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ZHANG Yan From physical acts to speech acts: The origin of the verbs with the
meaning of ‘exhort’

This paper discusses the evolution of speech act verbs ( SAV) such as zhu ( ) fuzhu
( ) zhufu ( ) fenfu ( ) and jiaodai ( ) derived from physical act verbs
in different times in Chinese. It finds that this frequently occurred semantic change is driven
by conduit metaphor reanalysis and invited inference under certain syntactic and pragmatic
conditions. The following two issues are discussed: 1) Why some semantic changes motivated
by metaphoric inference can be observed at the beginning and the final points of the change
but not in the course; 2) Why the semantic change occurred on some words but not the
others.

Key words: speech act verb semantic change metaphor inference

WU Chang’an The history of the fusion of nouns and verbs in Chinese

This paper finds that in ancient Chinese people were unconscious of the division between
nouns and verbs in the process of producing derivatives and that there could be no
morphological changes when verbs were used for self+eference and transferred reference. In the
disyllabic period a great deal of disyllables which could both describe and refer to an act
and be used both as subject/object and predicate grammatically were formed by affixing a
syllable to the monosyllabic root. These disyllables are very productive. The paper argues that
the fusion of nouns and verbs may have resulted from the existence of these disyllables which
are very productive.

Key words: noun verb disyllable statement reference

WEN Suolin You () as an informational focus marker in the construction of ‘you +
quantative phrase’

This paper deals with the construction of ‘you + quantative phrase’ in which the verb
‘Yyou’ is argued to be semantically bleached and syntactically dispensable and offers a unified
explanation for ‘you’ identifying ‘you’ as a device to highlight an informational focus. The
collocational preference of ‘you’ to words bearing the meaning of greatness in quantity and
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