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Abstract

The definiteness effect (DE) in existential senésnlsas been widely studied since Milsark’s
(1974) formal dichotomy of weak and strong quaetsj the latter of which are prohibited in
theresentences, as well as their counterparts in Mamglau existential sentences (e.g. by Li
& Thompson 1981; Huang 1987, among many otherd)ast also been observed, however,
that definite expressions can occur in the exigibsentences as well, e.g. the anti-DE in
English existentials discussed from the pragmatisemnantic views by Ziv (1982), Prince
(1992), Abbott (1993, 1997), Ward and Birner (1938 well as the references cited therein.
The anti-DE in Mandarin has been explored by LI®96) syntactic account, and other
pragmatic accounts, such as Hu & Pan (2002), Clt2a8@4), and Sie (2007). This paper
aims to first re-examine the anti-DE from an imded perspective of mapping
cognitive-semantic judgment types to syntactic espntations. Then it proposes the
structures of representing thetic or quantificaglosentences that license the occurrences of
the anti-DE. This new syntactic account does neafclpde contextual information that
licenses the anti-DE. Ultimately an interface ama@ygtax, semantics and pragmatics is
called for.

Keywords: (anti-)definiteness effect, existentiahstruction, categorical judgment,
thetic sentence, topic-comment predication
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INTRODUCTION

The definiteness effect in existentihlere sentences has been widely acknowledged
and discussed since Milsark’s (1974, 1977) dichgtaihweak and strong quantifiers. The
former (such ags, some, manyr cardinal number determiners, plural and massrchéners)
can occur in existential sentences, as illustrate@dl). However, noun phrases with the
definite determinethe, demonstrativeshis, that or pronouns, possessive determiners, and
strong quantifiers likeveryandmost,are prohibited in existentigdheresentences, as shown

in (2).

(1) a. Thereis a dog/ are some dogs in the room.

b. There arelis a school and two hospitals in Roxb Milsark (1974: 33)

(2) a. *There is {the dog/ John’s dog/ that doghhhe} in the room.

b. *There is every dog in the room. Milsark (19795)

Although the definiteness effect (DE), considersdhdUniversality Restriction” by Milsark,
and its distinction of weak/strong determiners basn widely acknowledged (e.g., syntactic
accounts of Reuland 1983; Safir 1982, 1987), yejuistic data, such as in (3) and (4), do

allow definite noun phrases to occur in existerg@&itences, thus complicating the paradigm.

(3) a. Nobody around here is worth talking to... wedkere is John the salesman.
(Belletti 1988: 15)
b. A: I guess we've called everybody.
B: No, there’s still Mary and John.

(Abbott 1993: 42)
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(4) a. There's the book on the table. (4)
(Abbott 1993 44)
b. There were both major political parties représémt the conference.
(Holmback 1984, #35)

c. There is the village idiot at the front doorofrhiback 1984, #49b)

There have been a number of approaches to theytioédhe anti-DE. These are syntactic
(Belletti 1988; Li 1996), semantic (Rando and Nad®78; Holmback 1984; Ward and
Birner 1995) or pragmatic (Abbott 1993; 1999) iriura, or a combination thereof. Although
these approaches vary, yet two properties of thieDdh in existential sentences have been
largely agreed on. The first case of a DE violabagurs when the existential sentences are
used to list entities as in (3); see Rando and Nd®y8; Belletti 1988; Ward and Birner
1995, etc. In the second case, the anti-DE is plesdithe NP/DP is uniquely identifiable as
in (4); see Hawkins 1978; Holmback 1984; Belletti8&; Ward and Birner 1995, etc.
Particularly, in her pragmatic account, Abbott (2Ppoints out a difference in focus that can
distinguish non-contextualised regular exister(tidf) and anti-DE contextualized existential
(CE) sentences. For the former type, the focus NMically has a locational or other
predicative phrase following it, whereas proper aamnd anaphoric definites in CEs do not”
(p. 43). Both types, however, still express dissewgxistence. Therefore, according to Abbott,

the sentences in (5a) and (5b) are representedaselya

(5) a. There’s [a book] [on the table]. (AbbotiE)

b. There’s [the book on the table]. (Abbott’s CE)

Thus in the above (3b), the speaker draws “theemdee’s attention to the existence of Mary
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and John as filling the predicational slot ‘peofadeus to call’”” (Abbott 1993: 43). Likewise,
Mary and Johrcan be uniquely identifiable.

Although Abbott does not advocate a simple syntaatcount but defends for a purely
pragmatic contextual account, her observationsrdesrther investigation. Actually, her
insight is addressed in Li's formal account for Marin anti-DE cases. Before turning to Li's
account, let us first present some preliminariedahdarin DE and existentigou ‘have’
sentences, in comparison with those in English. DBas generally considered to be held in
Mandarin Chinese, as shown by the contrast inH6jvever, it has also been noted (Huang
1987; and Li 1996) that the DE is exempted whenstligiect of an existential vegmu is

lexically filled, such as by the location phras€b).

(6) a. Yourenlyigeren/ yixieren  zaiwuzi-li.
have people/one-CL/ some people at room-in
R Y - B ]
‘There are (some) people/is a person in the room.’
b. *You Lisi/ta/meige ren/daduoshu-de ren zai wuzi-{Huang, 1987:239)
have Lisi/he/every man/most man at roam-i
3 Ee /e )E B AL S A 2 E+ A2

‘There is Lisi/him/everybody/most peopletli@ room.’

(7) a. *You naben shu zai tushuguan.
have that-CL book at library
3O A F A REIs
‘There is that book in the library.’
b. Tushuguan you naben shu.

library have that-CL book
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Mi® 1§ 7k}

‘The library has that book.’

Li (1996) further notes that the existentials thikdw definite noun phrases are possible only
in sentential subject and adjunct clauses, sugfaashi, ruguoif’, yinwei ‘because’suiran
‘even though jiran ‘now that, chufei ‘unless’ as in (8), but not in matrix clauses or

complement clauses embedded under the matrix asii, (9).

(8) Ruguo you Zhangsan /nagelaoban lai, women jiu keyi
if have Zhangsan/that boss come, Wen can
mashang jiejue wenti le
immediately solve problem
ok G RN ERE K > A TF“)T*L? UG RAR AL
‘If there is Zhangsan/that man coming, we canestihe problem right away.’

(Li 1996:178)

(9) *Wo renwei/xiangxin you Zhangsan zai zhaogu Lisi
|  think/believe  have Zhangsan at care Lisi
AL/ G R LRSI

‘| think/believe there is Zhangsan taking care i.L

Li proposes two structures to account for the ragekistential sentences and the anti-DE
counterparts. The DE is operative when the existaica noun phrase (an individual or an
entity) is asserted, as schematized in (10a), irclwkthe NP is in the restriction of the
existential operatoyou In contrast, the DE is exempted when the evenindRe restriction

of the existential operator is asserted as in (1Dbg¢n the grammaticality of (8) is due to the
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assertion of the VP in the adjunct clause, wheasasrting the subject proper noun in (11) is

ungrammatical.

(10) a. ouNP] [iriceXP], exhibiting the regular DE

b. [you[ve NP XP]], exhibiting no DE (Li 1996: 176)

(11) *You Zhangsan zai zhaogu Lisi.
have Zhangsan at care  Lisi
7Rz AR E

‘There is Zhangsan taking care of Lisi.’ (Li 399.80)

Li’'s syntactic analysis of (10) is reminiscent dbl#ott’s insight of (5), in the sense that
the DE is alleviated in cases when the coda XRtexpreted as a part of the NP. In contrast,
the DE surfaces when the NP and the XP are nafpirtied as a whole, (for example, when
separated by a pause between them).

This present paper extends this line of thinkinghier and proposes a unified account
for the above observations, in light of the cogmitsemantic modes of judgments developed
in Kuroda (1972, 1992, 2003, and 2005). This pagpacifically claims that the anti-DE
becomes possible only when the existential senterpeesses a non-categorical judgment,
namely a thetic or a quantificational descripti®egular indefinite nominals do not posit
problems for existentials. Definite nominals orosly quantifiers are possible in existentials
only when they are not apprehended as a Subjqut)tof the logic Predication relation in

expressing a categorical judgment.
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KIND-DENOTING VS. EPISODIC PREDICATES

In a series of papers, Kuroda (1972, 1992, 20085pbas systematically defended
grammatical manifestations of logical “judgmentnia’ which date back to the philosophy
of Franz Brentano (1874, 1924) and Anton Marty.jtiélgment is meant to be a cognitive
act... An utterance of a sentence... is saitkfmesenthe intentional object of the cognitive
act it expresses” (Kuroda 1992: 20). Two judgmerims have been distinguished since
Port-Royal grammarians: the thetic judgment andc#tegorical judgment. A thetic judgment
is a single judgment form that simply expressesréoegnition of the existence of an entity
or a situation. A categorical judgment, howevensssts of two judgments: the recognition of
an entity (i.e., a “Subject” in the semantic rathiean grammatical sense), and “the act of
acknowledging or disavowing a Predicate of a Subj@€uroda 1992: 21). In (12), for
example, may express a categorical judgment, whiclolves the cognitive act of
apprehending a logical subject, termed as a “Stibjdwe cathere) as being substanceand
then attributing to it a certain property perceivieda situation, either being contextually
referential or generic expression. In contrast,) (@@ express a categorical judgment by
virtue of recognizing the substanttee catas a Subject for the Predication judgment, or it
may simply refer to a particular event either ctigely related to or perceived by the speaker
without recognizing the Subject property. This dienpecognition of the existence of a

situation is a thetic judgment.

(12) The cat sleeps there.

(13) The cat is sleeping there.

As discussed in Kuroda (1992), English ambiguity(d8), with its two types of
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possible judgments, is syntactically disambigudigdthe use of ga and -wa markers in
Japanese. In (14), thga marker on the bare noumeko ‘cat’ subject indicates a thetic
judgment, whereas, in (15), the themate-markednekoexpresses a categorical judgment, a
cognitive act of attributing to the specific entitgkothe function it has in the situation of
sleeping. For Kuroda, the intentional object ofadegorical judgment is a Predication, and

that of a thetic judgment a non-predicational deson.

(24) neko ga asoko de nemutte iru. (thetic)

(15) neko wa asoko de nemutte iru. (categorical)
cat there sleeping be

‘the/a cat is sleeping there.’

Kuroda (2005) further distinguishes the thematia that expresses a topic from the
contrastivewa (bold-faced). A thematieva is perceived as the Subject of the predicative
categorical judgment, which is allowed in his staéat making context (SMC), including (i)
a matrix context or an indirect speech context @D Kii) the complement teitte iru ‘know’
and (iii) omotte iru‘think’. Since a categorical judgment is an autowos cognitive act of
asserting, made by a “topiciia sentence, it is amsserting statement in the SMC, a
statement that asserts a “cognitive act of commgjtioneself to the truth of a conceived
proposition and in its essence independent of @anotiognitive act or cognitive state”
(Kuroda 2005: 26). In contrast with assertiaffirming is dependent on another cognitive
act or state, the perceptual or conceptual appssherf a situation. Consequently, a thetic
judgment is a cognitive act dependent on a perepti affirms what is given in perception.
Only a contrastivava (bold-faced) or ayamarked subject is possible to occur in Kuroda’'s

termed “affirming” context; such as non-statemeakmg context NSMC (and an IDSC).
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(16) mosi Nomaahva genki dattara, Dodgers ga katta daroo
if well  were won would

‘If Nomo had been well, Dodgers would have won.u(da 2005: 17)

In short, a matrix context allows either a categalrior thetic judgment. However, a
non-asserting (NSMC) context, such as the subaeliclause, does not grant the categorical
utterance.

Returning to the existential construction, | shdvattthe discussion of the DE and
anti-DE in Chinese should take the above semantigments into consideration, to be
detailed in sections 4 and 5. Before turning intin€se, let us first re-examine how semantic
judgments are relevant to English existentialsaddition to the issue of the (in)definiteness
of the post-copular DP, Milsark (1974) has showat the existential construction in (18) is
ungrammatical, in which a predicate denotes a kasd a kind-level predicate (e.g.

“individual-level predicate” ILP in Carlson’s (19yY#rm).

a7 There were people sick/drunk.

(18) *There were people intelligent/tall. (18)

Furthermore sentence (17) expresses a thetic/epipedception, which is legitimate in the
existential sentence, (cf. with its non-existenti@honical sentence in (19), which is possible
with categorical or thetic utterances). In contraseédicates of (18)r{telligent/tall) attribute
the predicate properties to the entity watibstancdobjectin Ladusaw’s (2003) term) that is
cognitively recognized. Since (18) calls for a gatécal judgment (rendering either generic

or categorical readings, e.g. in (20)), then iinsompatible withthere non-predicational
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sentences.

(29) People are sick/drunk. (categorical, theti

(20) People are intelligent/tall. (categoricabeneric, *thetic)

Instead of relying on the distinction of individilavel and stage-level predicates, Kuroda
(1992) argues that episodic (stage-level) predscatay denote genericity with a bare noun
subject, giving rise to a categorical judgmentewaslent by the choice of markers to apply to
the Englishcatsof (21). Japanese (22a) is a nontopicalized favmaining aga-marked bare

noun subject that is focused. It is a thetic utieea a recognition of an event of having some
cats chasing mice. In contrast, a thematicmarkednekoin (22b) is perceived as a Subject

contributing to a categorical judgment, possiblyeaeric or kind-denoting interpretation.

(21) Cats chase mice.

(22) a. Nekayanezumi o oikakeru.
cat mice chase
b. Nekowanezumi o oikakeru.

cat mice chase

What is less explored in Kuroda’s work but concarasere is the judgment form that
arises from an indefinite numeral subject. Accogdio Ladusaw (1994), (23) is ambiguous
between a categorical (partitive, presuppositioeatling) mode of predication and a thetic

(nonpresuppotional, non-specific reading) modeesicdiption.
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(23) Three men/ A man left.

In this paper, instead of following Ladusaw’s ditdry, | distinguish this presuppositional
specific reading of indefinites from a categoricantence and classify it into a distinct
construal, namely a quantificational sentehd®n the one hand, unlike the categorical
Subject that makes references to the Subject gyopiie quantificational subject simply
acknowledges (a) certain identifiable entity/eastiwithout referring to its/their internal
substance. On the other hand, unlike the thetigestilvhose substance is not apprehended,

the quantificational subject is contextually reféral or specific, at least to the speaker.

DEFINITE NOMINALSIN ENGLISH EXISTENTIAL SENTENCES

As seen above, the DE alone cannot fully captuee ftlll range of legitimate
existentials. Further consideration of the judgnfenins with eventuality types is called for.
The existential sentence, as a non-state markingeekb(NSMC), affirms rather than asserts
(in Kuroda’s terminology). Therefore, it is not cpatible with categorical expressions,

evidenced by the contrast in English (17) and (18).

(18) *There were people intelligent/tall.

Moreover, a definite noun that is perceived as bje& attributed by the predicate cannot

occur in existential (24) to express a categorjodgment, a context that has not been

! Kuroda (1992: 28) states that an indefinite noimape cannot be a Subject because it “has no siemant
reference, but may have the speaker’s referencerypin terms of Kripke's (1979) distinction betwveGrice’s
“speaker’s reference” and “semantic reference”.ndted by Huang (1987) following Prince (1992), ditéis
here may be expressed as semantically indefirfitagyh they are syntactic definite.
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addressed in previous discussions of the anti-DE.

(24)  *There is John who is intelligent.

In contrast to (24), the anti-DE cases discussedtha literature are largely
non-categorical episodic sentences which lack #regiving of a substance for the DP entity.
The sentences that display anti-DE in the litemtarinly affirm the existence of an episodic

eventuality that contains at least a DP (3b), mo@predicative proposition in (4).

(3) b. A: Iguess we've called everybody.
B: No, there’s still Mary and John.

(Abbott 1993: 42)

(4) a. There’s the book on the table.

(Abbott 1993: 44)
b. There were both major political parties repreésd at the conference.

(Holmback 1984, #35)

c. There is the village idiot at the front do@tolmback 1984, #49b)

The occurrence of definite NPs in an existentiadseptable, provided that there is a special
contextualization, such as the assertion of thestemce of an item whose existence is
presupposed (Abbott 1993). This line of thinkingnidine with W&B'’s (1995) categories of
“hearer-old entities [with a] newly instantiatedriadle” and the commonly known list

reading type mentioned above.

(25) A:Who was at the party last night?
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B: There was John, Mary, Fred, Susan, Hilda, Xawaed Ethel.

(W&B 1995: 735)

Moreover, it has been shown that the post-copuRiidXocused or is uniquely identifiable,
being equivalent to W&B'’s “hearer-new entities withiquely indentifying description[s]” in

(26).

(26) a. There were both major political partiesespnted at the conference.
(Holmback 1984, #35; W&B 1995: 726)
b. There is the village idiot at the front door.
(Holmback 1984, #49b; W&B 1995: 726)
c. There is the perfect man for Mary in my 210 slgglolmback 1984, ex. 25,

from W&B 1995:732)

The definite noun phrase may be “hearer-old estitieated as hearer-new” in W&B'’s (1995)

cases, embracing the reminding cases in Abbotésgle of (3).

27) There were those neighbors at the City Cduneeting yesterday.

(W&B 1995: 731)

In short, the above contextualized anti-DE senteace legal in non-predicational construals:
simply affirming the existence of the entity or egoizing an eventuality (containing

identifiable entities). Data from our google seastlow episodic eventualities of the anti-DE

existentials in NSMCs.
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(28) a. If there is the political will, the EU cameet its objectivé.

b. If there is_that "giant, basic, plan”, it islaast possible that things that were

meant to be may occur in spite of things that wesemeant to be, simply
because humans (or other Earthly factors) havéhnaivn off the whole plan,

but only isolated parts of t.

Having now observed such the episodic eventaaliin existentials, regardless of
whether the post-copular DP is definite or indeéinthe following section demonstrates the

same condition also applies to Chingsa ‘have’ sentences.

TWO YOU'SIN CHINESE MATRIX CONTEXTS

It is known that the subject generally requires edinite nominal, and cannot be
followed by you ‘have’ in Chinese matrix contexts, Kuroda’'s (20@\C. A categorical
judgment is easily rendered because, in utteringpfanite subject as the Subject/topic, an
entity is usually contextually/conceptually refdeabnd can then be predicated with the main
predicates. This holds either in Carlson’s and ¥&ds individual level (ILP) (29a), or stage
level predicates (SLP) in (30a). But these predoal utterances are not intended in thetic
judgment types, so they are not possiblegan sentences such as in (29b) and (30b), even
though (30b) has episodic predicates. In other sonad Chineseyou cannot immediately
precede a definite subject in matrix contexts ffcévious English anti-DEhere-definite DP

in (3) and (4) non-categorical sentences).

2 Retrieved fronhttp://www.concord.se/page.asp?id=613&lang=eiN2011/11/29.
3 http://lisahwarren.hubpages.com/hub/Does-SometBiagd-Always-Come-Out-Of-Something-Bad
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(29) a. Zhangsan hen congming./Gaizi shi shi shiglzaii-yougian de ren.
SRz BREAP [ E WAL R Ay &k
‘Zhangsan is smart./Gates is the richest pensdina world.’
b. *You Zhangsan hen congmiﬁg’?ja 3R = (RELP .

“*There is Zhangsan smart.’

(30) a. Zhangsan/Tamen li-kai le/zai kan-shu | odhoshu.
sk [t AR [y s |
Zhangsan/they leave Asp/Prog. read-book catalsmo

‘Zhangsan/They left/is(are) reading books/catehéemouse.’

b. *You Zhangsan /You tamen li-kai le/zai kan-shu /  zhuolaoshu.
3Ok ow P HE O [y FER
YOU Zhangsan/YOU they leave Asp/Prog. read-boatatch mouse

A bare noun subject is ambiguous between defimitkiadefinite readings. The former
renders either the definite referenttats or a generic reference to that kind, as in (31a).
This is an expression of a categorical judgment,iclvhconsequently precludes the
appearance aofou In contrast, (31b) witlgou denotes a non-generic, non-topicalized specific
utterance (the third type of quantificational judgrh to be discussed below), or a
non-specific indefinite entity subject, renderingypical thetic judgment. Sentences with

episodic eventualities in (32) illustrate parafiatterns.

(31) a. Xuesheng/Mao hen congming. --(categorigddment: generic or referential)

student/cat  very smart

* Huang (1987) also notes that definite noun phrasesmot be preceded lypu even in an individual-level
predicate.
(i) You yige/*neige ren hen yougian F — B/7Ri A 25 &

have one/that man very rich

‘There is a/*the man very rich.” (Huang 1987:243, 67)
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‘Students/Cats are smart.’
B4 WP,

b. You xuesheng/mao hen congming. --(quantificetipor thetic description)
YOU student/cat very smart

7 E 4 RIEP G R

(32) a. Xuesheng chi-dao/ Mao zhuo lao-shu.
student late./Cats catch mouse
‘Students are late./Cats catch mice.’

B4 B R R
b. You xuesheng chi-dao/ mao zhuo lao-shu
YOU student late/ cat catch mouse

(EEL TRVE CiE

As for indefinite yi-N or numeral-N subjects, they have to be precedgd/du
Similarly to the above indefinite bare nouns, thentence may simply recognize an
eventuality without recognizing the substance ef itidefinites, rendering a thetic utterance
with a non-presuppositional/referential indefinids in (33b) and (34b). In addition, a
presupposed specific indefinite is also possibigiq@adarly in episodic predicates, being less

acceptable in kind-denoting predicates.

(33) a. *Yi-ge ren hen congming/shi shi-shang aui-gian de ren.
one-CL man very smart/BE world most rich Gen. man
o A RBP AR L G &0t
b. You yi-ge ren hen congming/shi shi-shang zui-g@n de ren.

YOU one-CL man very smart/BE world most rich Geran
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[$ - B A]Fmm /8 b B &t

‘A man is smart/the richest man in the world.’

(34) a. ?Yi/San-ge ren li-kai le/zai kanshu/ zlamshu
one/three CL man leave Asp/at read-book/catch mous
‘A man/Three men left/is(are) reading/catching exic
-z B AR g F AR
b. You yi/san-ge ren li-kai le/zai kanshu/ zhucslaw

FolZBARE T e AER

In short, | have outlined three possible readingthe subject nominals in relation to
the judgment types that the sentences may expreske following, | propose three-layer
representations to derive the above interpretatibmst, a non-presupposed and non-specific
indefinite (numeral or bare noun) subject is exiB&ly closed by an existential operator,
surfacing agousituated av, in the spirit of Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hyposiie and Tsai’s
(2001) revised version. This existentially closemtence in (35) expresses a typical thetic
judgment, e.g., the indefinite, non-specific subjac(b) sentences from (31’) through (34").
Note that the Spec, TP is left null due to the latlan expletive subject in Chinese, e.g., Li

(1995).

(35) Thetic expression

TP
/\VP ,
O /\
you Yi-ge ren/ \V&
mao A

li-kai le
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(31) b.

(32) b.

(33) b.

(34) b.

You xuesheng/mao hen congming.§ 2 /5 {<FLF ]
YOU student/cat very smart

‘There are students who are smart.’

You xuesheng li-kai le/You mao zhuo laoshu
YOU student leave-Asp/You cat catch mouse
‘There are students who left. There are catsdatah mice.’

[F %248 3 )3 sohct 1]

You yi-ge ren hen congming. 7 [ i * 2L ]
YOU one-CL man very smart

‘There is a man who is smart.’

You yi-ge ren li-kai le/zai kanshu/zhwmkhu
YOU one-CL man leave Asp/at read-book/catch mouse
‘There is a man who left/is reading a book/is batg mice.’

[§ - & % 4% 5 /5 F %k &)

The second type (36) represents a quantificatiatiatance, in which the subject is a

presuppositional and specific indefinite. Distificim the typical categorical utterance, this

guantificational sentence is assumed to host aasiite subject, comparable with Kuroda’s

contrastivewa, a focused-gaphrase, or with English specific indefinites indugsaw (1994).

| further assume that Chinegeu has been cliticized to the indefinite nominal eonfi a DP
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(cf. partitiveyou in Tsai 2003) that moves to the Spec, TP posttidhe specific reading is
thus rendered, yet it is not quantified as a gemububject/ thematic topic as that in a
categorical utterance. By contrast, a definite egpion landed in Spec, TP is construed as a
specific individual related to the perceived evality; it is focused, but it is not perceived by

the speaker as a recognized substance, e.g. antvegmding of (29a) and (30a), and the

following (b) sentences from (31”) through (34").

(36) Quantificational description

TP

/\
Zhangsah /\P\

[You yigereh /V\
v VP

T

hen congming/-kai le

(31”)b. You xuesheng/mao hen congming.
YOU student/cat very smart.
‘There are students/cat that are smart.’

[4 8 2 /5] rmp |

(32”)b. You xuesheng li-kai le/You mao zhuo laash
YOU student leave-Asp/YOU cat catch mouse
‘There are students who left./There are catsdhsth mice.’

[ 22104 1 17 wll#c )]

® Chinese indefinites cannot be solely raised toSpec, TP. According to Li (1998) and following Largrdi

(1994), the D position of an indefinite DP shoukdl lcensed by an ORpu here, to exempt from the Empty
Category Principle violation.
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(33”)b. You yi-ge ren hen congming/shi shijieslgazui yougian de ren
YOU one-CL man very smart/is world most rich Geerson
‘There is a man who is smart/the richest man @wtborld.’

[$ - B A ]t /8 b B &t

(34”)b. You yi-ge ren li-kai le/zai kanshu/zhuaolshu
YOU one-CL man leave Asp/at read-book/catch mouse
‘There is a man who left/is reading/is catchingeni

[F - @ AJ[3F Y eqgd/maER

In other words, sentences (31b), (32b), (33b) &#b) are ambiguous between the thetic
reading, represented by (35), and the quantifinatioeading as in (36). In the formgqu
functions as an existential operator that bindewaent variable that is constituted with the
subject and the predicate. In the latieny having been cliticized (grammaticalized) to the
indefinite nominal (cf. Tsai 2003), functions agpranominal determiner and only quantifies
over the indefinite nomindl.

A categorical reading (37) is construed when areefital definite or a bare nominal

lands at the Spec,TopicP position to be the peedeintity, as the Subject feeding the

® The quantificational reading of the indefinite @b in Mandarin may not be made parallel with tiat
Japanese, as pointed out by Hiroshi Aoyagi (petsmramunication 2012). As noted by Kuno (1979kusei
in (i), if it is taken as indefinite, is obligattyifocused, but if it is interpreted as quantifioatl, it is construed
as generic.
(i) (#)gakusei-ga soomei-da.

student-nom smart-cop

‘Students are smart.’
Moreover, Aoyagi further notes that wharu ‘be-adnominal’, Chinesgou equivalent, appears as in (ii), the
subject renders an exhaustive-listing (obligataguf) reading in Kuno's terms. He further stated ¢h) does
not express a thetic judgment, though it mighttag of a quantificational judgment in the sens&afoda.
(i)  (#)aru gakusei-ga soomei-da.

a certain student-nom smart cop

‘A certain/some student is smart.’ Or ‘Certaim@ostudents are smart.’
When it comes to Chinese counterparts, it is nearclwhether the subject focus is obligatorily readeor
readily perceivable. However, a thetic judgmentregmesented in (35), expresses a sentence foifusyirrg
the existence of an eventuality. And the quantiiical reading in (36) affirms the existence of #wtities
denoted by the subject, which may feed the sulijecis reading.
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categorical Predication. Consequently, the Topisitmm licenses the thematic topic of the
definite expression or generic bare noun. Thengitd TopicP is possible only when there is

noyouthat existentially closes the predicate.

(37)
TopicP
TP
Mao/ZS
A T
"""""""""" 4 /\\/
v VP
T

hen congming/zhuo lisht

(29) a. Zhangsan hen congmingk £ ][ {%8F" ]
Zhangsan very smart

‘Zhangsan is smart.’

(30) a. Zhangsan/Tamen li-kai le/zai kanshu/zhosHa
Zhangsan/they leave-Asp/at read-book/catch mouse
‘Zhangsan/They left/was(were) reading books/catgimice.’
k= [t P HRE O [y s |

(31) a. Xuesheng hen congming: B /5 ][ (% B8 ]
student/cat very smart

‘Students/Cats are smaurt.’

Having laid out the three structures, it is peeetil that structure (37) representing a

categorical sentence is possible only in an SMCthén follows that the NSMCs are
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compatible with the above non-categorical constrtresthetic (35) and the quantificational

(36) ones, which are licensedyiou sentences.

THE ANTI-DE IN NON-STATEMENT MAKING CONTEXTS

Following the general assumption thau serves an existential operator, this paper
claims thatyou affirms either the existence of an entity or aarauality, compatible with the
above thetic and quantificational sentences: alsijuolgment of recognizing an eventuality.
In this context, the DP or the whole eventualityyrba focused while the coda predicate (if
present) is not the asserted predicate for Predicakhus, a non-categorical utterance fits the
type of all focus sentences (Lambrecht 1994, B2804, among many others).

This account correctly rules out (29b) and (30bpeated below, since neither of the
definite expressions can be existentially closetthiwiVP, nor can they be incorporated with

youto raise to Spec, TP, assuming D head has beed fdllowing Li (1998).

(29b)  *You Zhangsan hen congming/Gates shi sipag zui yougian de ren.
YOU Zhangsan very smart/Gates be world most@eh. man
“*There is Zhangsan who is smart/*There is Gatés is the richest man.’

R R RELPFE WAL R B B ek

(30b)  *You Zhangsan/Tamen li-kai le/zai kanshu&haposhu
YOU Zhangsan/they leave-Asp/at read-book/catchseo
“*There is Zhangsan/There are they who left/wasgy
reading books/catching mice.’

PR G om MR g F K.
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In short, we can generalize the above discussitmtire following patterns. The pattern of
(38a) expresses either a categorical sentenceejvalent to structure (37), or a
guantificational one (ii), corresponding to struety36). (38b) is represented by the structure

of (36), and (38c) correspond to (35).

(38) a. [definite-NP] [VP]
(i) categorical sentence: referential nominals, gengaire noun, subject in
Spec,TopicP.
(i) Quantificational sentence: referential nominalsisegic predicates, in
Spec,TP.
b. [youindefinite-NP] [VP]
guantificational sentence: specific, presupposéddfinite subject, Spec, TP
c. you[indefinite-NP XP]

thetic judgment, non-specific indefinite nomin&ggec,VP

Consequently, it is predicted that (38a-ii), (3@ (38c) are compatible with NSMCs, the
latter two of which naturally follow regular existgal constraints,you followed by an

indefinite nominal.

(39) a. ruguo/suirarypuindefinite-NP] [XP],... ~ (38b)

b. ruguo/suiraryou[indefinite-NP XP],... ~ (38c)

The anti-DE embedded contexts are derived whenythein (36) is raised to T to be
incorporated with an adverb likenghao, ruguo, suirarsubordinators. The definite DP can

only raise to the Spad to be in the scope of the embedded context.idnctse, it renders a
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guantificational expression, recognizing an evelitiuaontaining a definite nominal without
making reference to its inherent substance. Monmedke definite DP does not function as a
variable restricted by the existential operatotheg what is restricted is an event variable.

What is affirmed is the existence of the eventyadntaining the participant.

(40) ruguo/suirayou[definite-NP VP] ~ (38aii)

(41) a. Xinghao you [Lu, Yan-xun ya-zhen],...nan-waug cai wei chu-ju
Fortunately YOU Lu, Yan-xun anchor, man’s teneigrh then not out
‘Fortunately there was Lu, Yan-xun serving as @ahehor, our men’s tennis
wan'tout’ 45 [ ERE] > LT R AR o

b. Hai-hao you ta gen wo liao-liao, fouze wo kuan@-kui
Fortunately YOU he with me chat, otherwise | altrgisessed-out
‘Fortunately there was he chatting with me; othseM would have burned

out” B4F§ s FIATEr > F ORI PH R o

As mentioned above, the DE is alleviated when tligest position is lexically filled,
such as by a location or temporal phrase in (48is @nti-DE can be explained by the current
proposal in the sense that after the existentiali©merged with T head surfacing as a
possession verb, the lexically filled subject plttee realized verb form a typical
subject+predicate relation, corresponding to Ehg(43). Therefore, no restriction to the

postverbal elements is imposed, like regular pesbal objects.

(42) a. Tushuguan you naben shu. =(7b)
library have that-CL book

‘The library has that book.’
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PR o mRRARE T EF LA FRR L AV

(43) The library has the book.

As mentioned above, the Chinese (38a-ii) is derivgdnoving the referential definite noun
phrase to the Spe® while possibly leaving the Spec, TP null. Englestistentialthere
sentences, however, require a lexically filled sabjas in (44). Hence, in our proposed
structure (45) for English, the mechanism of rgsihe DP (either a referential DP or an
indefinite) to SpewP is similar to that in Chinese in the sense tlodh lare interpreted to be
specific. What differs between them is that in Estgkhe expletivehereis inserted (due to
the strong EPP nature in Chomsky) in the Spec, T&effite DP is possible only when it is
raised from Spec,VP to Spee, Presumably the anti-DE is made possible by gpjate
pragmatic contexts, as summarized above. What rmmatact is that these existentials

prevent a categorical sentence, as predicted bgumgnt proposal.

(44) There is the book in the library.

(45) An Englishthereexistential sentence

TP
/\ T1
there
/\ VP
be /\V’
referential/ T~
specific DP v }P\

coming/chasing mice
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Turning back to the Chinese definite, in a NSMChwiit you, the referential DP ends
as in the Spec, TP in (46a), represented in (36 eWhe proper noun is further topicalized to

the matrix TopicP, it gives rise to sentences (#@b).

(46) a. Ruguo/Suiran Zhangsan hen congming, tayilangzhu bieren.
iffalthough ~ Zhangsan very smart, he then will hatipers
4o b (B R 5E = RELP i fiﬁ.g Fesw] 4,
‘If Zhangsan is smart, he will help others.’
b. Zhangsan ruguo/suiran hen congmingik = v % /82 28 (287 .

Zhangsan if/although  very smatrt, ...

By contrast, wheryou occurs in an NSMC, it is not possible to use alidenoting (ILP)

predicate that tends to express a categorical qgagde judgment, as shown by the
ungrammatical (47a), and as correctly predictedilnyprevious account. In contrast, when
the subordinate predicate denotes an episodic @ald@pi sentence (48a) becomes
grammatical, surfacing the so-called anti-DE c&$ate that even though (48a) is allowed,
you+rZhangsancannot be a constituent to raise to the matrixclppsition as in (48b). This

topicalization move, unlike that in the above (46is) banned in our analysis since the

intended categorical construe is not possiblgimsentences.

" One may propose an existential operator that landavidsonian eventuality argument, and the ppetits,
ZhangsarandLisi as constants, are not in the scope of the exigteqterator, as suggested by Hiroshi Aoyagi
(p.c. 2012).
(i) [k take-care-of’' (z, I, e)

(Int.) ‘There was an event in which Zhangsan toale of Lisi.’
| suggest that the existential operator bindingea@ntuality argument is licensed only when it isbedded in
subordinate or non-categorical contexts; otherwige,would wrongly allow cases like in (11). Thisdi of
thinking does not preclude the topic counterpaihdgd6b), which contains a null subject within theordinate
clause an@hangsarin the Topic position.
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(47) a. ?*Ruguo you Zhangsan hen congming, womehbythui shu.
if YOU Zhangsan very smart, we then not-will lose
‘If Zhangsan is smart, we wouldn’t have lost.’
4ok G SR PRI
b. *You Zhangsan ruguo hen congming, women jiu bushu.
YOU Zhangsan if very smart, we then not-will lose

¥ 5k = Ao S BRI L.

(48) a. Ruguo you Zhangsan zai, women jiu hui ying.
if YOU Zhangsan at-here, we then will win
‘If there is Zhangsan here, we would win.’
Ik G EZ BN PR
b. *You Zhangsan ruguo zai, women jiu hui ying.
YOU Zhangsan if at-here, we then will win

*4 3R = oS [BEAR B

Further evidence comes from the impossibility deipreting a generic bare noun in
the existential NSMC, as shown in the ILP in (483 an the episodic context in (50). The
bare nouns cannot be rendered as generic, in sbmiith the generic reading in the SMC in
(31la) and (32a). Rather, they are only understamdndefinite, or marginally specific

reading.

(49) Ruoguo you xuesheng/mao hen congming, jiwbmoilu.

if  YOU student/cat very smart, thero not-will go-astray

‘If there are students/cats that are smart, themvauldn’t get lost.’
dokF F A [ WREp ffﬂ € i B
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(50) Ruoguo you xuesheng/mao zhuo laoshu, lagghuhui na-mo duo.
if YOU student/cat catch mouse, mouse thennatl that many
‘If there are students/cats that can catch miceret wouldn’t be that many

mice.” ok /3R B A5 FRER, XK 70A 5.

We have shown that a definite nominal after Englisdre bein (45) is possible when
the DP is interpreted a specific subject and a cairgorical expression, provided by
appropriate contextual information as previouslyntimed. This account naturally accounts
for Milsark’s observation that an ILP is not indiated, even with an indefinite DP in an
existential sentence that does not render a catagjgudgment. In Chinesgou sentences,
the typical DE is exempted when there is eitheexachlly filled nominal subject (e.g. a
location or a temporal phrase) or a contextuallgerstood null subject. The legitimate
anti-DE surfaces when the clause followyau expresses a non-categorical judgment, which
is possible in an NSMC. The simple recognition nfeventuality (possibly containing an
identifiable, specific participant) naturally acecds for Abbott's (5b) and Li's (10b)

observations, discussed above.

CORPUSDATA

This section presents further data that suppuostsaanalysis, based on the corpus data
from Word Sketch, a database derived from the RaldrCorpus Academia Sinijcand also
based on some examples discussed in Sie’s (20@7¥layu and Sie’s (2008) data from the

United Daily NewsCorpus; see Appendix for details.
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A Null or Lexically Filled Subject in Possessive you Sentences

As mentioned above, the DE is exempted when thera lexically filled preyou
subject, e.g. a temporal phrase in (51) or a longthrase in (52). It is also possible, however,
for a null subject to be understood as an impsahject, such atheyin (51a) orwein (52).
Either possibility can be predicted by my proposedount, in the sense that this type of
clause exhibits a canonical (null) subject + posisesou+ object pattern. Therefore, strictly

speaking, they do not constitute a true anti-DEecas

(Bl) aj *REFFHFDRFF EEW I MRS REG BT E 0 AL
RAETIE LT AR o B B UG AN R B -
T A ER M S E HIRBRL T o (STE)
‘Lit: He said that there was this situation in §hast, but now everything is
different.’

b. 22¢ r5 Frcta@ip T 5ot 5@ FEFS g 0755 KY BA D

A A PEM ) A4 BR ] HLETES S RL G R

e, (S104)

(52) R £ ensig P 4o 378 > v F R FBE R AL LA 0 2 LEED

F_L

e
¥ ° (S74)

LA 0 BE N RIA Y e B L g o S d R i

‘Lit: ...one afternoon in Artux city, there was tlbeautiful encounter.’

Listing Reading

8 The examples drawn from Sie’s (2007) thesis ankeahindicating her original numbers.
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There are sixteen “list reading” instances in Slayua Sie’s (2008) data. The noun
phrases that are juxtaposed may be preceddthb'still’, as in (53), to draw the hearer’s
attention to the added information. The definiteumghrase is not totally new in the
discourse; rather it is a subset entity that iateel to the set in the previous discourse.

(53) » CONVERSER #% 1,180~ e £ » i3 & i w02 0 ¢ i 690~ »

S AR ¢ 5907 o ¥R B LPRE R Fakir o - £F 2023 e

- &.?:év’ﬂ)f—;%,i—f"rﬂ’ F o N ‘ﬂﬁgﬁiﬁﬁ_ ) %Ti%{ 4950~ » ;f.a‘rf%[ 4500~ > > &
F 3 30K R 5000~FEmEMHE S/ EE A o (S119)
‘... There is still the most attractive sneakers ladiin stock: one is Jordan’s'23

generation and the most popular James the Greaftheneration....’

The bracketed eventuality followingpu in (54), Song’s criticizing others in his pep rally,
contrasts with and is juxtaposed with the previeuent in the first conjunct,ian’s airline

ticket being taken away by their opponents

(54) LI WA EFRR T LML s T8R4 > EFRRFG - 3
LRI [mﬁﬂ?% EE R g mon gRpe] ) ER VAT EA E U
Il ks iF - (S98)
“....then there was Song, Chu-yu criticizing the ywrf Mr. Chen and Mr. Su in

his pep rally...”
What is listed is either an entity in (53) or areetuality in (54); both types of which are

compatible with thetic expressions: either affirgirecognizing the existence of an entity or

an eventuality, (cf. with Li’'s account, in whichetlfiormer reading would not be predicted).
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V+ you

Although Li (1996) states that the definite exisi@ntype cannot occur as a matrix
clause or as a complement clause of a verb suchimls believe as in (9), there are
forty-seven cases of this type in Shyu & Sie’s dataunting almost half of all of their
anti-DE tokens (47 out of 97). Among the 4% &l type, faxian-you'find-have’ counts up to
almost half (21/47). In the twenty-offexian-youcases, seventeen cases have a definite nhoun
phrase followingyou (faxian-youNP), e.g. in (55-56), and only four examples shbe t
faxian-youNP+VP pattern, as in (57-58Youis optional in these cases, but its occurrence
emphasizes the existence of the entities or thateakties, relevant information of which
has been activated in previous discourse. Heneesehtence expresses an affirming act by

identifying its existence.

(B5) 2 &% . f T &A drkd - Apd SDAY o REFR] R
3 ...(S9)
‘(lit.) If you visit people in southern-central Wean, you will find there is this

kind of voice.’

(56) — ZHRdt1 ARfF > .3 - T ok X Ple ¢ o AdeH FRG SR
oo B e FE P R R T RA 10»@_;;&}_ Egrg o (S22)
‘(lit.) One day when he was taking a walk with ige, he found there was this

kind of massage store.’

(57) kA K S B FRF [EAERMNRAE AR 2 E B ] 0 AR

EEg o (S 23)

3
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‘(lit.) If people find there is this kind of garappearing in the place with more
elderly people and attempting to deceive them,gelezall the police as soon

as possible.’

(58) fe i % R &% B3 1 QAT Fetoi s %k o BEHRF

LERE S SRS L RS CXE L) RS R L R
B 2%ars (LFE o (S20)

‘(lit.) They find there is this kind of dog-raisirfgmily, driving high-class sedan,

but being reluctant to spend money on the ligatiorthe dog.’

Definite nouns may occur afténgshuo youhear-have’, nineteen instances in S&S’s
data. Though these nouns can occur in the subdedotause, as predicated by Li (1996),
they can also occur in the matrix clause as theablp (59), a canonical VO structure. (60) is
allowed in the current analysis, sintegshuooccurs in a NSMC, as an embedded thetic

description oher husband accompanying her

2

(59) ¢ AL FIFPRFX AT 0 2T RRT & BFRES - (S39)

(lit.) ‘They never heard that there is this evéluacase.’
(60) [ * B F 2 2Ap ] > ERAHELLI B A2 - (S29)
(lit.) “The merchant heard that there was her hndldeeeping her company. They

felt embarrassed and opened the door to meet them.’

There are eight instances of definite noun phrédksving renwei youthink-have’ or

fouren youdeny-have’ in the subordinate clauses within®&S’s data.
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(61) # 7 phenpird + &7 P Fo PP A FFAIF o HAAFT M
pHESRRGN -2 R oWEA g kORI EER R 0 2
WA RS BREAR BATRRRA LRI EE R ¢ kAl - (ST2)
(lit.) *...the Hsinchu court investigated and thoudiat there was (because) this

black dog, he was judged innocent.’

(62) @ [ H+ FHI XEFH > FIEAfI B 4 4T A3 7 B F 0 F
3 ERY &4 % . (ST0)

‘...As for Xiao-lei, Liu Zhihan didn’t deny that theiis this person existing.’

This type strongly presupposes the existence otttiy or the eventuality followingou
Therefore, filling in a definite noun phrase doex nontradict the discourse information.
Besides, the definite noun phrases express emphhsisentity that the speaker aims to
emphasize. Interestingly, an indefinite noun phrdses not seem to be acceptable in the
above sentences. This suggests that the functigheofilefinite noun phrases is to either
reiterate or to make prominent the entity/eventyahat is related to the previous discourse,
on a par with the ‘anaphoric’ property of the abi-mentioned by Abbott (1993).

Several instances ofinghao+you‘fortunately-have’ were found in my Word Sketch
search. They all fall into the embedded NSMC casiesegxinghao‘fortunately’ is an adjunct

introducing an adjunct clause. Either a propositoa noun phrase may folloyou.

(63) 43 [ ERE] > ..¢ ET ®d AL NE o
‘Fortunately there was Lu, Yan-xun serving as athan, so that the men’s tennis

team was not out.’

(64) %47 [neJchenz < ] o & 47K T M R -
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‘Fortunately there was the coach’s encouragemésttlgen could steel herself to

endure the pain and have breakthroughs.’

Superlatives

As mentioned before, English allows superlativethare existentials, as in (7) which
is repeated below. While Hannay (1985) suggesteradrkable” entity denotation, Lumsden
(1983), however, claims that the sentences in §flepn with the ‘type’ reading, such as the

most beautiful kind of sunset in (a).

(7) a. There was the most beautiful sunset thisiage
(from Hannay, 1985:110, ex. 37)
b. There was the ugliest looking woman readingiaes tonight.

(from Hannay, 1985:110, ex. 38)

Two typical superlative cases found in S&S’s Chendata occur ifi-shi ‘even if’ clauses.
The main clause assures the speaker’s assertiardiegs of the extreme situation: hence the

superlative form is used. The superlative noun g@wathus contribute to the focusing

function.

(40) L 82 FA L AF I TRAPLHRIPRDL > dok g b TR

7 [neBtFena 4 ]y mi2F P - (S78)

‘Without determination, even if there is the beshabilitation environment, it
cannot help those who do not want to face the ehg# of drug

detoxification.’
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42) 9 B4 EAEL =47 P EPAFTIMRL LIRS

7

AN
S
-

3

Even if there is the worst situation happening tlghts of all the account

owners will be protected.

CONCLUSION

In light of Kuroda’s syntactic manifestation of ¢oive-semantic judgment types, this
paper has articulated three structures represemtegorical, quantificational and thetic
sentences. It has also been shown yoatexistential sentences are licensed in clauses that
express a thetic or quantificational judgment, blky are not used to express the
predicational (categorical) judgment in a matrbaude (SMC). This syntactic-semantic
licensing of the anti-DE does not preclude the ewtuial conditions previously discussed in
the literature. Consequently, the study of thei{dDIEE interaction with existential sentences

hinges on issues interfacing syntax, semanticpaaginatics.
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Anti-definiteness Effects and Non-Categorical Judgments

APPENDI X

The data were drawn from 869,000 news articlesontemporary Mandarin Chinese
from the United Daily NewsCorpus. From Shyu & Sie (2008), a summary of tieair
occurrences of the anti-DE cases is reproducedibelth both the clause types (main vs.
subordinated) and nominal types (proper names, goms) demonstratives, universal

guantifications, most-NPs, and superlatives) tdllie

Shyu and Sie’s (2008) classification of the deéimibun phrases yousentences

modifier + barel demonstrative | Proper Name Pronoun Subtota
Ns + N
3 you 1 NP+VP: 1 NP+VP: 3 5
F B NP: 2 6
you NP+VP: 4
+superlative
RS Matrix: 8 9
you+ most Embedded:1
List reading # - (every)| NP: 7 16
#3 sl +|1 1 NP+VP: 6
you
BIRG 6 NP: 9 1 1 21
discovefyou NP+VP: 4
3 14 NP:2 NP+VP: 1 18
hear + you NP+VP: 1
Wwoe 3 IER NP: 1 NP-VP: 6 8
3 NP+VP: 1
think/deny +
you
Bl 7 NP+VP: 6 6
becauser you
Aok /F &G 1 2 NP: 1 8
if/ only + you NP+VP: 4
BER 5 NP+VP: 1 1
although + you
Total 23 33 24 17 97
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