CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Since Pesetsky (1987) pointed out their sigaifce for the theory of movement,

wh-questions like (1) have interested many reseascher

(1) a. Who the hell broke the window?

b. What the hell are you talkingabout?

c. Why the hell did you lie to me?

This kind ofwh-the-hell questions has at least the following ¢hpeoperties. First although

normalwh-phrases may stay in situ as in multiple questiasthe-hell expressions cannot:

(2) a. What did you buy for whom?

b. Who bought what for him?

(3) a. Who the hell saw what?

b. *Who saw what the hell?



Secondlywhthe-hell expressions must occur as a continuonstitaent:

(4) a. *What are you talking about the hell?

b. *Who does Tim like the hell?

Thirdly, the hellbehaves like polarity items in that their occureegenerally requires the

presence of whword:

(5) *Tim likes Mary the hell.

In this thesis, | shall examine thd+-the-hell questions in Mandarin Chinese. In Chinese,

guestions with the semantics and pragmatics ofimgih-the-hell questions are usually

rendered by sentences containing the attitudinarddlaodiin addition to an appropriate

wh-word. Thus we may viewaodias the near corresponding elemerthefhellin English.

Daodi emphasizes the interrogative force of the dinedi¥ect/A-not-A question in which it

occurs as illustrated by (6):

(6) a. Ni daodi xihuan shei?



You daodi like who
‘Who the hell do you like?’
b. Wo bu zhidao Laocheng daodi weishenme mei lai
I not know Laocheng daodi why not come
‘I don’t know why the hell Laocheng did notosthup.’
c. Daodi ni yao-bu-yao chengren zuocuo-le -jdreshi?
Daodi you want-not-want admit  do-wrong-PERF4Gisthing

‘Do you fucking want to admit that you havenddhis thing wrong, or not?’

This thesis is organized as follows. Chapterthe-literature review in which | will
outline the previous analysestbe-helldaodiin Pesetsky (1987), Kuo (1997), and Huang
and Ochi (2004) (H&O 2004, henceforth). In chaf@er present some problems that the
analyses outlined in chapter 2 cannot explain. @palty, | discuss the island sensitivity of
daodi the 293" person asymmetry of the matrix subject of the dempentence where
daodioccurs, andlaodis compatibility withwh-questions. Then | present my analysis for the
syntactic distribution and semantic propertyabdiin chapter 4. Precisely, | propose the
existence of a Perspective Phrase in the left perjpanddaodis need for the
perspective-feature valuation with the perspeatperator in the specifier of the Perspective

Phrase. These two assumptions may help us accouatddis island (in)sensitivity and the



matrix subject person asymmetry | present in chigpt®oreover, the (in)compatibility
betweerdaodiandwh-questions can be handled under my proposal cdeheantic
denotation of attitudinal adverbs likaodi Chapter 5 is the theoretical consequences and the

conclusion of this thesis.



CHAPTER 2

PREVIOUS ANALYSES OF THE-HELL /DAODI

2.1 Pesetsky (1987)

Pesetsky (1987) claims thatvl-item must move at LF only if it is non-D-linked.
D-linked wh-items do not have to move. He starts his discassam the absence of
expected Superiority Condition. Chomsky (1973).ddteat a Superiority Condition applies
to multiple questions in English. Pesetsky claile €xamples showing Superiority effects

may be ruled out by some version.of a‘Nested DegarydCondition as in (2).

(1) Superiority Condition
In a multiple interrogation, whereveh-phrase is in Comp and another is in situ, the
S-Structure trace of the phrase in Comp must c-canththe S-Structure position of the

wh-in-situ.

(2) Nested Dependency Condition

If two wh-trace dependencies overlap, one must containtties. o



The Superiority Condition makes the correct digtores in examples like (3) and (4).

(3) a. Whedid you persuadg & read what?
b. ??Whatdid you persuade who(m) to rea@ e
(4) a. Mary asked [whde to read what]?

b. *Mary asked [whafwho to read §?

However, in a number of cases expected Superieffiégts do not show up.

(5) a. Which majdid you persuadg & read which book?
b. Which bookdid you persuade which man to reg® e
(6) a. Mary asked which maa read which book.

b. Mary asked which bogpkvhich man read;e

The obvious explanation for the lack of Superiodgffects in (5b) and (6b) is that
which-phrases in situ, unlikeeho or what, do not undergo LF movement. Pesetsky suggests
that the crucial difference betweemhich-phrase and the normal occurrencevbb or what

is found in discourse. Roughlyhich-phrases are discourse-linked (D-linked), wherelas



andwhatare normally not D-linked.

Pesetsky further shows that this distinction exselodanguages without overt

wh-movement like Japanese. In languages like Japarmegk-movement occurs overtly. All

wh-phrases are in situ, even in embedded questiansvArt Q-morpheme — hetleg or no —

marks the scope of tiveh-item.

(7) a. Mary-wa John-ni nani-o  ageta-no?

Mary-Top John-Dat what-Acc gave-Q

‘What did Mary give to John?:

b. Mary-wa [John-ga nani-0 katta-ka] sitte-iru

Mary-Top John-Nom what-Ace. “bought-Q-know

‘Mary knows what John bought.’

c. Mart-wa [John-ga  nani-o  yonda to] itta-no?

Mary-Top John-Nom what-Acc read that said-Q

‘What did Mary say that John read?’

Following Huang’s (1981, 1982) analysis of simigienomena in Chinese, Lasnik and Saito

(1984) propose thath-movement does apply in Japanese, much as in Bn§lis them, the

salient difference between English and Japanes&tiqos is simply the absence of



wh-movement at S-structure: alh-movements take place at LF. Lasnik and Saito’pgsal
has a troubling aspect, however. The proposed L¥ement appears not to show an
important diagnostic of movement — namely, thenidlaondition. For instance, the proposed
movement violates the Complex NP Constraint anattmestraint on extracting from

adjuncts:

(8) a. *What did Mary meet [the man who gavete@ John]?
b. ?*What did Mary leave [before John reagi?e
(9) a. Mary-wa [p John-ni  nani-o ageta hito-ni] atta-no?
Mary-Top John-Nom what-Acc gave man-Dat met-Q
b. Mary-wa [John-ga  nani-06. - yomu mae-ni] dekakei@

Mary-Top John-Nom what-Acc read before left-Q

From facts like these, Huang (1982) as well as ikasnd Saito conclude that Subjacency
does not apply at LF. Pesetsky thinks that thiskmon is perfectly plausible but
nonetheless disappointing. Given that island phemanof this sort are one of the principal
diagnostic tests for movement, it becomes hardargoe convincingly that the derivation of
LF really does involve movement. A potential arguirfer the existence of LF thus seems to

be missing.



Thus Pesetsky suggests a different approagpdde Subjacency does hold at LF. We

should investigate whether the apparent absen8elgiaicency effects in sentences like (9a-b)

is connected to the discourse status ofithghrases in question. Perhaps Subjacency

appears to be violated only when thiein-situ does not have to move at LF. This approach

can be investigated with two experiments:

a. Force an occurrence wftin-situ to be aggressively non-D-linked. If the

proposed hypothesis are correct, sugfhan-situ must undergo LF movement. If

Subjacency holds at LF, then Subjacency effectaldrshow up.

b. In apparent Subjacency violations like (9a-bpw that thevh-in-situ must be

D-linked, hence allowed to receive scope without/ement.

Pesetsky shows that the first experiment turnerattly as predicted by the theory.

The second does not. It is the first experiment ¢bacerns us in this thesis. Now we

turn to this.

Pesetsky claims that phrases lkgat the hellre good candidates for

“aggressively non-D-linkedivh-phrases. Roughly speaking, the whole point ofrinigea

guestion like (10a) is to express surprise in theneer. The appropriate answer is presumed

not to figure in previous discourse. Note the stamptrast between the colloquial (10a) and



the impossible (108)

(10) a. What the hell book did you read that in?

b. *Which the hell book did you read that in?

(10b), according to Pesetsky, can be ruled ouhbyconflict between aggressively D-linked
whichand aggressively non-D-linkede hell
Furthermore, Pesetsky points out that Japattasseems to have the same function as

Englishthe hell

(11) Mary-wa John-ni ittai  nani-o* ageta-no?

Mary-Top John-Dat the-hell what-Acc gave-Q

‘What the hell did Mary give to John?’

Note that, crucially, (12) establishes thdtphrases withttai may take scope outside their

! However, as noted by Kuo (1997) and H&O (2004)n€se and Japanese do not show this contrast, as
exemplified by (i) and (ii):
0] Zhangsan daodi mai-le nei-ben shu?
ZS the-hell buy-Asp which-CL book
‘Which the hell book did ZS buy?
(i) Kimi-wa ittai dono hon-o yomi-taio?
you-Top the-hell which book-Acc read-want Q

‘Which the hell book do you want to read?’

10



clause and also thitai is not limited to root environments.

(12) Mary-wa EpJohn-ga ittai nani-o yonda to] itta-no?
Mary-Top John-Nom the-hell what-Acc read that sQid

‘What the hell did Mary say that John read?’

Pesetsky has hypothesized (a) that Subjacencyhideé®f LF movement and (b) thiiai
forces a non-D-linked interpretation fat+in-situ. This, combined with Pesetsky’s
hypotheses in (13a) and (13b), entails ttiat wh-phrases must move at LF and that
Subjacency effects should be detected. This-predic-born out by the contrast between (9)
and (14). (14a/b) differs from (9a/b) only inthiae wh-phrasenani ‘what’has been replaced

with ittai nani ‘what the hell Nonetheless, the result appears to be quiteaimgratical:

(13) a. Every quantifier (operator) occupies arp#ésition at LF.

b. Non-D-linkedwh-phrases are quantifiers and adjoin to S’ (CP).

(9) a. Mary-wa [p John-ni  nani-o ageta hito-ni] atta-no?

2 pesetsky notes thatifai has such limitations, then the examples that ¥obell us nothing about Subjacency.
Nishigauchi (1985) claims that the acceptabilitysehtences like (12) is indeed “low” for him, butsetsky’s

other informants do not share this intuition.
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Mary-Top John-Nom what-Acc gave man-Dat met-Q
b. Mary-wa [John-ga  nani-o yomu mae-ni] dekakei@
Mary-Top John-Nom what-Acc read before left-Q
(14) a. *Mary-wa fp John-ni ittai nani-o ageta hito-ni] atta-no
Mary-Top John-Nom the-hell what-Acc gave man-Datet-Q
b. *Mary-wa [John-ga ittai nani-o yomu mae-ni] dekaketa-no?

Mary-Top John-Nom the-hell what-Acc read befoleft-Q

These examples thus provide evidence both forSabfy at LF and for the connection
drawn between obligatory LF movement and discousee we separate the properties of
D-linked wh-phrases from those of-non-D-linkedi-phrases, we see that scope assignment to
non-D-linkedwh-phrases has essentially all the properties ofegyict movement.

Pesetsky’s observation concernihg hellin English andttai in Japanese inspired
Kuo’s (1997) reflection on the corresponding eletmerChinese, that islaodi However,
Pesetsky did not consider the possibility thatdhserved island effect in (14a/b) results from
the movement oftai alone. Kuo adopts this hypothesis, that is, theeoled island effect

results from the covert movementdufadialone. Now we turn to Kuo’s analysis.

2.2 Kuo (1997)
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Kuo (1997) argues against Tang’s (1993) anslykilaodias awh-polarity item.

As pointed out in Tang (1993Jaodiis awh-polarity item, and thus it must move to CP-spec

to check off itavh-feature. This analysis can accountdandis island sensitivity. However,

as pointed out by Kuo, this analysis faces thewaithg problems:

a. Conceptually, iwh-nominals in Chinese are also polarity items agrad in Cheng

(1991), how they license anotheh-polarity item likedoadineeds to be explained.

b. Syntacticallydaodimust c-comman@h-phrases in overt syntax. If it isvepolarity

item, the licensing configuration,inwhich alicenss c-commanded by a licensee is

quite unnatural.

c. Semantically, the presenceddodistresses the interrogative forcendtphrases.

d. Pragmaticallydaodiexpresses impatience for the answer.

From the semantic and pragmatic viewpoints, Kuomes thatlaodiis an

emphasizer for the interrogative forcewdtphrases. Under this assumption, Kuo thinks that

the phenomenon that an emphasizee is within thgesobits emphasizer is quite natural.

This explains whylaodi must c-commandh-phrases in overt syntax.

Moreover, Kuo assumes that an emphasizemdfphrase has a weak uninterpretable

wh-feature, which must be checked off bywl-Q-operator. He adopts Tsai's (1994) proposal

13



that the Q-operator in Chinese merges at the seaitéavel, i.e., at CP-spec. Therefore,
according to the principle Procrastinadapdineeds only to be adjoined to Spec-CP at LF to
satisfy the principle of Full Interpretation (Fi)., interface levels (LF/PF) can only contain
features that they can interpret.

Kuo gives the following examples to illustrate fact thatlaodimust occur under the

scope of avh-Q-operator.

(15) a. *Zhangsan daodi xiangzhidao [Wangwu reai-shenme]
Zhangsan the-hell wonder Wangwu buy- Rt
‘ZS wonders what the hell WW bought.’
b. Zhangsan xiangzhidao [Wangwu daodi- « mai-le sh&nm
Zhangsan wonder Wangwu the-hell buy-Perf what

‘ZS wonders what the hell WW bought.’

In (15), we have the verlbivbonder’as the matrix verb which takes an interrogatiaeiseé as

its complement. Thus, the scope of interrogasivenmas the embedded clause. (15b) is fine
because&aodioccurs under the scope of interrogasienmeThen the reason for the
ill-formedness of (15a) is clear- daodiis outside of the scope of interrogatstfeenme

Moreover, the sentences in (16) tell us tteddi not only must occur under the scope of

14



awh-Q-operator but also can affect the scopal integtien ofwh-phrases.

(16) a. Zhangsan xiangzhidao [shei mai-le sherithe](
ZS wonder who buy-Perf what

i ‘What is the y such that ZS wonders who baygh
il ‘Who is the x such that ZS wonders what xight?’
i ‘ZS wonders who bought what?’

b. Zhangsan daodi xiangzhidao [shei mai-le  sledBAm
ZS the-hell wonder who buy-Perf what
i ‘What the hell is the y such that ZS‘worsdeho bought y?’
i ‘Who the hell is the x such that ZS womglerhat x bought?’

i *'ZS wonders who bought what.’

(16a), as pointed out in Huang (1982), is three-ammpiguous: eithesheitakes the matrix
scope, oshenmdakes the matrix scope, or both take the embeddagke. With this in mind,
let us turn to (16b). Witkdaodiin the matrix clause, (16b) only has the first wadings
whereas the third reading is missing because ih sasfigurationdaodiis not under the
scope of avh-Q-operator.

Before we turn to Kuo’s observation abdabdis island sensitivity, one clarification is

15



in order. That is, as noted by Pesetsky (1987)2) (repeated here for convenience as (17)),
Japanes#tai may take scope outside their clause itad is not limited to root

environments:

(17) Mary-wa EpJohn-ga ittai nani-o yonda to] itta-no?
Mary-Top John-Nom the-hell what-Acc read that sQid

‘What the hell did Mary say that John read?’

However, the use dfta ‘say’ as the matrix verbismot a reliable evidehar this point. One
may analyze sentences like (17)-as a direct qootati the matrix subject, thutsai is still in
the root clause. To see this is the‘case;'let'sidenthe typical root phenomenon, that is, the
yes-nointerrogatives as shown in (18) and (19). In (19¢, root interpretation (19ii) of the

embeddeges-noquestion is not availabfe.

(18) Zzhangsan nandao shi laoshiren ma?

ZS actually is honest-man Q

® The wordnandaois somewhat difficult to translate word-by-worcheTfull meanings of this expression may
be gleaned from its components. Literaigndaomeans ‘difficult-say’, and its full literal meargmmight be
something like “Might I find it difficult to say/deeve [that...]?” A more idiomatic translation woule: “Do you
mean to say [that...]?” In other wordsandaomarks incredulity on the part of the speaker. awesspace,

‘actually’ is used as word-for-word gloss foeandaq but its full meaning must be kept in mind.
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‘Is is actually the case that ZS is an honesh P

(19) Ni renwei [Zangsan (*nandao) shi laoshirenPPma

You actually think ZS actually is honesan Q

i ‘Do you think that ZS is an honest man?’

il *Is is actually the case that ZS is an honestn?’

Similar todaodi nandaois also an adverb denoting speaker’s attitude &g interrogative.

Daodioccurs only invhrinterrogatives and A-not-A questions, whereaadaoonly in

yes-no interrogative®aodi expresses an urgent desire, even a sense of @anpatbn the

part of the speaker to get to the Specific inforarabeing requested, améndaomarks

incredulity on the part of the speakidandaomarks:the scope of the yes-no questions. Thus

the ungrammatical occurrence in the embedded claud®) tells us thages-noquestion is a

root phenomenon. However, if we us®I0‘'say’ as the matrix verb as in (2@gandaocan

occur in the embedded clause:

(20) Lisi shuo Zhangsan nandao shi laoshiren ma?

LS say ZS actually is honest-man Q

‘LS said: “Is it really the case that ZS islamest man?”

17



As shown in the paraphrase of (20), because thedudoyes-nointerrogative Zhangsan
shi laoshiren maan be analyzed as the direct quotatiohisf, the matrix subject, the
embedding of the yes-no question is only appanedtiae grammatical apparent embedded
appearance aofandaofollows. Therefore, Pesetsky’s argument basedL@h for the
grammatical embedded occurrencettaii in Japanese is nullified.

Nevertheless we can still establish the point thatappearance daodiis not a root
phenomenon by replacing the matrix vehuo‘say’ with other verbs. For instance, we can

userenweijuede‘think’ as in (21}:

(21) Nirenwei/juede [Zhangsan daodi mai-le  sheymm
You think ZS  daodrbuy-Perf what

‘What the hell do you think that ZS bought?’

One may think that theni/wo renwei/juedechunk in (21), functionally speaking, is like

a sentential adjunct which may be omitted, thu@ir) daodiis still in a root clause.

* However, if we replace the matrix vednweijuede“think” with xiwang“hope” orxiangxin“believe”, the
sentence is bad:
0] *Ni xiwang [ta daodi mai shenme]?
‘What the hell do you hope he bought?’
(i) *Ni xiangxin [ta daodi mai shenme]?
‘What the hell do you believe he bought?’

As for this contrast, | refer the reader to Stgli{1993) for a detailed classification of propasitl verbs.

18



However, if we consider again the casged-nointerrogatives, a typical root phenomenon,

we will see that this line of thinking is not coacteAs mentioned beforges-noguestions are

generally regarded as a root phenomenon as iltestiay (22).

(22) Ni renwei [Zhangsan (*nandao) shi laoshire@?m

You think ZS (actually) is honest-man Q

() ‘Do you think that ZS is an honest guy?’

(i) *Is it actually the case that ZS is aartest guy?’

Sentence (22) tells us thats-noquestion Is a root phenomenon because it is ungedical

for nandaoto occur in an embedded clause and obtain matoges If the chunkri renwei

is functionally like a sentential adjunct which mag omitted, (19) should have the meaning

indicated by (22ii). But our intuition tells us tihis is not the case. Thus, | take (21) as a

piece of evidence against the claim ttlabdis occurrence is only a root phenomenon.

Another piece of evidence against viewing the chumkvo renweias a sentential adjunct

comes from the occurrence of sentential adverldhelthunk hi/wo renweiis a sentential

adjunct, we should be able to insert other sergkativerbs between the chunk and the

complement clause. However, as shown in the follgvaontrast between (23) and (24), this

prediction is not born out and the sentential aboaés can only precede the chumit/Wwo
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renwel.

(23) a. *Ni renwei, laoshishuo, [Zhangsan daodi-feai shenme]?
you think frankly-speaking ZS daodi buy{Rehat
‘Frankly speaking, what the hell do you ththkt ZS bought?’

b. *Wo renwei, laoshishuo, [Zhangsan bu-shygihao-ren].
| think frankly-speaking ZS not-is o@é-good-man
‘Frankly speaking, | think that ZS is nog@od man.’

c. *Wo renwei, buxing-di, [Zhangsan bu-shiyi-geoban].
| think unfortunately ZS not<is one-gbod-man

‘Unfortunately, | think that-ZS'is not a gbman.’

(24) a. Laoshishuo, ni renwei [Zhangsan daodi makeme]?
b. Laoshishuo, wo renwei [Zhangsan bu-shi yirge-ren].

c. Buxingdi, wo renwei [Zhangsan bu-shi yi-getren].

With the embedded occurrencedafodias in (21) justified, we now may turn to Kuo’s

observation otlaodis island sensitivity.

A piece of evidence fataodis covert feature-checking movement comes from derp
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NP island construction.

(25) a. Tamen zhengzai taolun [shei keyi qu taipge shi] (ne/ma)?
they Prog discuss who can go-to Taipei Madter (Q-marker)
‘Are they discussing the matter that who garto Taipei?’
‘Who is the person x such that they are disitg the matter that x can go to Taipei?’

b. Tamen zhengzai taolun [daodi shei keyi qu elaipde shi] (*ne/ma)?
they Prog discuss the-hell who can go-ipdiaMod matter (Q-marker)
‘Are they discussing the matter that wholtkeé# can go to Taipei?’

c. Tamen zhengzai taolun [Zhangsan weishenme keyitgipei de shi]
they Prog discuss ZS why can go-to Tdiped matter
(*ne/ma)?

(Q-marker)

‘Are they discussing the matter that why 28 go to Taipei?’

According to Kuo, as for the sentences in (25)aose the embedded CP-spec is not
occupied by a null operator, its correspondifigsGither [+WH] or [-WH] in terms of
Spec-head agreement. Withaatodi sentence (25a) is ambiguous depending on theéxmatr

or embedded merger position of the-Q operator which unselectively bindseiand gives

21



interrogative quantificational force ghei But when we addaodiin the complex NP in

sentence (25byheican only take narrow scope, that is, WeQ operator must be merged at

the embedded CP-spec. The reason for this is dede. If the Q-operator is merged at the

matrix CP-spec, thetlaodi must move across the complex NP island for featheeking.

This would lead to ungrammaticality and so the ulbiginty of (25b) follows. (25b) can be

treated on a par with (25c). In (25c), thk-elementweishenmés awh-adverb which has to

move to take its scope (assuming with Tsai 199d)tha unambuguity follows.

Before leaving this section, | would like tampide three more sets of data to illustrate

daodis island sensitivity. As exemplified by the fellovg sentenceglaodican occur neither

in an adverbial island nor in a subject complex NP.

(26) a. Zhangsan [zai jian-dao shei zhihou] cansfu|i?

ZS when meet who after then angry Asp

‘Who is the x such that ZS got angry afteletimgy x?’

b. Daodi Zhangsan [zai jian-dao shei zhihou] baingqi?

Daodi ZS when meet who after then aWgP

‘Who the hell is the x such that ZS got angngameeting x?’

c. * Zhangsan [zai daodi jian-dao shei zhihou]sta@ngqi?

ZS when daodi meet who after themaA$P
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‘Who the hell is the x such that ZS got angngameeting x?’
(27) a. [Zhangsan zai shenmeshihou xie de wenzlmnghgdian?
ZS at what-time write Mod article stalassical
‘What is the time x such that the articlettB8 wrote during x is most classical?’
b. Daodi [Zhangsan zai shenmeshihou xie de wenzlzamgngdian?
Daodi ZS at what-time write Mod articl most classical
‘What the hell is the time x such that thiecée that ZS wrote during x is most
classical?’
c. *[Zhangsan daodi zai shenmeshihou xie de wergitman jingdian?
ZS daodi at whatstime write Mod-el¢i most classical
‘What the hell is the time"x such that tinecée that ZS wrote during x is most
classical?’
(28) a. [Mama weishei dun de niurou] zui hadch
Mother for whom stew Mod beef most delugo
‘Who the hell is the x such that the beett timother stews for x is most delicious?’
b. Daodi [Mama weishei dun de niurou]kzaochi?
Daodi mother for whom stew Mod beef nuicious
‘Who the hell is the x such that the beett timother stews for x is most delicious?’

c. *[Mama daodi wei shei dun  de niuro] zabkhi?

23



Mother daodi for whom stew Mod beef maosliacdous

‘Who the hell is the x such that the beet ttnother stews for x is most delicious?’

In sum, Kuo has assumed tla@odiis an emphasizer fovh-phrases, and thus it must
c-command thevh-phrase(s) emphasized by it in overt syntax. Intamg he assumed that
daodicontains a weak uninterpretalé-feature needing to be checked off bylaoperator.
Thereforedaodimust occur under the scope afi-interrogative operator, and due to the

feature-checking-motivated covert movemeiatpdi must observe the island constraints.

2.3 Huang and Ochi (2004)

H&O further elaborate Kuo's (1997) observation afitie behavior oflaodi Here is a

summary of it:

(29) a.Daodi must occur in construction withveh-phrase (including aA-not-Aphrase in an
A-not-Aquestion) in its c-domain.
b.Daodiis an adverb occurring in a preverbal or pre-lfarat position, while the
wh-associate occurs in an argument position or ngaraent position.
c.Daodiand itswh-associate occur in situ.

d.Daodiquestions imply some attitude of impatience oragiamce on the part of the
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speaker.

e.Daodi must occur in the scope of an interrogative CP.

From these properties daodi, H&O (2004, p.4) claim that there are three elets&mat
enter into the formation of a Chinedaodiquestion: a Spec of CP with [+Q)], the adverbial
daodi and thewh-associate, which form a chain of successive c-cantn

Furthermore, their main two proposals are thieding two configurations:

(30) The pattern: two dependencies

[cPQ [P ... [iIsLanD... daodi... [isuAND-.-Wh-associate (must be an argument)...]]]]

I | | |
*A B

(31) The Attitude Phrase

P

XP ®’

Daodi ®° YP

[+wh]  [+att]
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The gist of (30) is to capture the island factoasged withdaodiquestions, with a
discontinuous sequence of three elements that fiworkinds of dependencies.daodi
guestion can co-occur withveh+associate embedded in a syntactic island only)iddodiis
itself outside of the island, and (b) twe-associate is an argument, but natabdiis itself
inside the island or th@h-associate is an adjunct.

Next, in the wake of Cinque (1999), H&O proptise existence of an (interrogative)
Attitude Phrase®P, read ‘Attitude Phrase’) in the left peripheryiBfwhich gives rise to the
special pragmatic flavor afaodiquestions as noted in (29). In other words, thstemce of
this projection signals that you have “a questiatih\an attitude.”

More specifically, according to H&O (p. @aodiis an adverb that occupies the
specifier of®P. And the head d®P contains “the logophoric feature of attitudeDaodi
contains a (weak) ph| feature which requires checking by somiephrase in its c-domain.
This is done by covertly moving threh-associate t@®P, adjoining it tadaodi(Dependency B
as illustrated in (30)). This covert movement does not exhibit island eféfcit is
wh-argument involved; it does exhibit island effeiftsdjunctwh-phrases are involved. The

interrogative CP dominatingP has [+Q)] that needs to be checked off. This ieduy covert

®> The logophoric feature of attitude indicates ttiguale belongs to the speaker, external or inferna
® Under Chomsky’s minimalist framework, it is usyate head containing the uninterpretable featjitaét

triggers the movement. But under H&O’s accouns @taodi an XP, at the specifier position doing the work.
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movement of the adjoinedlh-associate Haodi(or daodi+ wh) into CP-spec (Dependency A
as illustrated in (30)). This covert movement will exhibit island effecesdause thdaodi+

wh phrase is an adjunct. For familiar minimality reas, the movement in Dependency B
must occur prior to that in Dependency A. Furtherenas noted in their footnote 6, {B8® is
not unlike the Source/Self/Pivot phrase or PoirYigfw phrase as proposed in Huang and
Liu (2001) for hosting logophoric reflexives. Inethypical cases, tH®P expresses the
attitude of the speaker or the matrix subject (WBelts 1987 calls the external or internal
Source).

The main difference between H&O’s and Kuo'sraagh is that H&O’s proposal of
dependency B an@P. According to Kuo’s analysigaodi moves to the specifier of
interrogative CP independently. One of'H&O’s argatsdor positing Dependency B is that
in addition to the requirement thdd@odiand thevh-associate must be in the c-domain of the
interrogative CRjaodimust also c-command tlkdtrassociate, not the other way around.

Under Kuo’s (1997) approach, it is not clear whegrthis such a hierarchical asymmetry

" |If the wh-associate is an argument, then it must stay indsie to the observed island insensitivity. Howgver
at this point, a problem naturally emerges. Und&O¥$ approach, it is the [+Q] in the C head triggegrthe
movement of adjoinedh-element (which adjoins tdaodifor checkingdaodis wh-feature), so the movement
of daodiis just an epi-phenomenon, that is, by itsédfodihas no motivation moving because it is the
wh-element adjoining to it that qualifies for the neovent. When the/h-associate is an argument, the checking
of daodis wh-feature and C’s Q-feature must resort to unseledtinding becauseh-argument does not move
in Chinese. Under this circumstance, the movemeaggrty ofdaodicannot be derived. Even if we claim that
wh-argument can move to adjoindaodiand then bringdaoditogether to move upward to CP-spec, the
structure preserving principle is violated becathsavh-associate begins as an argument but ends up as an

adverb with island sensitivity.
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between the two elements. H&O claim that their gsialprovides a simple explanation for

this fact. It isdaodithat requires the presence oflaphrase, but the latter does not require

the presence of the former. Thus it is the requerenefdaodithat motivates Dependency B.

Given the recent target-based view of movement#attor Agree), it is natural thdtodi

must occur higher than tlhveh-associate.
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CHAPTER 3

THE NEW DATA

Both of Kuo’s (1997) and H&O’s (2004) analyses iatteresting. Kuo provides a
valuable pool of data for future research and a&mmentally correct approach for the
interesting behavior afaodiand its interaction witiwh-in-situ phrases in Chinese. H&O,
based on Kuo’s pioneering work daodi further elaborates Kuo’s analysis and posits the
two kinds of dependencies amontrin-situ phrasesjaodi and interrogative CP. Moreover,
their hypothesis about the existenced¥is particularly interesting becaus® not only
plays a syntactic role in the two kinds of depemiksbut also stands as a gate from
syntax/grammar to pragmatics/discourse becausgitices the essence of the pragmatic
flavor of daodi

In the following three sub-sections, based on’'&and H&O’s insights, | provide three

sets of data to suggest that there’s something i@ beneath the behavior déodi

3.1 On Island Sensitivity

Both Kuo (1997) and H&O (2004) argue for the@d movement and island-sensitivity
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of daodi (or the adjoinedvh-associate taodi). However, they seem to neglect the following

data:

(1) a. [Zhangsan daodi gai  yon shenme-fangsini-sina] bi-jiao yo-xialui?

ZS daodi should use what-way studynore efficient

‘What the hell is the way x such that it ismmefficient for ZS to study in x way?’

b. [Women daodi weileshenme dushu] cai  u-ywi?

We daodi for-what-purpose study such-that nmegdal

‘What the hell is the purpose xisuch that itis megful for us to study for x?’

c. [Laochen daodi shuo le shenme] rang ta maaneershendi?

Laochen daodi say Perf what . make his mothengry

‘What the hell did Laochen say such that haghmar got so angry?’

The sentences in (1) contain a sentential subydath is known as one of the typical island

constructions, andaodiand thenvh-phrases both occur within the sentential subgand. It

is clear that these sentences have mathnterrogative reading, thus the matrix CP-spec

must host the Q-operator necessary for the interpoa ofwh-in-situ phrases located in the

sentential subject island. If Kuo and H&O are cotrdaodi(or daodi+ adjoined

wh-associate) must undergo covert movement to m@tixspec for feature-checking. Then it
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is obvious thatlaodi must cross the sentential subject island to réaeimatrix CP-spec,
leading to ungrammaticality. Contrary to the prédit, the sentences in (1) are perfect with
matrix interrogative reading.

To see the island effect of a sentential supjetus consider the sentences in (2):

(2) a. *[Women weishenme dushu] cai you-yiyi?
we why study such-that meaningful
‘Why should we study such that it is meafuhépr us to study?’
b. *[Hsiao-min yao-bu-yao lai]* rang Zhangseen shengqi?
Hsaio-min want-not-want'.come make ZS - ryangry

“*Whether Hsiao-min is coming or not mak&s very angry?’

Both weishenmandA-not-Aphrase cannot obtain their matrix interrogativeripretation

via unselective binding by a Q-operator at matriB$§pec because unlikdrnominals,
weishemeandA-not-Ado not contain a variable that can be unselegtivelind by the
Q-operator (following Huang 1982 and Tsai 1994)udthey must undergo covert movement
to establish their scope/interpretation. But in {8)move into the matrix CP-spec to acquire
the intended matrix interrogative readimggishenmend theA-not-Aoperator must move

across the sentential subject island, hence tfieritedness. Thus we witness the blocking
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force of sentential subject islands. However, ttargnatical occurrence afodiwithin a

sentential subject island as shown in (1) is netjmted by Kuo’s (1997) and H&O’s (2004)

analyses which assume the covert movemedaotii

Moreover, as pointed out by Jowang Lin (persooenmunication)daodiis also

allowed in the antecedent clausecaf-conditionals:

(3) Wo doadiyao suo shenme, ni cai bu hunghe

| daodi should say what you then not wiljey

‘What the hell should | do such'that you waitlt be angry?’

However,wh-adverbials such as reasehy ‘weishenme’ and mann&ow ‘zenmeyang’,

which are generally taken as elements that wouttbrgo covert movement (following

Huang 1982 and Tsai 1994), cannot occur in thecadent clause afai-conditionals.

(4) a. *Wo weishenme chiaoke, laoshi cai bu heingjgi?

I why skip-class teacher then not wilgey

‘What is reason x such that | skip becaugten the teacher would not be angry with

me?’

b. *Wo zenmeyang dun niuro, ni cai hui juedecthi?
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| how stew beef you then will thinklideus
Intended: ‘What is the manner x such thaéwsbeef in x, then you would think that

the beef | stew is delicious?’

The grammatical occurrence of daodi in (3) alsdscdsubt on the covert movementdatodi

as claimed by Kuo (1997) and H&O (2004).

3.2 On the Person Asymmetry of the Matrix Subject
As noted in chapter daodimay.eccur in an embedded clause and get a matrix

interpretation:

(4) a. Ni renwei [Zhangsan daodi mai-le shenme]?
You think  ZS daodi buy-Perf what

‘What the hell do you think that ZS bought?’

It is interesting to note that the embedded ocaweefdaodiis actually highly restricted.

The matrix subject can only be of second persopldReg the matrix second person subject

in (4) with a third person subject makes the sesgamgrammatical as shown by (5):
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(5) *Lisi renwei [Zhangsan daodi mai-le shenme]?

LS think ZS daodi buy-Perf what

‘What the hell does LS think that ZS bought?’

At first blush, (5) sounds ok, but actually theu&gd root question reading is difficult to

obtain. | provide more examples of this kind of wast below:

(6) a. *Zhangsan renwei [Lisi daodi xihuang shei]?

ZS think LS daodi.like who

‘Who the hell does ZS thinkithat LS likes?’

b. Ni renwei [Lisi daodi xihuang shei]?

You think LS daodi like who

‘Who the hell do you think that LS likes?’

c. Zhangsan daodi renwei [Lisi xihuang shei]?

ZS daodi think LS like who

‘Who the hell does ZS think that LS likes?’

d. Nidaodi  renwei [Lisi xihuang shei]?

You daodi think LS like who

‘Who the hell do you think that LS likes?’
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As shown by (6¢), if you replace the matrix subjsith a third person NRjaodican only

occur in the matrix clause. And if the matrix sulbjis of second persodaodiis free to

occur in the matrix clause or in the embedded elaus

Meanwhile, as exemplified by (7), whdaodioccurs in the embedded clause, the

ungrammaticality observed in (6a) remains evenefraplace the embedded subject with a

first or second person pronoun. The general observe that the matrix subject cannot be

third person whedaodioccurs inside the embedded clause and the madrixselects a

declarative complement clause.

(7) a. *Zhangsan renwei [wo/ni daedi xihuang shei}?

ZS think l/you daodi like  who

‘Who the hell does ZS think that I/you like?’

b. Zhangsan daodi renwei [wo/ni xihuang shei]?

ZS daodi think I/you like who

‘Who the hell does ZS think that I/you like?’

Also, the matrix subject can be second person déggs of the person feature of the

embedded subject and the positiordabdi

35



(8) a. Ni  renwei [Zhangsan xihuang shei]?

You think ZS like  who
‘Who do you think ZS likes?’

b. Daodi ni renwei [Zhangsan xihuang shei]?
Daodi you think ZS like who
‘Who the hell do you think that ZS likes?’

c. Ni renwei [Zhangsan daodi xihuang shei]?
You think ZS daodis like  who

‘Who the hell do you think ZS likes?’

The generalization is illustrated as the followdiggram:

(9) a. /2" (daodj... [3" (daod)...]?
b. 3% daodi... [1572"%3"...]?

c. *39... [1572"93" daodi...]?

Under Kuo’s and H&QO'’s accounts, the matrix subgpigrson asymmetry observed in this

section is not accounted for. More specificallg pure syntactic account in terms of covert
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movement oflaodifails to depict the whole story.

3.3 OnWh-question Compatibility

As noted both by Kuo and H&@aodi must c-command itwh-associate and
occur under the scope ofnd-Q-operator. However, not all kinds whinterrogatives are
compatible withdaodi According to Tsai (1999, 2000), pre-modahmehas a causal

reading similar tdhow comen English:

(10) a. Ta zenme hui  mei lai?
He how would not come
‘How come he did not show up?’
b. Ta zenme ku-le?
He how cry-Asp

‘How come he is crying?'

Interestingly, this kind ofvh-questions with causal readingazghmes not compatible with

daodi. The ungrammaticality of (11) is not predicted undapo’s and H&O’s analyses.

(11) a. (*Daodi) ta (*daodi) zenme hui  mei lai?
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(Daodi) he (daodil) how would not come

“*How come the hell he did not show up?’

b. (*Daodi) ta (*daodi) zenme ku-le?

(the-hell ) he (the-hell) how cry-Asp

“*How come the hell he is crying?’

From the paraphrase of (11), it's worth noting tBaglish observes the same compatibility

constraint betweethe hellandhow comeMoreover, one may think that the incompatibility

betweerdaodithe hellwith causazenméiowcomehas something to do with the difference

between avh-argument and wh-adjunct. Thus-it may be solved with a pure syntax

mechanism; however, the following sentences tethasthis is not so and a pure syntactic

account is not sufficient to depict the whole stabput the occurrence daodi

(12) a. Ta daodi weishenme bu-xie zuoye?

He daodi why  not-write homework

‘Why the hell doesn’t he write homework?’

b. Ni daodi zenme xiu-hao zhe-liang che?

You daodi how fix-good this-CL car

‘How the hell did you fix this car?’
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CHAPTER 4

THE ANALYSIS

In this section, | would like to take advantajéwo recent developments of the theory

of phrase structures. One of them is the cartogeagdproach to the phrase structures in the

left periphery championed by Rizzi (1997, 1999) @mdque (1999) among others. The other

is the proposal that syntactic projections may eeqaragmatic features championed by

Tenny and Speas (2003) and Speas (2004) (cf. Cih@@@). Specifically | propose that there

exists a perspective phrase in the.left periph€tonese phrase structure, and this

projection hosts a perspective operator that gi\eexli the appropriate perspective value.

Next, | suggest that the blocking effects mentioime8.2 be treated on a par with that of the

logophoricziji in Chinese. Then, to deal with the compatibilitpllem mentioned in 3.3, |

investigate into Tsai’s (1997, 1999, 2000, 2004jksmn Chinesg&eishenmand

zenméyang to facilitate possible solution(s) under currtéh@oretical development. The

denotations oflaodiand a causalenmequestion that | propose would help us accountifer

incompatibility.
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4.1 Deriving the Island Sensitivity ofDaodi
Let’s reproduce the relevant examples herenagai observed by Kuo (1997) and H&O

(2004),daodis occurrence is restricted by island constraistsiaown below:

(1) a. Zhangsan [zai jian-dao shei zhihou] cangl€?
ZS when meet who after then angry
‘Who is the x such that ZS got angry afteletimey x?’
b. Daodi Zhangsan [zai jian-dao shei zhihou] baingqi?
Daodi ZS when meet s who after:. therrang
‘Who the hell is the x such that ZS got'angrgiameeting x?’
c. * Zhangsan [zai daodi jian-dao'shei zhihou]stangqi?
ZS when daodi meet who after thegran
‘Who the hell is the x such that ZS got angngameeting x?’
(2) a. [Zhangsan zai shenmeshihou xie de wenzlmanghgdian?
ZS at what-time write Mod article ma#kissical
‘What is the time x such that the articlettB8 wrote during x is most classical?’
b. Daodi [Zhangsan zai shenmeshihou xie de wenztzamgngdian?
Daodi ZS at what-time write Mod anticl most classical

‘What (the hell) is the time x such that Hré&cle that ZS wrote during x is most
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classical?’

c. *[Zhangsan daodi zai shenmeshihou xie de wergjraui jingdian?

ZS daodi atwhat-time write Mod dgic most classical

‘What (the hell) is the time x such thad #rticle that ZS wrote during x is most

classical?’

(3) a. [Mama weishei dun de niurou] zui haBchi

Mother for whom stew Mod beef most deligou

‘Who is the x such that the beef that mo#tews for x is most delicious?’

b. . Daodi [Mama weishei dun' de niurou]zaochi?

Daodi mother for whomistew Mod:« beef: nudicious

‘Who (the hell) is the x such that the bt mother stews for x is most delicious?’

c. *[Mama daodi wei shei dun de niuro] zuobhi?

Mother daodi for whom stew Mod beef maodlicdous

‘Who (the hell) is the x such that the bt mother stews for x is most delicious?”’

However, as mentioned in 3dgadimay occur in a sentential subject island:

(4) a. [Zhangsan daodi gai  yon shenme-fangsini-sina] bi-jiao yo-xialui?

ZS daodi should use what-way studynore efficient
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‘What the hell is the way x such that it ismmefficient for ZS to study in x way?’

b. [Women daodi weileshenme dushu] cai u-ywi?

We daodi for-what-purpose study such-that nmegdal

‘What the hell is the purpose x such that it is megful for us to study for x?’

c. [Laochen daodi shuo le shenme] rang ta maaneershenqi?

Laochen daodi say Perf what make his mothengry

‘What the hell did Laochen say such that haghmar got so angry?’

The data shown above tell us two things. One istlieacovert movement afaodiclaimed

by Kuo (1997) and H&O (2004) is dubious. The ofisgihat even if we maintain the

movement property afaodi the méchanism driving this movement claimed @nththat is,

the weak uninterpretabieh-feature ofdaodi is not sufficient to explain whggaodimay

cross a sentential subject island, while other elgm(e.g.wh-adverbials, following Tsai’s

(1994) assumption) moving under the same motivas@ensitive to this island as shown by

(5):

(5) *[Women weishenme dushu] cai you-yiyi?

we why study such-that meaningful

‘Why should we study such that it is meanitdbu us to study?’
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In the following two subsections, | would like toyae that actuallgaodidoes not undergo
covert movement. The observed island sensitivitylwaderived if we adopt the assumption
that there exists a Perspective Phrase in thedeiphery of Chinese phrase structure and the

particular probing mechanism of the perspectiveatpe in the specifier of the phrase.

4.1.1 The Perspective Phrase in Chinese

Recently, there have been a variety of proposalsyiotactic projections that encode
information relevant to the interface between symtad pragmatics (Rizzi (1997), Cinque
(1999), Ambar (1999), Tenny and Speas (2003), S{@&x!) among others). Tenny and
Speas (2003) and Speas (2004) proposed that tleesgratactic projections bearing
pragmatically-relevant features. In particularytf@low Cinque’s (1999) claim that there are
projections for Speech Act Mood, Evaluative Moodidential Mood and Epistemological
Mode in the left periphery of the sentence.

A number of languages have a set of verbatedfor particles (i.e., evidential
morphemes) that expresses the means by which #aéepacquired the information s/he is

conveying. In some languages, these evidential hesnes are obligatofy.

8 Makah data are from Jacobsen (1986); Quecha dafsom Weber (1986); Tibetan data are from DeLgnce
(1986).
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(6) a. wiki-caxa@ ‘It's bad weather (directly exp.)' Makah

b. wiki-caxak'u] 'lt was bad weather'
C. Wiki-caxa-k 'It looks like bad weather (inference from

physical evidence)'

d. Wiki-caxa- 'It sounds like bad weather'
e. Wiki-caxa- 'I'm told there's bad weather'
f. Wiki-caxa-k-it@ 'I'm told it was bad weather'
(7) a. Waﬁu-nqa-pa@ ‘It will die (I assert)' Quechua
b. Waﬁu-nqa-pa It will die (I was told)'
C. Waﬁu-nqa-pa 'It'will die (perhaps)'
(8)a. Ko gis vyi-ge bri-p@ 'S/he wrote a letter (it seems)' etam

s/he ERG write-PeBVID
b. Ka gis vyi-ge bri-p@. 'S/he wrote a letter (I saw it happen)'

s/he ERG write-PeBVID

The presence of a certain morpheme is generalprded as a kind of argument for the

presence of a corresponding syntactic projectitverdfore, we may infer the existence of the
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Evidential Phrase from the morphemes marking tfe@nmation regarding the evidentiality of
the sentence.

As noted by Lasnik and Uriagereka (2005, p.9718), once this step of reasoning is
taken, nothing prevents the postulation of categoike AgrlO, since many languages
exhibit agreement with indirect objects (e.g., @), and other verbal markers for Aspect
(which is overtly realized in e.g. Basque), Mood fae.g. Spanish), Perspective (e.g.,
Quecha), etc. In the end, this line of reasonidgdethe proposal in Cinque (1999) that there
are far more functional heads than had been assheferk, with each of the many distinct
classes of adverbs associated with one of thendidtieads. What is of particular interest here
is the possible existence of the Perspective Phna®aecha because the notion
“perspectivity” has generally been.thought of asganatic and not directly represented in the
syntax. But the overt marking of perspectivity inggha allows one to assume the existence
of this syntactic projection.

| would like to propose that there is also espective phrase in the left periphery of
Chinese phrase structures. At first blush, thigiclmay seem weird because unlike Quecha,
Chinese is a language with few (if not none) inflaes (in Huang’s (1984) term, a ‘cool’
language). Therefore, there is no overt inflectionarking for the notion ‘perspectivity’ in
this language. But it is not totally implausibleassume this pragmatic-feature bearing

projection in the left periphery of Chinese phraseactures. As is well known, though
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Chinese is a language with a poor IP system irsé¢imse that there is almost no inflectional

morpheme, it is a language with a rich CP-systeoabige it has many sentence-final

particles as exemplified in (9):

(9) a. Ni chi niurou ma?

You eat beef Q-particle

‘Do you eat beef?’

b. Ta xihuang shei ne?

He like  who Q-particle

‘Who does he like?’

c.Tadagai bu lai ba

He maybe not come particle

‘Maybe he won’t show up.’

d. Zhe shou ge zhen shi  haoting al

This CL song really is pleasant-to-listen et

‘This song is so good!

e. Tazhen keai vya!

She really lovely particle

‘How lovely she isV’
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The CP-system (or the left periphery in Rizzi's§I®term) usually encodes

pragmatic/discourse-oriented features such asdbpation or focalization. Thus the

existence of the perspective phrase in a rich Gieaylanguage like Chinese is not

surprising.

Moreover, the phenomena of pro-drop may be of seete for our argument for this

pragmatics-feature bearing projection. Borrowing $hall McLuhan’s (1964) “hot-cool”

division of the media, Ross (1982) suggests thaxetibould also be a hot-cool division

among languages with respect to the pro-drop phenom English and French are classified

as hot languages because pronouns cannotin géeesahitted from grammatical sentences.

On the other hand, Chinese, Japanese, and Korgabersaid to be a very cool language in

that such pronouns are usually omissible from gratiwal sentences, and understanding a

sentence requires some work on the reader’s drdheer’s part, which may involve

inference, context, and knowledge of the world, agother things. Other languages, such as

Spanish and Italian, can be depicted as havingtasssomewhere between these two

extremes, allowing more freedom than the “hot” laanges, but less than the “cool’ ones, for

the use of empty or zero pronouns. In sum, thexdasically two kinds of languages that

allow pro-drop. One of them is languages with & riflection system such as Spanish and

Italian, and the other is those cool languages alitiost no inflections such as Chinese and
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Japanese.

Taraldsen (1978) proposed that the possiloliyro-drop in a language often correlates

with the existence of a rich inflectional systemt{rsystem of agreement). Chomsky’s (1981)

theory of pro-drop also claimed that the possipiht dropping a pronoun is tied to the

presence of agreement. Taraldsen’s generalizatisrekplanatory force for some languages

such as Pashto, but it fails to account for thedyap phenomenon in languages such as

Chinese, Japanese, and Korean which have no sg$terorphological agreement.

Taraldsen’s generalization would predict that tHasguages allow neither zero subject nor

zero object pronouns.

Huang (1984) proposed that atypological patansich as discourse/sentence-oriented

parameter (cf. Tsao 1977) may explain‘the distiaoudf pro-drop across languages.

Pro-drop may occur in sentence-oriented languagibsriwh agreement such as Spanish or in

discourse-oriented languages such as Chinese ahasis a null topic that could be an

antecedent for the zero pronoun/variable.

| think the same remark could also apply todistribution of perspective phrase across

languages. Perspective phrase may occur in langweaitfe overt morphological marking for

perspectivity or in discourse-oriented languageh wirich CP-system.

In the next section, we will see how the pectipe phrase helps us account for the

island (in)sensitivity olaodi
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4.1.2 The Semantic and Syntactic Condition on therBbing of the Perspective Operator
Contrary to the account of Kuo (1997) and H&D@4), | would like to claim thataodi
does not undergo covert movement. Moreodaqdineeds to set its perspective value by
binding by the perspective operator in the speacdfahe Perspective Phrase. And the
observed island sensitivity dbodis occurrence shown in (10) can be derived from the

semantic and syntactic constraint on the probinglibg of the perspective operator.

(10) a. * Zhangsan [zai daodi jian-dao shei zhjleai shengqi?
ZS when daodi meet who after © thegran
‘Who the hell is the x such'that ZS got angigameeting x?’
b. *[Mama daodi wei shei dun  de niurou] habchi?
Mother daodi for whom stew Mod beef maslicdous

‘Who (the hell) is the x such that the bt mother stews for x is most delicious?’

The probing of the perspective operator has batieséic and syntactic constraints. The
semantic constraint is that a perspective opesafmobing is sensitive only to a complete
proposition. On the other hand, the syntactic qaistis that only a CP chunk, which

syntactically represents a typical complete prapms; is visible to the probing of the
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perspective operator. In other words, a perspecipegator s-selects a proposition and
c-selects a CP as its goal. That is to say, a petisp operator cannot detect elements in
either an adverbial clause, which is not a comgleténdependent) proposition, or a
complex NP, which is not a CP. Thereforejaiodioccurs in a complex NP or an adverbial
clause, it fails to be detected by the perspedparator. And the perspective valuedabdi
is left undetermined. This leads to the observiohtssensitivity. On the other hand, if
daodioccurs in a sentential subject as in (&Bodiis visible to the perspective operator’s
probing for perspective feature valuation becausergential subject, which is a CP and a
complete proposition that could stand alone, iglasfor the perspective operator’s probing.
It is not weird that the probing of a perspectipetor observes such syntactic/semantic
constraint because we can only hold a perspeaigecbmplete proposition (which is

typically manifested by CP), not to an NP or aneatiial clause.

(11) a. [Zhangsan daodi gai  yon shenme-fangsim-shu] bi-jiao yo-xialui?
ZS daodi should use what-way studynore efficient
‘What the hell is the way x such that it isma efficient for ZS to study in x way?’
b. [Women daodi weileshenme dushu] cai ou-yiyi?
We daodi for-what-purpose study such-that nmegdal

‘What the hell is the purpose x such that it isamegful for us to study for x?’
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c. [Laochen daodi shuo le shenme] rang ta mezanae shenqi?
Laochen daodi say Perf what make his matbemgry

‘What the hell did Laochen say such thatrh@her got so angry?’

| illustrate the possible occurrencedafodiin a sentence in the following tree diagrams:

(12) a. Ni daodi xihuang shei?
PerspectiveP
Op erspective’

Perspective

daodi

b. Ni renwei [Zhangsan daodi mal-le shenme]?
V1

AN

\% PerspectiveP
renwei Op Perspective’

Perspective

daodi
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c. [Women daodi weileshenme nianshu] cai you yiyi?
PerspectivP
Op Perspective’

Perspectiv® 0.

daodi

sentential subject

The perspective operator serves to give a piparspective value tdaodi The value is
either external or internaDaodi needs a perspective value because we need totkieow
attitude induced bgaodiis ascribed to the external or the internal spedia example, in
(13) and (14b)daodigets an external-perspective value and in (14ggts an

internal-perspective value.
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(13)|OpxtemdiNi  daodixemna Xihuang chi shenme?
You daodi like eatwhat
‘What the hell do you like to eat?’
(14) a. Zhangsan xiangzhid Lisi daodinterai Shenme-shihou hui jia]
ZS wonder LS daodi what-time esback home
‘ZS wonder when the hell LS will come home.’
b. Ni renwei [OpuemdiLisi daodiemamai le shenme] ne?
You think LS daodi buy Perf what Q-palet

‘What the hell do you think Lisisbought?”

The perspective operator of the matrix clause eesdice external speaker’s
perspectivity, while the embedded perspective dpesavalue depends on the person feature
of the matrix subject. That is, if the matrix sulijes a second person pronouan,you’,
which represents one of the direct discourse ppatits (the addressee), the embedded
perspective operator encodes the external spegkeaspectivity. On the other hand, if the
matrix subject is a third person NP, which doesraptesent any one of the direct discourse
participants (neither the addresser nor the adele¢sthe embedded perspective operator
encodes internal speaker’s perspectivity.

It is not surprising that the probing of the pergpe operator observes this dual
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constraint, that is, it is only sensitive to a cdetg proposition and a CP, because we can only
hold a perspective to a complete proposition aechtiition “perspective,” in itself, is a

discourse-oriented notion, which is syntacticakyally represented by a CP.

4.2 Comparison with the Blocking Effects of Logophoc Ziji in Chinese

Let's repeat the diagram illustrating the paradiggre as (15):

(15) a. £72"(daod)... [3" (daod)...]?
b. 3% daodi... [1572"%3"...]?

c. *39... [1572"%3" daod...]?

The crucial point to note for the paradigm is tleespn-feature switch of the matrix subject
and the position aflaodi The general observation is that whiEodioccurs within the
embedded clause of roatrinterrogatives, the matrix subject cannot be altperson NP.

It is well known that the first person NP ahé second person NP refer to the addresser
and the addressee (i.e., the direct participantiseofliscourse) respectively, while the third
person NP is not a direct participant in the disseuThus the first/second person NP’s
perspective to a proposition is different from tbhthe third person NP. That is, to borrow

Huang and Liu’s (2001) term, the perspective offitst and the second person NP is
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obligatorily ‘anchored’ to the external speakerjlelthe perspective of a third person NP
does not have such requirement. When interpretsgngence, one must maintain perspective
consistence and avoid perspective conflict. This ¢an be evidenced by the well-known
blocking effect of the logophoric interpretationziji induced by first/second person NPs in

mandarin Chinese as noted in Huang et al. (1984 )fang (1989).

(16) a. Zhangsafjuede wezai pipin  Zijiy;
ZS think | Prog criticize self
‘ZS thinks that | am criticizing:myself.’
b. Zhangsanuede njzai pipin: Zijiy
ZS think you Prog criticizeself
‘ZS thinks that you are criticizing yourself.
c. Wo juede Zhangsazai pipin  zijj;
I think ZS Prog criticize self
‘| think that ZS is criticizing himself/me.’
d. Nj juede Zhangsazai pipin  ziji; ma?
You think ZS Prog criticize self Q-marker
‘Do you think that ZS is criticizing himseffiu?’

e. Lisj juede Zhangsazai pipin  ziji;
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LS think ZS  Prog criticize self

‘LS thinks that ZS is criticizing himself/him

The following diagram shows the blocking effectsaadfrst/second person subject NP:

(A7) a. [£72"3;......[3"];... Zijiy;

b. [1572"Y3;......[1%2";.. . Ziji-y;

According to Huang et al. (1984), the blocking effeare the effects of a perspective strategy,
i.e., to avoid perspective conflicts when the ral@wsentences are put in the context of a

direct speech act. They suggested, following Kut@¥2}y, that reflexiveziji in its logophoric

° Kuno (1972) claims that under one co-referengabling, the sentence (i) is directly derived frdijna6 its
underlying structure:

0] John said that he saw Bill.

(i) John said, “I saw Bill.”

His claim is that the transformational process fiogran indirect complement structure from its dirdiscourse
underlying source converts the first person proritum (ii) directly into the third person pronouhe’ in (i),
without going through the intermediate step (iii)(iv):

(iii) John said that John saw Bill.

(iv) John said,” John saw Bill.”

In Huang and Liu’s (2001) words, the pronoun ‘me(i) is not a result of “pronominalizing” a full™Nunder
identity with another NP somewhere else in a segtelut has as its direct source the first-persongun ‘I’ in
the direct discourse representation of the compheriause. The pronoun refers to the matrix supjaet
‘speaker’ of the embedded clause, identified byhyfirst person pronoun in the underlying dirdstdurse
complement source. The referent of the matrix subjey be the actual speaker of the direct diseours
complement as in (ii), or a ‘virtual speaker’ (ethinker, feeler, fearer, knower, experiencer,)étcsituations
like (v) and (vi) below:

(v) John was afraid that he might lose her.

56



use was permitted when it corresponds to ‘I’ indivect discourse representation of a

sentence in which it occurs. Huang and Liu (200bppse that blocking effects can be

explained by taking literally Kuno’s (1972) diradiscourse representation hypothesis. Let’'s

take (16a/b) for example, which we saw does nahfidong-distance binding diji.

Assuming that the long-distance bourigl is underlyinglywo ‘I/me’, then (16a/b) under the

long distance construal would have the represem#fi8a/b):

(18) a. ZS juedewo zai pipinwo.”

b. ZS juederti zai pipinwo.”

In (a), there are two occurrencesaad: Under the intended reading, the fingi refers to the

(external) speaker of the entire sentence, anddbendwvo refers to ZS, the internal

‘speaker’ of the direct discourse complement. Beeaaf the perspective conflict it would

cause, this explains why the intended long distdmeaing ofziji is impossible to get. In (b)

ni refers to the addressee with respect to the ealtepeaker, buwo refers to the internal

speaker ZS. Again we have a conflict between ttegnal source (to whomvo is ‘anchored’

in Huang and Liu’s (2001) term) and the externairse (to whommi is anchored). As for the

acceptable long distance readingiifin (16c/d/e), according to Huang and Liu (2001),

(vi) John feared in his mind, “I might lose her.”
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unlike surface first- or second- person pronoungkwhre obligatorily anchored to the

external speaker, a third person NP is not obliyaiachored to the external speaker whereas

it can always be anchored to the internal spedenmnatrix subject. Thus third person NPs

do not induce the blocking effects. In (16c/d/Bg tirect discourse complement is “ZS zai

piping wo (ma)” with nothing obligatory anchoredth® external speaker. This allows to

refer to the matrix subject, regardless of theet&tperson feature. Thus Huang and Liu’s

account explains not only why blocking effects ddaaccur in case like (16a/b), but also

why they do not occur in cases (16c-e).

Now let’s turn to the blocking effects @aodiwh-interrogatives. | think the blocking

effects indaodiquestions parallel-with that of logophorifi except for the candidate of the

blocker. In the cases of blocking effects' of logoptziji, the blocker is the first- or

second-person NP whose perspective is obligatarighored to the external speaker, while in

the cases of blocking effects @dodiwh-questions, the blocker is the third-person NP whos

perspective is anchored to the internal speakes (oot obligatorily anchored to the external

speaker).

In other words, logophoriji represents a perspective obligatorily anchoretig¢o

internal speaker (the matrix subject) as in (19%i)exvhe attitudinal adverdaodi when put

in rootwh-questions, represents a perspective obligatonthared to the external speaker as

in (20a). The former’s perspective may conflictiwilhat of the external speaker (e.g., the
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second-person pronoum) as in (19b), and the latter’s perspective mayflaxtrwith that of
the internal speaker (e.g., the third-person propene Zhangsan) as in (20b). Thus, the
blocking effects of logophoriziji anddaodiused in roowh-interrogatives are like mirror

images of each other.

(19) a. Zhangsafuede Lisj buxihuan zijj;
ZS think LS not-like self
‘ZS thinks that LS does not like himself/him.
b. Zhangsanuede njbuxihuan zijij
ZS think you not-like 7 self
‘ZS thinks that you do not like yourself.’
(20) a. Ni renwei Lisi daodi mai-le  shenme?
You think LS daodi buy-Perf what
‘What the hell do you think LS bought?’
b. *Zhangsan renwei Lisi daodi mai-le  sheme?
ZS think LS daodi buy-Perf what

‘What the hell does ZS think LS bought?’

Besides, as shown in (19a/20a), logophmijits perspectivity would not be blocked by a
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third-person NP (whose perspective is not oblightanchored to the external speaker), and
daodis perspectivity in a roovh-question would not be blocked by a first/seconcg@e NP
(whose perspective is obligatorily anchored toekiernal speaker).

The blocking effects idaodiquestions may be formalized if we adopt the eristeof
the perspective phrase which hosts a perspecteeaty in its specifier. The perspective
operator ‘types’ the perspective of a given proposias external or internal (cf. Cheng 1991)

as shown in (22):

(22) a Opxemg[Ni xihuang shei]?

You like who
‘Who do you like?’

b.| [Zzhangsan xiangzhida Lisi shenme-shihou hui jia]]
ZS wonder LS what#im come-back home
‘Zhangsan wonders when LS will conoenle.’

c.|[Ni renwei | Lisi mai le shenme] ne]?
You think LS buy Perf whatp@rticle
‘What do you think that Lisi bought?’

d.[ORxtemdi[Zhangsan renwej [Gima Lisi mai le  shenme]  ne]?

ZS think LS buy Petthat Q-patrticle
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‘What does Zhangsan think that Lisught?’

The point to note is that the value of the embeduidpective operator co-varies with that of
the matrix subject. As mentioned before, first/sgtperson subject NP’s perspective is
obligatorily anchored to the external speaker (tinect discourse participant), while that of
the third person subject NP is not. Therefore giimbedded perspective operator’s value in

(22b/d) is internal, while in (22c), it is externBlow we putdaodiin (22b/c/d):

(23) a] Opxengi[Zhangsan xiangzhidab [@@rme Lisi.daodinema Shenmeshihou hui jia]]

b.|[Ni renwei | Lisi‘daodiexernalMmai le shenme] ne]?

C.*[Opstemdi[Zhangsan renwej [Ggema Lisi daodinema mai le shenme] ne]?

The embedded perspective operator vatlaexli as internal or external. The crucial point is
that in a rootwh-question, the attitude carried dgodiis ascribed to the external speaker.
However, the embedded perspective operator hasddaodias internal, therefore, the
ungrammaticality follows from this wrong acriptiof the attitude carried byaodi This

formal account hinges on the existence of the petsge phrase that hosts the perspective
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operator.

At this point, one may wonder why in (24) theledded subje@hangsanwhich is a

third person NP, does not induce blocking as isdng?25).

(24) Ni  renwei Zhangsandaodi hui mai shenme song ni]?
You think ZS daodi will buy what senouy
‘What the hell do you think ZS will buy for y@u
(25) *Zhangsanrenwei [wo/ni daodi mai-le shenme song ta]?
ZS think I/you daodi buy-PERF " » what ndgdim

‘What the hell does ZS think I/you bought Fom?’

The crucial point is what can be a potential pecSpe-taker. The perspective-taker of a

proposition is usually the’12™ person subject NP or the subject of verbs of spyhinking,

etc. It is clear that thé3person embedded subject NP Zhangsan in (24) igusdified for

this job. (26) shows the syntactic structure wité televant information regarding

perspective feature valuation:

(26) [ORexternal.---QWh--- [matrix SUbjec‘iﬁternal/external--Verb

[O I:)internallexternal- . daOdinternaI/externaI- -Wh'element o ]]]9
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The matrix perspective phrase must represent ttepeetive of the external speaker, while
the perspective of the embedded perspective pbmasaries with that of the matrix subject
because the embedded proposition is said to ragrésematrix subject’s beliefs. Blocking
effects emerge whestaodiwhich must be anchored to the external speakerrsdg the
embedded proposition whose perspective is anchortgk internal speaker. This is the case
when the matrix subject is a third person NP suschhangsanWhen the matrix
subject isi, a second-person NP, the perspective of the enedgaitposition is
anchored to the external speaker andit is finelémdito occur within such embedded
proposition. (26) shows that the person featut®®embedded subject is not relevant
in perspective valuation afaodi

Before leaving this section, | would like tapide another set of data showing similar

blocking effects. Consider the following sentence:

(27) Ni zhidao [Lisi juran mai le shenme] M&?
You know LS unexpectedly buy Perf what Q-péetic

‘Do you know what Lisi unexpectedly bought?’

1% It is not clear to me whigran cannot occur in a rosth-question:
0] *Lisi juran mai le shenme?

LS unexpectedly buy Perf what

‘What did Lisi unexpectedly buy?
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The evaluative adveljoran ‘unexpectedly’ can be used in an embeddédjuestion to
express the external speaker’s unexpectation.gstiegly, replacing the matrix subject with

a third person NP results in ungrammaticality:

(28) ??Zhangsan zhidao [Lisi juran mai le shejhma?
ZS know LS unexpectedly buy Perf whap&pticle

‘Does Zhangsan know what Lisi unexpectedlydia@’

The oddity can be accounted for-under our propas#R8)juran occurs in an embedded
proposition whose perspective is ‘anchored to tteznal speaker and the embedded
perspective operator valugsan’s perspectivity as internal as shown in (29). Hearethe
semantics resulting from this is wrong becauseattiide carried byuran should be

anchored to the external speaker.

(29) #Zhangsan zhidap [@mal Lisi juran inema Mai le shenme] ma?

4.3 On the Incompatibility with CausalZenme

In this sub-section, | would like to account foe timcompatibility problem between
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causakzenmeanddaodiwith the help of Collins’ (1991) and Tsai’s (20049rks onwhyand

how comen English and Chinese. The result will turn ouppgorting my proposal about

daodis perspective-taking property. Let’s repeat tHewant examples here as (30) for

convenience.

(30) a. (*Daodi) ta (*daodi) zenme hui  mei lai?

(Daodi) he (daodi) how would not come

“*How come the hell he did not come?’

b. (*Daodi) ta (*daodi) zenme ku-le?

(Daodi) he (daodi) how- c¢ry-ASP

“*How come the hell he is erying?’

Tsai’'s (2004) work, inspired by Collins’ (199 Examines the distinction between

Chinese causalenmeand reasoweishemeHere | lay out the crucial difference between

them. Consider the following examples inspired bgi 12004, p5):

(31)a.i jia iweishenme denyu er?

one plus one why  equal-to two

‘Why is one and one equal to two?’
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Presupposition: One and one is equal to two.
Speech Act: The speaker wants to know theorease pluses one is equal to two.
b.#i jia i zenme(hui) denyu er?
one plus one how-come equal-to two
‘# How come one and one is equal to two?’
Presupposition: One and one is equal to two, anteung caused one and one equal
to two.
& # One and one shouldn’t be equal to two.
Speech Act: The speaker wants to know what cause@od one equal to two.
c.i jia i zenme(hui) denyu san?
one plus one how-come ‘equal-tothree
‘How come one and one is equal to three?’
Presupposition: One and one is equal to and,something caused one and one equal
to three.
& One and one shouldn’t equal to three.

Speech Act: The speaker wants to know whadexh one and one equal to three.

As highlighted by boldface, the subtle yet crudiatinction between causaénmeand

reasorweishenmdies in the extra presupposition/counter-expeatatvith causakenme
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According to Tsai (pointed out to him by Aniko Lt and Lisa Cheng), from the

presupposition of causaénmethere is also a counter-expectation of some sertthe

state-of-affairs expressed in the question doesnadth that in the real world or that of the

speaker’s expectation, which may well be part efghagmatics of the causal question. The

crucial point in (31) is the semantic/pragmatic ibgddf (31b). (31b) is clearly not

syntactically ill-formed; however, the oddity stefnrem the clash between the necessary

counter-expectation induced by causathmei.e., one and one shouldn’t be equal to two, and

the real-world mathematical facts, i.e., one anglisrequal to two. The oddity of (31b), when

compared with (31a), shows the contrast betweesataenmeand reasoweishenme

regarding the presupposition they induce.

One may think that the incompatibility betwekodi and causatenmehas something

to do with a pragmatic constraint like presupposittonflict between causaénmeand

daodi The presupposition/counter-expectation of camsamads that, as mentioned above,

the state-of-affairs described in the question khoat happen. Then if another

presupposition P is said to be in conflict with gresupposition induced by caugahmeP

must be that the state-of-affairs described ingiinestion should happen. Howewdaodi

does not induce a presupposition like P. Therefopyre pragmatic account in this line does

not seem to be promising.

However, the counter-expectation induced bysalenmes too crucial a feature to
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give up in our attempt of explaining its incompdiip with daodi In this connection, we

may regard the speaker’s pragmatic presuppositonter-expectation toward a proposition

as a kind of speaker’s attitude toward the propmsit

Just like the attitude carried bgodi the attitude carried by causanmeneeds to be

ascribed to a perspective-holder. As the follonsegtences show, the attitude carried by

causakzenmecan be ascribed to either the external speakier(@2a) or the internal one as in

(32b).

(32) a. Laowang zenme mei lai?

Laowang how-come not come

‘How come Laowang did net show up?’

b. Zhangsan xiangzhidao [Laowang zenme mei lai]

Zhangsan wonders Laowang how-come not come

‘Zhangsan wonders how come Laowang did notvsip.’

Given the semantic propertiesdafodiand a causalenmequestion mentioned above,

we propose the denotations of them as follows:

(33) [[Daodi]] = AQAx dy . y is an attitude that is ascribed to\xx holds y toward Q
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(34) [[Laowang zenme mei JaF Az 3 v. v is an attitude that is ascribed ta\zz holds v

toward ¢p 3 w. w a reasom p = ~show-up(LW) because

w)

(35) [[Laowang daodi xihuang shgrF [[daodi]] ([[Laowang xihuang shei]]) #x Jy. y is an

attitude that is ascribed to X x holds y towardXp

Jw. w a person) like (w)(LW))

(33) means that an attitudinal adverb ldaoditakes two arguments. Q represents the

interrogative it occurs in, and x represents tle¥spective argument’ to which the attitude

carried bydaodiis ascribed. As for the denotation of causaimequestions in (34), | follow

the assumption that the denotation of a'‘questitimeiset of all possible answers to it.

Moreover, z represents the perspective argumeneddry the semantics of cauganme

and v stands for the attitude carried by cameameThe perspective argumentddodior a

causakzenmeajuestion would be saturated by the perspectiveatgre(may be symbolized as

a pro) in the specifier of Perspective Phrase. Wighrule of compositionality, we may obtain

the correct ascription of the attitude carrieddlapdior azenmeguestion to either the

external or the internal speaker as shown below:

(36) [[Laowang zenme mei Ja(proey) = V. vis an attitude that is ascribed to LQro

69



proex holds v towardXp 4 w. w a reasom\ p =
~show-up(LW) because w)
(37) [[Laowang daodi xihuang shHBi(proey = Y. y is an attitude that is ascribed to Qro
proex holds y towardXp 4 w. w a person\

like (W)(LW))

Given these, we may try to combine the denotatfataodiwith that of a causalenme

guestion:

(38) [[DaodiLaowang zenme meiJgi

= [[Daodi|] ([[ Laowang zenme mei {8 proey)

=AQAx Yy [y is an attitude that is ascribed to’xx holds y toward Q]
(zdv. vis an attitude that is ascribed td\zz holds v towardp 9 w. w a reasom\
p = ~show-up(LW) because w)) ( pxp

=Ax 3y [y is an attitude that is ascribed to'xx holds y toward
(.zdv. vis an attitude that is ascribed td\zz holds v towardip 9 w. w a reasom\
p = ~show-up(LW) because w)] ( pb

= dy [y is an attitude that is ascribed to grd pro.x holds y towardXzdv. v is an

attitude that is ascribed to/z z holds v toward\p 3 w. w a reasom\ p =
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~show-up(LW) because w)]

We see that at the end of the composition, theppetive argument of the caugainme

guestion is left unsaturated. The incompatibil@ifdws from the unrestricted/unsaturated

perspective argument of caugahmeThe attitude carried by causanmas left

unanchored.

Recapitulating the results reached so far, megse that attitudinal adverbs lidaodi

and causatenmecontain an unsaturated perspective argumentgHalfilled by the

perspective operator which can be symbolized@s.arhis assumption confirms Huang'’s

(2005) assumption that, in modern'Chinese,-almbkbacal categories have their simplest

(pure, “root”) meanings only. For example, Chinesgbs are mass verbs (atelic); hence

accomplishments must be expressed with a light edm Activity-State compound (cf. Lin

(2005)). Chinese nouns are mass nouns; hence #eglyanclassifier when you want to count

them (cf. Chierchia (1998)). Chinese simple graeauljectives are unrestricted adjectives;

hence they need a degree adverb, a measure ptadsglication morphology, (contrastive)

focus, or the sentential final partideewhen you want to restrict them (cf. Liu (2005)).

Therefore, like almost all other Chinese lexicdkgaries, the Chinese attitudinal adverb has

its simplest (pure, “root”) meaning only. Attitudihadverbs likelaodiand causatenmds

unrestricted with respect to the perspective argurteewhich the attitude carried by such
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adverbs is ascribed. An attitudinal adverb, inlffgaly conveys the attitude specified in the

lexicon, and the attitude-holder argument is retd or saturated by the perspective operator

when the derivation unfolds.

72



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND THEORETICAL CONSEQUENCES

This thesis focuses on the syntactic distributiod #he semantic property ddodi an
attitudinal adverb, to explore the syntax-pragnsaitnterface in Chinese. | review the
previous analyses afaodiin chapter 2. Both Kuo (1997) and Huang and O2604) assume
the covert movement afaodito account for the ebserved island sensitivitgdabdis
occurrence. In chapter 3 | present three setstafttlat are not accounted for under Kuo’s
(1997) and Huang and Ochi’s (2004) analyses. isttiaodidoes move in the LF, it should
observe all types of island constraints. Howevaran appear in a sentential subject island.
Secondly, in a roowvh-question, ifdaodiappears in the embedded clause, the matrix subject
in such construction displays a person asymmetay,is, the matrix subject cannot be of
third person. Thirdlydaodiis generally regarded as an attitudinal adverhl irse
wh-questions and A-not-A questions to express sp&aiepatient and annoyance, but we
observe that it is not compatible with causahmehow come’, another kind afh-question.
In chapter 4 | propose my analysis. Specificathjloiving the recent cartographic approach

to phrase structures championed by Cinque (1999 Razvi (1997) and Speas’ (2004) idea
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that there could be syntactic projections beariragmatic features, | propose that there is a
perspective phrase in the left periphery of Chirs®ase structure. The perspective phrase
hosts a perspective operator that serves to typpdtspectivity of a proposition as external
or internal. Moreovemaodi needs to set its perspective value so that we konavhich
speaker we should ascribe the attitude carriedidoygli The perspective operator is
responsible for this job. Moreover, the probingted perspective operator is subject to a dual
constraint. Semantically, it can only detect a clatgpproposition; and syntactically, only a
CP is visible to its searching. That isgdodiis buried in a non-proposition such as an
adverbial clause or a complex NP, which is not'aild® not visible for the perspective
operator’s probing and the ungrammaticality-folldwsn the undetermined perspective
value ofdaodi In other words, it issungrammatical te leave dttgude carried bgaodi
unascribed or ‘unanchored’. If the probing of tleegpective operator is subject to this dual
constraint, it is not surprising thdaodi may appear in a sentential subject island because
sentential subject is a propositional chunk andPan@ich is visible to the probing of the
perspective operator. The person asymmetry carbalsxplained if we adopt the existence
of the Perspective Phrase, the mechanism of pargp@perator’s perspective valuation, and
daodis need to set its perspective value. TH#3 person asymmetry arises because the
attitude conveyed bgaodiis ascribed to the wrong speaker. Finally, thempatibility

between causalenmeanddoadican be explained if we examine their semantic tiionms. |
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propose that there is an unsaturated perspectjuenant in the semantic denotation of

attitudinal adverbs likdaodiand causatenmeThe perspective argument is saturated by the

perspective operator when the derivation unfold® ihcompatibility betweedaodiand

causakzenmeesults from the fact that a perspective operediorserve to saturate the

perspective argument for only one attitudinal adyérerefore, the combination dédodiand

a causakenmeguestion would lead to ungrammaticality due touhsaturated perspective

argument position of causaénmeThis incompatibility further supports my propoizt the

occurrence oflaodiinduces perspective-valuation. Examined in thig, Wz semantics of

Chinese attitudinal adverbs confirmsiHuang's (2G3sumption that almost all Chinese

lexical categories have their simplest (pure, “fpoteanings only.

In this thesis, | integrate a pragmatic notic®, perspectivity, into the syntactic structure

of Chinese. We see that such integration is capztdecount for the behavior daodi If

such move is plausible, we see a supporting evalarcTenny and Speas’ (2003) and Speas

(2004) proposal that there may be pragmaticallgmaht syntactic projections. Interestingly,

the distribution of pragmatically-relevant syntagthrases across languages may be treated

on a par with that of the pro-drop phenomenon. Tairo-drop/pragmatically-relevant

syntactic projections may occur in languages wiittiee a rich IP system or a rich CP system.

Languages with a rich IP system such as SpanisiQaedha show rich agreement

morphology. Therefore, it is easy to recover thHerimation in pro-drop sentences. Besides,
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the inflectional morpheme encoding perspectivitg sgn for the existence of the

perspective phrase. Languages with a rich CP systeimas Chinese and Japanese are said

to be discourse oriented and may allow a null dise® topic to be the antecedent of a null

pronoun. Moreover, due to the pragmatic-orientednesof the CP-level, it is highly

plausible for languages with a rich CP-system tmiporate pragmatic notions into their

syntactic structures at the CP level. | believé there are more interesting typological

differences/similarities between IP-oriented largpsaand CP-oriented languages. This thesis

stands as an illustration of this line of research.
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