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LI Xuping, On the definiteness of nominal phrases in Wu Dialects: A case study of the Fuyang dialect

This article examines the definiteness of four types of nominal phrases in the Fuyang Wu dialect, namely,
Noun Phrases (NP), Classifier Phrases ( CIP), Number Phrases (NumP) and Demonstrative Phrases ( DemP).
The paper argues that (i) NPs in Fuyang Wu can only be interpreted generically, regardless of being modified
or not; (i) a classifier is needed to turn bare nouns from kind denotation to properties, and CI-N is
ambiguous between indefinite and definite readings, and a modifier before CI-N always contributes to a definite
reading; (iii) NumPs tend to read as indefinite, but the approximative liang * several’ is an exception in that
it can be interpreted with a definite reading; (iv) as far as demonstrative phrases are concerned, the relative
clauses can only occur outside the scope of the demonstrative when modifying demonstrative phrases.

Key Words: bare noun, classifier, demonstrative, generic, definite. indefinite

WANG Fang, Universal quantifications in the Guangshan dialect with a preliminary cross-dialectal
comparison

This paper describes two complementarily distributed universal quantifiers “[ x2"]” () and “[ tsou’ ]~
(3) in the Guangshan dialect, a variety of Zhongyuan Mandarin spoken in Henan province. It is found that:
(i) In contrast to “[xo’']”, which is used for universal quantification over individuals, *[tsou®|” may
universally quantify over events, or individuals when accompanied by classifier reduplication, wh-words or A-
not-A structures; (ii) For universal quantification over individuals, the quantified expressions of “[x2’' | can
only be associated with specific individuals, whereas the quantified expressions of “[tsou’ |” are mostly
associated with non-specific ones. This on referentiality distinction also correlates with other syntactic differences
between these two quantifiers, such as types of predicates. Both stage-level and individual-level predicates can
be found in clauses containing the quantifier “[ xo™]”. while typically only individual-level predicates are

L1}

allowed in clauses containing the quantifier “[ tsou’]”. “[ x0™]” and “[tsou’ | also differ with respect to
subjective modality in that the former may be used in the description of an event or a characteristic, while the
latter is employed usually in commentaries. Based on the evidence from neighboring dialects and diachronic
Chinese texts, this paper argues that the syntactic differences of the two quantifiers might be attributed to their
diachronic sources. The origin of “[ x2°']1” can be traced to the word yixia (— ), which indicates the
completion of an action within a short period, while “[tsou’]” may derive universal quantificational reading
from its co-occurrence with concessive conditional clauses. Finally, this paper extends the investigation to
universal quantifiers across Chinese dialects and offers an account of the general tendencies and variability

found in the collected data.

Key Words: universal quantification, [x2"'] (F), [tsou’] (%), typology

LI Qiang, YUAN Yulin, Distinguishing the meaning and usage of dou (#F) and zhi (R

On the basis of Pan (2006) and Hu (2009), this paper makes a further analysis on the words dou (#F)
and zhi ( H). There is a significant difference between the surface meaning of dou and zhi: the former means
“to gather and summarize”, whereas the latter means “to limit and exclude”. However, a similarity exists
behind the difference: they both trigger the exclusive meaning. This paper explores the motivation of exclusive
meaning of the dou sentence, mainly discussing the peculiarity and constraints of dou and zhi on the associated
object, the semantic feature of predicate verb and the topicalization and relativization of focus. It is shown that,

under an exclusive semantic environment, dou and zhi have both similarities and differences in terms of
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