what would you say?
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4. BRI E T BRERE, BERNEEBROENETR AL EERaZE. H

L Bl R CAAEEK T, ARREAEERRITE T, BRAZERE
o PURIRIE KIEAESIEEE, Wik “HRPUSRRIERA K.

PRt i) 1% 3 BLROR, RSB AT ?
When your housemate comes back in the afternoon, she doesn’t see the package
on the tea table in the living room where you usually put packages. In fact, the
deliveryman has come, but you have taken the package to the dining room and
haven’t brought it back to the living room. As your housemate doesn’t see the
package, she says:
Kanlai kuaidiyudn hai méiyou Iai.
seem delivery man still not.have come
‘It seems that the deliveryman hasn’t come yet.’

In order to deny what she said, what would you say?

5. MREIEAME _LIRERES, #hid. “PEHCLRE T, £H? 7
PRut s i kit I HSL T UUEE, IReBAUL?
When your housemate comes back at night, she says:
Kuaidiyudan  yijing lai guo le, shi  ma?
delivery man already come PART PART is QPART
“The deliveryman has already come, hasn’t he?’

In order to confirm that the deliveryman has already come, what would you say?

6. URH AR R RN, PLid fIERA A EER . MBI E 2] 7RI
RS ATREZS S U I F o
(AFSRVSEHRP SUEIE M ) SO R S 587 | ¥
When your housemate comes back in the evening, the deliveryman hasn’t come.
When entering the apartment, she sees you and says:
Kuaidiyudn  yijing lai guo le, shi ma?
delivery man already come PART PART is QPART
‘The delivery man has already come, hasn’t he?’

In order to deny that the deliveryman has come, what would you say?
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7. HIREER TR EERE, ERNEEREERZT RS ERESINE, B
DAl ist:  “ Pk Rk Ak, £5? 7
PRxs Pid L BRI H L T UAH E, RSB Ad?
When your housemate comes back in the afternoon, she doesn’t see the package
on the tea table in living room where you usually put packages. So she says:
Kuaidiyudn hai méiyou l&i,  shi ma?
delivery man still not.have come is QPART
“The deliveryman hasn’t come yet, has he?’

In order to confirm that the deliveryman hasn’t come, what would you say?

8. HIRHYEA T RIS, BAERNAHEMEENZTHZR)LEESIEE. H
Fog b oA EEk 7, RRRCAERERT L T, A ERE
JTo PURIRRE A BESIEEE, Wik “HRERERakR, &m2 7
PROT 5 T LU, AR B AT ?

When your housemate comes back in the afternoon, he doesn’t see the package

on the tea table in the living room where you usually put packages. In fact, the
deliveryman has come, but you have taken the package to the dining room and
haven’t brought it back to the living room. As your housemate doesn’t see the
package, she says:

Kuaidiyuan hai  méiyou lai,  shi ma?

delivery man still not.have come is QPART

“The deliveryman hasn’t come yet, has he?’

In order to deny what she said, what would you say?

9. PRIE R T CLICHEIRK T, WAECNECRAEZ R T BRI = KR 5K,
PRI 4RI K
WK, AR YRR S AP By Caokid T XANFHE, RSB AT?
The deliveryman has delivered the package. Now the package is in your house.
When your housemate comes back and enters the apartment, she chats with you.

In the course of the conversation, you’d like to tell her that the deliveryman has

come. What would you say?
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AL
Wedding context

S RAENRFEIELEMSHKH T, ARFREF I KEZEES N, RIS IR 8858
No VREJEF KRGt R IR B —4x )L, b ib RS a0 b i) 000 S 8 45 8
No IREZF] [ 2ATWALIE S, AR A Ip e RS RN, (Hs
BE—2 L.

Today is your colleague’s wedding day. You and your friend are going to attend the
wedding and give the newlyweds the red envelopes. Your friend will be a little late
for her private affairs. She asked you to help her to give her red envelope to the

newlyweds. You have arrived at the hotel where the wedding will be held, your

friend will be a little late after finishing her private affairs.

BRI G IR BIZEATUSAL I O, REEIEABSHN T ARG
BIRIFVE:  “RIFIRELITEIBATANT . 7

xR T AR FERTUEE, IREBEAU?

When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you have
given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. Your friend sees you and says:

W6 cai  ni yljing ba hongbao gél  Xxinrén le.

I guess you already prep. redenvelope give newlywed PART

‘I guess you have given the red envelopes to the newlyweds.’

In order to confirm that you have given them to the newlyweds, what would you

say?

ARG R B ZAT WS AL b s, AR RAE LS E N o ARBVEF I A WL E
IS “BRERCEELEEHANT. 7

RARG TARBFEL TS E, ReEAU?

When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you haven’t
given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. Your friend sees you and says:

W6 cai  ni  yijing ba hongbao géi  xinrén le.

I guess you already prep. redenvelope give newlywed PART
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‘I guess you have given the red envelopes to the newlyweds.’
In order to deny that you have given the red envelopes to the newlyweds, what would

you say?

BUREIGF AR B ZEAT IS AL RO b i, VRIS RAT LB B N St B A,
RPRIEEELQ, Wk “FHREFEEICLBEH A,
RREBACLBLE N FEL T UEE, RaEAd?

When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you haven’t
given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. Seeing the red envelopes in your hand,
she says:

Kanldi ni  hai méi bi héngbao géi  xinrén.

seem you still not prep. redenvelope give newlywed

‘It seems that you haven’t given the red envelopes to the newlyweds.’

In order to confirm that you haven’t given them to the newlyweds, what would you

say?

BRI BT ISAL RO O, RSB BN T (HIRK T 1
ERFINAN IR ALA, POAARATE EEARR 7, bR ES . U9IRE)
BRI, BEWRT BRI “HRIRICELLELEHTN. 7
YRG5 T LR, AR B AT ?

When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you have
given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. But there are two red envelopes in your
hand which two of your friends asked you to hold while they went to the bathroom.
Seeing the red envelopes in your hand, she says:

Kanlai ni hai méi ba hongbao géi  xinrén.

seem you still not prep. redenvelope give newlywed

‘It seems that you haven’t given the red envelopes to the newlyweds.’

In order to deny what she said, what would you say?

PRI AR B ATIRAL R RO, AR DB RETH A T o fh KB IR I -
“aucasmNT, 2?7
RIFLL BT AN FLTUEE, RaEail?
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When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you have
given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. Your friend sees you and asks:
Hoéngbao yijing gé  xinrén le, shi  ma?

red envelope already give newlywed PART is QPART

“You have given the red envelopes to the newlyweds, haven’t you?’

In order to confirm that you have given the red envelopes to the newlyweds, what

would you say?

6. PRI AR A BT IS AL A S, ARIGIRABLLALEHr A . i DL BRI i)
“UECZEmANT, £H?
PRI AR FEL T USNE, REEAU?

When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you haven’t
given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. Your friend sees you and asks:
Hoéngbao yijing g&  Xinrén le, shi ma?

red envelope already give newlywed PART is QPART

“You have given the red envelopes to the newlyweds, haven’t you?’

In order to deny that you have given them to the newlyweds, what would you say?

7. BUREVEF AR A B2 AT S AL B R, ARIGIRAT LA T N . i B N,
WFHEIEEELA, fin. “IRICEATLHLEHAN, 252 7
RXRIERAC L AL N EL T UHE, RaBEAd?

When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you still
haven’t given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. Seeing the red envelopes in your
hand, she asks:

Ni hai mé ba hongbao gél  xinrén, shi ma?

you still not prep. redenvelope give newlywed is  QPART

“You haven’t given the red envelopes to the newlyweds, have you?’

In order to confirm that you haven’t given them to the newlyweds, what would you

say?

8. AURHIIF A B ZAT IS ALK i, RE BB T ERKTRE
EARFINAAN LA, PUOSARAIE B 1, AEURFHIE S . ARG
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AR BRI, B 2RTRELAIER . “IRERITLaEHIA, 25?7
PRX il )% T LUK, RSB A ?

When your friend arrives at the place where the wedding will be held, you have
given the red envelopes to the newlyweds. But there are two red envelopes in your
hand which two of your friends asked you to hold while they went to the bathroom.
Seeing the red envelopes in your hand, she says:

Ni hai méi ba hongbao géi  xinrén, shi  ma?

you still not prep. redenvelope give newlywed is QPART

“You haven’t given the red envelopes to the newlyweds, have you?’

In order to deny what she said, what would you say?

AR TR B AT US AL b 2O, ARIEAET S T R R, fREeAama s
BN T o WAETE T H WBIMR, URITTFEEIIR .

W RIAE], RS AR At sy 17 ANRXAH, IREEAN?

When your friend arrives at the hotel where the wedding will be held, you are taking
a rest at the door of the hotel. You have given the red envelopes to the newlyweds.
She sees you and chats with you.

In the course of the conversation, you’d like to tell her that you have given the red
envelopes to the newlyweds. What would you say?
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