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LI Xiang, How can zenme ( ) questions have multiple interpretations: A study from both
synchronic and diachronic perspectives

This paper mainly discusses how the interpretation of zenme questions can be influenced by the interactions
between syntactic distribution, semantic extension and pragmatic inference. In the previous studies a division
has well been acknowledged between zenmel asking for manners of events and zenme2 asking for reasons, based
on their different syntactic positions. This categorization, however, is essentially inappropriate in that zenme
performs its functions in a totally different manner from the prototypical wh-word of weishenme ( ) asking
about reasons. This paper claims that the lexicon-based interpretation of zenme should be distinguished from its
interpretation in the pragmatic context. The multiple interpretations of zenme are in fact achieved through the
dynamic inferences by following certain cognitive mechanisms and pragmatic rules. In addition, the paper
suggests that the question word zenme should have evolved from a zenmeO-clause towards an adverb through the
rightward merging and structural reanalysis.
Key Words: zenme ( ), conventional meaning, conversational implicature, pragmatic inference,

grammaticalization

XU Jingning, Incremental utterances from the perspective of interaction

After reviewing the literature on dislocated sentences, extended sentences and tails, this study defines the
scope of incremental utterances based on the corpora of daily spoken Chinese. Since analyses made under the
framework of discourse analysis often ignore the potential syntactic value of such issues, the present paper
bases its research on the linguistic facts concerning both discourse and syntactic features. It then claims that as
syntactic devices, single-increment, repeated-increment and compound-increment are formed through the internal
mechanisms both of information transmission and of Chinese syntax. Incremental utterances are important for the
management of topics and the modification of stances in communicative interactions.

Key Words: dislocations, extended sentences, tails, topic management, stance modification

SHI Xiujuan, ZHANG Jingyi, SHI Feng, Influential factors on nasal codas in Mandarin Chinese:
Evidence from phonetic experiments

By investigating the major distribution and polar distribution of nasals and their degree of nasalization in
Mandarin Chinese, the paper notices that the degree of normal nasal coda is mainly distributed in the range of
80 to 100 and 80 to 60 is for the weakened nasal coda, and below 60 till 40 is the distribution of nasalized
coda. Factors which may influence nasal codas in Mandarin include: its place of articulation, vowel backness,
tones and the composition and structure of the syllable. This is clearly shown in quantitative analysis. The
weakening and nasalization of Mandarin nasal coda not only can be measured objectively, but also are
consistent with the diachronic evolution of nasal codas in Chinese. The process of weakening, nasalization and
even dropping of the nasal coda is supposed to have begun with syllables consisting of a low vowel and a front
nasal coda in Departing tone.

Key Words: nasality, weakening, nasalization, major distribution, polar distribution

LIU Xinzhong, The nasal and nasal with obstruent in the Taishan Yue dialect

This paper discusses the description and categorization of the phenomenon of nasal with obstruent in the
Taicheng Taishan dialect, a subtype of the Siyi Yue dialect. Nasometer Il is used for the recording, and Praat
and Excel are applied for the analysis on the nasality of the consonant itself and its following vowel. In
comparison with similar consonants in the Chaozhou Min dialect, it is found that phonetically speaking, the
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