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O. Introduction Eleven years ago, The Symposium on Discourse and Syntax 
was held at UCLA. In the preface to the volume of papers from that symposium 
(Gjv6n 1979), Talmy Giv6n stales that •... il hu become obvious to a growing 
number of linguists thai the siudy of the syntax of isolated sentences, extraCted, 
without nalUral context from the purposeful constructions of speakers is a 
methodology thai has outlived its usefulness.' (p. xiii). Based on the tille of the 
preseDl conference and the fact from which ilarose, that isolated sentences are still 
the central focus of most syntactic research, it seems that Giv6n's 'growing 
number' has nOi yet reached criticaJ mass. II is my hope that by showing the need 
for a discourse-based analysis of Chinese syntax. my paper will make some small 
contribution in this regard. 

Tttis paper is the second in a series arguing for a discourse·based analysis 
of gnmmatical relations in Chinese in which there is a direct mapping between 
semantic role and grammatical function, and then: are no relation.changing lexical 
rules such as passivization that can change that mapping. I The correct assignment 
of semantic roles to the constiruents of a discourse IS done by the listener purely on 
the basis of the discourse structure and pragmatics (real world knowledge). 
Though grammatical analyses of cenain constructions can be done on the sentence 
level , the sentence is generally nOI the central unit for understanding anaphora and 
grammatical relations in Chinese. Two related arguments are presented here : the 
question of 'subject' and the structure of discourse developed from an analysis of 
the nature of discourse referent tTacking. 

1.0 The Question of 'Subject' in Chinese Before 1 begin this section, I 
would first like 10 point out that 1 do not believe in any universal notion of 'subject' 
(d. Van Valin 1977, 1981. Foley & Van Valin 1977, 1984). or that it is possible to 
discuss the notion of 'subjecl ' outside of a particular grammatical Iheory. As 
Maranlz has pointed out. 'There can be no right definition of "subject" ... only a 
correct (or better) syntactic theory.' (1984:3).2 Giv6n 1984 defines 'subject' as a 
grammaticaVsyntactic category that codes discourse-pragmatics, specifically. the 
clausal topic . All languages code topics, so aU languages can be said to have tJ:!e 
pragmatic role of ·subject'. For Giv6n, then, 'subject' is the same as ·topic'. I Will 
discuss this question below. For the purposes of this paper, 1 will assume that 
'subject' is an NP that has special Brammatica/ized referential propenies beyond the 
prominence that might be associated with itS semantic role. 

li & Thompson (1974; 1976) argue persuasively for analyzing Chinese as a 
lopic-prorninant language. They a1so point out that '(tJhere is simply nO noud phrase in Mandarin sentences which has what E. L. Keenan (1976) has terme 
"subjeci propenies'" (1976:479). Aside from this, though, they give onl)' .one 
explicit argument. that of 'pseudo-passives' (see §1.8 below), to suppon the I~~ 
that there is no identifiable subject. One purpose of this paper is 10 suppon La 
Thompson's subjectless analysis of Chinese by presenting further arguments. V 

Following the methodology used, for example. in Anderson 1976 and an 
Valin 1981, we will examine relativitation, bi comparatives, cross-clause co-
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reference, clerting, WlH-question formation, raising to 'subject', indispensability. 
and pseudo-passives lei determine which argument of the verb, if any, figures as the 
syntactic pivot) in these various COClSlJ'llCtions that derIDe pivOtS.. Paul Schachter 
(19n) has shown that a distinction muSt be made berween the semantic role-related 
propenies and the refc:rence-n::lated properties of what we call 'subjects' in indo­
European languages. Dixon (1979) also points out that what he terms 'universal 
syntactic phenomena' (imperatives, jusslve complements. CIC.) are of no use in 
detennining grammatical re lations. J therefore will nOl discuss renexivization, 
imperatives. or any oth~ role-related gnmmaticaJ sttuctures. Through the study of 
the reference-related c:onStnlcbOnS we will see that there is no syntactic pivot in 
Chinese, so the concept of 'subject' as a grammatical function beyood semantic role 
does not exist. 4 

In discussing syntactic pivots. I will use the 'universal semantic-syntactic 
primitives'5 (Dixon 1979:59) of uansitive subject (A), intransitive subject (s)6. and 
transitive object (0 ). In a given language, if SandO function in the same way in a 
particular syntaCtic construction, and differently from A, then we can say that there 
is a neutralization of t!:ie distinction between S and 0, and so the syntaCtic pivot for 
that construction is IS,OJ. If on the other hand S and A function in the same way in 
a particular syntactic construction, and differentJy from 0, then we can say the 
syntaCtic pivot for that construction is IS,AJ. In a language where all or most of the 
constructions in a language have IS,O] pivots, IS,O] can be said to be the subject of 
that language, and the language can be said to be syntactically ergative. If, on the 
other hand, IS,A] is the major pivot pauern for all or most of the syntactic 
constructions of the language, then that grouping can be said to be the subject, and 
the language can be said to be syntactically accusative. If no consistent pattern 
emerges, then that JanJ~age has no syntaCtic piVOt, and it makes no sense to talk of 
grammatical subjects, l:rgativil)' or accusativity.7 

1.1 C ross- clause Co reference In the following three examples, the zero 
anaphor in the second <Clause is subcategoriud for by the verb in both clauses: 

( I ) 

(2) 

(3) 

Won' Ie ~ de qiin, jiu __ ",g __ i<. 
I pick-up ASP he OEN money then throw ASP 
I picked up his money and t1uew it. 
Yl zhi x.iao-JIt bU jiln Ie, lao)'ing zhlll zbu Ie __ . 
one CLASS chjck not see ASP eagle grab go ASP 
One chick disappeared, an eagle carried it away. 
N~i ge r1!:n nt·me gUnD ___ pao Ie. 
thaI CLASS p::rson holding stick N n ASP 
That perwn ran, holding a sticK.. 

In eumples (1)-(3), we have A:&A (and 0.,0) coreference, S:O 
cortference, and A~S coreference respectively. No consistent pattern emer@es.so 
1tte can say theft is no syntactic pivot for cross-clause corefere~ . 

In introducing the examples above, I specified that the zero anaphor was 
~~tegorited for by both verbs. This is not always the case. As shown in Li & 
"uumpSOn 1976 and 1.979, and Tao 1986, it is the IOpie of the sentence/discoursc-, 
!:!:...~e 'subject', thai: controls coreference in cross·clause deletion; the deleted 
~t need not even be 5ubcategoriud for by the verb in the first clause. Li & 
- ....... 'P5Or\ (1 976:469-470) give the foUowing three examples:8 



(4) 

(') 

(6) 
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N~i ke shu yhi dl, suoy;. we bU xlhuln-, 
that a..ASS tree leaves big so I not like 
That me (topic), the leaves ~ big. so J don', like il (the tree). 
No kuli. tiin dlozi zbingde ben dl., suoYi __ hen zhlqi4n. 
that O.ASS field rice grow very big, so very valuable 
That field(topk). rice grows very big, so it (the: land) is very valuable. 
Ne; ching hub xilofingdui UiI:k do, . (suOYi __ ben R;i). 
that a..ASS fire fire trigade came early. so very tired 
That fU'C (topic), the fIte brigade came early. so they're very tired. 

In examples (4) and (5), the zero anaf~ in the second clause con::fers with 
the topic of the fIrSt clause, and nol the 'subjeCt'. In example (6) the zero anaphor 
cannot corefer withfir~ brigodL. as the fU'e brigade: is not the primary topic of the 
clause, even though it is the 'subject' of the verb in the fm! clause and a logical 
candidate for subject of the second clause. The zero anaphor also cannot corder 
with the topic because of the inanimacy of the topic. The evidence in these 
examples is consonant with Giv6n's statement that 'the main behavioral 
manifestation of imponanl topics in discourse is COritinuiry, as expressed by 
frequency of occ:urrence' and participation in equi-ropic chains (1984: 138), but as 
the topic that is participating in the cross.clause corefen::nce is nOt subcategorized 
for, no argument can be made for subject conlI'Ol of CIOSs<lause corefen::nce, and 
lhe idea that 'subject' and 'tOpic' are one ancIlhe same is then questiooable. 

1.2 Relativization In Chinese any NP can be relativized upon: 

(7) •• 
b. 

o. 

d. 

,. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

We de ptngyeu zAi ~i ge shfting chi fin . 
I GEN friend LOC that CLASS cafeteria eal rice 
My friend eats (rice) in thaI cafeteria. 
We zAi nei ge shfttn, crn fin de ptngyOu mii. Ie shil. 
I LOC that CLASS cafelena eat rice REL friend buy ASP book 
My friend who eats in that cafeteria bought sonrJa book(s). 
Glngciti bu shilfu de nei ge n:n wu Ie. 
just-now not comfortable REL thaI CLASS person go ASP 
The eerson who was not well just now left. 
We taoyan wb pengybu zAi nei ge shitang chi de Iln. 
I dislike I friend LOC that CLASS cafeteria eat REL rice 
I dislike the rice my friend eats in thai cafeteria. 
We bu xiang zAi wb pengyOu chi fln de nei ge shitang chi fin. 
I nO( want LOC I friend eat rice REL thai a.ASS caf. eat rice 
I don't want to eat at the cafeteria wnc:re my friend eats. 
Wb m1i pingub gei Ii de nei ge pengy6u Uti Ie. 
I buy apples give he REL that CLASS friend come ASP 
The friend I bought the apples for came. 
Wb yang Iii xie Z1 de maom bU jiin Ie. 
I use come .... Tite characters REL brush nO( see ASP 
The brush(es) I use to write chllnictcrs disappeared 
Xilo(angdul wde lio de nei chang hub sunshi bU da. 
fire-brigade came early REL that CLASS frre loss not big 
There was not much loss from the fire the fire brigade came early to. 
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i. Wb gei shli de nei ge rin YlJmg zOu Ie. 
I give book REL thai CLASS penon.mady go ASP 
The person 1 gave the books 10 ilrudy left. 

From these cX8Jmpies we can see thai il is possible not only to relativize on 
A (7b), S (7c), and 0 (7d), it is also possible 10 relativize on the locative NP (7e), 
the beneficiary (7t), the insnument9 (7&); Ilnd even a topic (uncalcgorized for or 
nOI) (7h).IO 

In example (70 there is a pronoun retained in me restrictive clause. Keenan 
& Comrie (1979:334) claim that in all but SUbject and object relativizations. a 
pronoun must be retained. We can see from examples (7e) and (78) that this is not 
the case. A pronoun is usually retained in any indirect object consuuction because 
the verb involved is I threc argument verb. When, as in (70, the direct object 
position is ftlJed only "rith a zero pronoun (the NP having been fronted 10 preverbal 
position), the indirect object generally is reuined to avoid the confusion that would 
result if there were more than one POStvcrbal zero pronoun. In cases such as (7i). 
where the direct object is not a zero pronoun, no indirect object pronoun need be 
retained. 

As relativization is referential by definition, a language that has no 
grammatical encoding of pragmatic referentiali ty should be free of restrictions on 
relativizarion (Foley & Van Valin 1977). We can see that this is in fact the situation 
in Chinese. 

1.3 WH .Question Formation There is no movement in WH ·question 
fonnation in Chinese, 8.nc1 any consriruent can be questioned: 

(8) 8. Shei gei \110 mli yifu? 
who give I buy clothes 
Who bought clothes for me? 

b. Wodei ge:i shei mli. yifu? 
I mUSt give who buy clothes 
Who must I buy clothes for'! 

c. WO dei gei ZhAngsln rrW shcnme doogxi? 
I must give buy what thing 
What do I have to buy for Zhangsan? 

d. TIl zAi nlL1i IIlii we ge d6ngxi? 
He LOC where buy this CLASS thing 
Where did he buy this thing? 

We can see that there are no limitations on what constituent of a sentence 
can be q.uestioned in Chinese, so wh-question formation is anOlher syntactic 
construction that has no syntactic pivot. 

1.4 Cldling One of the arguments used by Tan Fu (1988 and her paper for this 
eonferen7e) for seeing ·the sentence·initaJ NP of a sentence such as (9a) (below) as a 
~tlcaJ subject is that of clefting (using the copula shi, glossed SHl . folio",,;ng 

an ~ u~ge). She giv,es ex.amples of e1efting of the effector, the time phrase, and 
~ locatlon of the action, but claims that clefting cannot apply 10 objecls (she ciles Oin)& 1979 for this res.oiclion). She gives the sentences in (9) as uamples (her 

, p. 7 _ all glosse.s, and the Star on (9b'). are hers): 



(9) a . I..:i.si yl-shlng Ie. 
Lisi hit-injured ASP 
Lisi was hit to injury. 

b . Ml cfl- lei Ie. 
horse nde-tin:d ASP 
The horse was ridden to 
10 tiredness. 

c. Ml we q'i-lei Ie. 
horse I ride-tired ASP 

'" 

As for the horse, I rode it tired. 

a '. Stu Lisi yl-shlng Ie. 
SID Lisi hit-injured ASP 
It was Lisi who was hit to injury. 

b ' . Shi rna qt-lei Ie. 
SID horse ride-tired ASP 
It was the horse that was ridden 
tiredness. 

c' _ · Shi rna wo ql-Iei Ie. 
SID horse J ride-tired ASP 

In LaPolla 1988,1 analysed (as did Li & Thompson 1976. 1981) sentences 
such as (9.) nOt IS passives, as Tan Fu would have them. but as lopicalized 
constructions with the agenl/effectOr unexpressed. Thai is, for me, the verbs in 
(9b) and (9c) have the same valence; they are really the same sentence, except that 
wi! '1' is not expressed in (9b). In (9.'-(:') the application of eleCting is not to the 
'subject', but to the 'object', The problem with the starred 5enlence is that it is out 
of C(I.lIcxt «9a' & b' would actually be equally strange OUI of context). In a context 
where what needs to be highlighted is the fact that it is the horse. and not, for 
example, 1M mule thai I 'rode 10 tiredness', (9c') is fine . Another example would 
be (10 - to') : 

(10) We mei m!i d i 
I did-not buy vegetables 
I didn't buy veg. 

(10') Shi eli wb mei miL 
SHI veg. I did-nO! buy 
It was veg. that I didn ' t buy. 

In this example clefting applies to the object without any problem The one 
restriction there is on clefting is not on objects per se, but on non-discoune-active 
post-verbal objects. The resrriction is not on the 'objectness ' of this [)'pC of 
constituent, but on its non-activeness. As we see in (10'), clefting can even apply 
to some indefinite POSt-verbal objects, though for (10') to be grammatical , it would 
have to be accessible from the discourse siruation, such as in a contrastive-focus 
siruation where someone uked me if it was /Mat that I didn't buy. Then I could 
say, 'No, it was v~gullbl~s that I didn't buy.' The same p!1lgmatic constraint holds 
in English. We can see from all this that clefting is of no use in establishing a 
subject fOl" Chinese. 

l.S Comparatives Descriptions of the SO'\lcture of the bi comparative in Chinese 
(see (II) below) often refer to 'subject' . For example, Li & Thompson (1981) 
state that the item being compared· ... must be the subject or the top ic: ... of the verb 
phrase that expresses the dimension' (p.569). McCawley (1988) criticizes the 
inclusion of topics in their analysis because sentences with comparison of a front~ 
object. as in (l2a-b), are ungrammatical. Yet there are ellamples where the 10P!C 
can be compared. Li & Thompson give sentence (13): 

(11 ) Wb bi John glo. 
I compared-to John tall 
I am taller than John. 

(12) a . '"Gou DI mAo wo xihuln. 
dog compared-to cal I like 
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b. "Gbu wo hi mo xlhuln. 
dog 1 compared-to cat like 

(13) XilnS bi xiong bin chang. 
elephant COIDJHO bear nose long 
Elephants have longer noses than bears. 

It seems from these examples that compared topics are acceptable when the 
topics are not 5utx:atcgoriztd by the verb. 

Hashimoto (1971) says thaI compared constituents 'need not be subject 
NP's ... ; they may be NP's dominated by Time or Place expressions or 
prepositional phrases: however, they cannot be the object NP's' (p.34), 

In Chinese the problem is thaI the constituent that expresses the dimension 
is a single argument vub, unlike English. where the constituent expressing the 
dimension is an adverb. Because of this, to compare twoobjtcts of a verb such as 
xlhudn 'like', the whole clause muSI be repeated, with the comparative bi coming 
between the twoc1auscs. as in (14). 

(14) Wb xihufln tl hi wo iihuln ru duO. 
I like he compared-to I like you ~ 
I like him more lhan I like you. 

As duO is a single argument verb, the structure of a sentence that compares 
Objects must be the same as one that compares subjects, i.e. X PP VP, where X is 
the constituent being compared (a simple NP or a nonrinalized clause). and PP 
includes bf and the constituent X is being compared to. The restriction on 
comparatives in Chinese then is not a function of ' subject' contrOl, but is due to the 
nature of the class of verbs used in comparatives: a one argument verb can take 
only one argument, so it is irnlevant to talk of 'subject' vs. ·non·subject'. 

1.6 Raising to 'Subject' In English and many other languages, only the 
subject of an embedded clause can be 'raised' to the subject of a verb such as seem 
(15). In Chinese, though, the equivalent of (lSc) (as well as of (lSa-b», with the 
'object' raised, is perfectly acceptable. Once again, no panem for identifying a 
'subject' can be found. 

(IS) 

(16) 

a . It seems Paul bought the car. 
b. Paul seems to have bought the car. 
c. · Thecar seems Paul to have bought. 
CM:zi haoxiing Paul m1i Ie. 
car seems buy ASP 

1.'7 In~ispensabili ty Keenan (1976) gives indispensability as a one of the 
P.JOpenles of his Subject Propenies List. He says, 'A non-subject may often 
"unpl~ ~ elinrinated from a sentence with the result still being a complete sentence. 
~ this IS usually not true of b[asic]-subjects' (p.313). In Chinese the verb phrase 

doe 
e ~an be a complete sentence, 85 in (17). There is then no indispensible J'I."P in 

Chinese clause, and no evidence for a 'subject'. 

(7) Chi Ie. 
eat ASP 
VyOU/he/she ate. 
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1.8 Pstud~passivH A common sentence type in Mandarin is where there is no 
agent. and the themt.,lparient is in initial position, 1$ in (20): 

(18) Jiii M Ie. 
wine drink: ASP 
The wine was drunk; Vyou,lhdshe drank the wine. 

These are often called passives by those wishing to establish g:rammatica1 ~1ations 
for Chinese (d. Tan 1988 and her paper for this conference), and the initial NP is 
seen as the subject. In LaPolla 1988 I pointed out that these 'passives' only work 
when the 'subject' is clearly not the agent, such as when the context ctisambiguates 
it or when it is inanimate; if there is an animate 'subject ' that is a possible agent, it is 
naturally secn as the agent. and the clause is then clearly transitive. A good 
example to show that this type of construction is nOI passive is (19), which could 
be said if [wo old friends pass in the sneet and one doesn't notice the other. 

(19) Eh, Lao pengyou bu rcnshi!'! 
Heyold friend not m::ogniz.eIIrnow 
Hey, (You) don't recognize )'Our old friend!? 

To read this as a passive sentence would be inappropriate to the situation, as 
the emphasis is on the person addressed nOi recognizing the speaker rather than it 
being on the speaker nol being recognized by someone. 

Looking at (20), we can see another problem with the 'passive' analysis, 
pointed out by Zhu Dexi (1986): 

(20) a. Wb bu h~ jiu, yl dJ ye bii h~ . 
I not drink wine one drop even not drink 
I don 'I drink wine, not even one~. 

b. (Ni) bie guan wO, ni shei ye bie guan. 
(you) don'l pay-attention I you who also don 'I pay-attention 
Don'1 pay attention to me, don't pay attention 10 anyone. 

If the first clause of (20a) is active, but the second clause is passive, then the 
parallelism is thrown off. In (20b) the topic is animate, and so the agent must be 
expressed in the second clause. Comparing the two examples, we can sec that they 
are both meant to be parallel structures, and both clauses of both sentences arc 
active. 
One last argument we can make involves this type of lopicalizalion. Giv6n 
( 1984:145) states that 'one may ... view the grammar of subjecrization as, in large 
part, the grammar of differentiating the subject from the direct object case-role.' .ff 
we look at the example below, we can sec that as there arc two topic positions In 
Chinese, sentence inilia] and post-agentll, a sentence can be ambiguous when the 
actor and undergoer are not clearly differentiated semantically. one cannot tel] what 
is the 'subject' and what is the 'objcct'/topic. This ambiguity usually disappurs 
when the sentence occurs in a larger conteJlt. If we accept Giv6n's stateme~t, t~en 
since 'subject ' and 'object ' are not differentiated by the grammar. no subjecnz.auoll 
has taken place. 
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(21) Zhlngsln Lisi tou renshi. 
Zhangsan Lisi not know 
Zhangsan, Lisi doesn't know him I Lisi, Zhangsan doesn't know. 

To summarize briefly. we have looked at cross-clause coreference , 
relativization. wh-qu~:stion formation, eleCting, hi comparatives. raising to 
'subject'. indispensability. and pseudo-passives. and have found no discernable 
panem in any of lhest constructions thaI would suppo" the recognition of a 
'subjcct' in OUnese. 

2. Referent Trackinl: and tbe OrganlZllcion of Discourse Related [0 the 
above is the question of referent tracking. Of the four types of referent a-aclring 
used in the world ' s languages (s witch -function, switch.reference , 
gender/number/noun dau marking. and inference - see Van Valin 1987 fOf 
details). Olincse exclusively uses inference (cr. Li & Thompson 1979 and Cheng 
1988), Huang 1984 makes an important distinction between 'discourse-oriented' 
and 'sentence-oriente.d' languages, but where Huang points out that pragmatics can 
'override' the gramma·tical rules he had worked out for the interprttation of uro 
anaphora, I feel that it is pragmatics that should be seen as primary, not sentence­
based rules constructed, as he says, 'in contexts in which pragmatic or discounai 
factors are reduced to the minimum' (Huang 1984:S39) . Refertnt traCking in 
Chinese does not make reference to grammatical function . Referent Inlcking is not, 
and cannO! be, for example, from 'subje.cl' to 'subje.cl', as there is no 'subject' (see 
II above). It is only the discourse or sentence topic that is imponant in the 
determination of uro J.l~aphora, 

Chinese is a Cilise of what Foley & Van Valin (1977) refer to as a 'role 
dominated ' language, one where ' the organization of clause level grammar is 
conlrOlIed by semantic: roles and their interactions' (p.298),12 For Chinese this 
must be taken one step fumer and carried to the discourse level. Because there is 
no morphological marleing of syntaCtic case role, and no indispensable rtferential 
subject, the semantic mle of a constituent in Chinese can only be understood in the 
discourse and real wo:rld context in which it is used)3 Neither morphology or 
word order supply this, infonnation,14 as there is no verbal or nominal inflection, 
and preverbal constitut:nts can be either 'subjects' or 'objects' , Lei us look at the 
SU'UCNrt of discourse to see what it can tell us about anaphora. 

Quite a few linlruists have argued for units of discourse structure larger than 
lentences (see, for example, Longacre 1979, Hinds 1979, Fox 1987), James H-y, 
Tai (1978) was possibly the ftrst to argue for enlarging the scope of Chinese 
l~taClic studies 10 th·e discourse level and to anempt to lay Out a structure for 
c;tainese discourse, B,asically following the work of John Hinds, he analysed 
discourse into paragraphs built of coordinately or subordinately conjoined groups 
of ~tences called 'sc:gments',IS C. C. Cheng (1988) improved on this idea by 
I~owmg that it is the discourse topic lbat is the basic element that holds the 
discourse together, andl by giving a mort hierarchical structure to discourse. What 
~ng calls the 'discc'W'Se continuity' (hu'6 yanxu) of a discourse topic and its 
ex.planation· (shu6mi:ng) (development in later sentences) can be diagramed in a 
~ of top to bouom. left to right tree structure/f1ow chan (see (24) below), A 
IlDlle such topic-explnnation structure often has subordina1e discourse continuity 
~tu:es and may also include sub-structures that are 'interruptions' (dachA), The 
-.owtng is an example ofnarative di5COUJ!ie, from Cheng (1988:2-3): 
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(22) Ding Jflosh1 dAi wOmen qu jiloybu, zbu guO yi shin yOu yi shin, 
Ding teacher lead we go picnic go ASP one mountain also one mount. 
Mr. Ding took; us on a picnic. (we - incl. Ding) passed mount. after mount, 

kin dAo xUduO yehu.. Hill 'NO rui xihuln zise de, 
see ASP many wildflowers flowers I most like purple REL 
(and) saw many wildflowers. Rowen, J like purple ones best, 

dAochU d6u stu, kin de gioxing flit. Tlln ktW hti chi huY' jil 
everywhere all is see PART happy very sky SOOIl bla.ck men n:rum home 
(they) were everywhere. Seeing (them) made (me) very happy. It was Ilmosl 
dark when (we) rerumed borne. 

We can see that the cntiIe first clause is the d.iscoune topic for the rest of the 
narrative, and contains the anlcocdent thai controls the zero anaphor in the second, 
third, and last clauses. In these later clauses the agent of each action is represented 
by a zero anaphor, yet even if 1N'e believed that there was such a thing as a 'subject' 
in Chinese, we could not say that this is subject control. as the antecedent that 
controls these zeros is nOi the agent of the fU'S1 clause, but is a combination of the 
agent and patient. ~ the third clause there is. second diSCOU1Se topic, the founh 
clause. The controlers of the zero anaphors in the fifth and sixth clauses are 
contained in this clause. The sentence topic in the founh clause, hud ' flowers', 
does not control the anaphor in either of the following clauses; the zero in the fifth 
clause ~fers to purple flowers. nOt flowers in genenJ, and the two zeros in the 
sixth clause ~fer to wQ 'I' and zise th huA "purple flowers' ~spectively. What 
determines Ihis last fact is simply the semantics of the predications, not any 
structural considerations. Of the three major participants in the discourse (wOmen, 
wO, and hull), only wQ had any predication aboulliking flowers, and is animate, so 
is .ble to be happy. The discourse topic sentence setS up the possible antecedents, 
but which argument controls which zero anaphor is determined by the semantics of 
the predication (sometimes it is actually the entire propositional content of the clause 
that controls the zero anaphor in a subsequent clause). Because of these facls, a 
Chinese speaker will always be able to identify wO as lhe first uro argument in the 
second to last clause. 

It is examples such as the above that lead Oleng to the conclusion thaI the 
'discourse topic' (huA6) and the 'sentence topic' (zhii6) are two separate entities 
(though of course there are situations whe~ they coincide), a distinction not made 
by other linguists working on Chinese. This is similar, though, to Giv6n's 
discussion of the hierarchical stnJctu~ of discourse, where he posits t~O 
functionally and syntactically distinct structures: thematic structu~ and tOpiC 
maintanance srructure. 16 We can see from all of this that the SIt\lCturt ,nd 
semantics of the narrative as a whole. and not the structure of the individual 
sentences, are the main determining facton in ~rerent tnCking. This structure can 
be diagramed in (23) (adapted from Cheng 1988:5). Within the larger discourse 
continuity slJ"Uctu~ the~ is an identifiable sub-struCtu~ with itS own discourse 
topic sentence and explanations. The fact that this is identifiable as a sub-StnlC~ 
is what allows the zero anaphor in the last clause to be recognized as corefeml'l:l! 
with a referent in the flfSt clause, even though it follows the second discourse tOpiC 
sentence in linear order. 
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. topic: Teacher Ding took us on a picnic 

(we· including Ding) passed mount. after mount. 

plananon: (we) saw many wildflowcn 

\ 
_ ~; ~iC: Flowers. I Wee purple ones beSt 

Di",_ 
coni. p.: (they) were everywhere 

p.: Seeing ((hem) made (me) very happy 

Explanation: II was almost dark when (we) returned home 

We can see thai Cheng's discourse diagram is very similar to the diagram 
given in Hopper 1979 (p. 214) (or distinguishing foreground from background 
information. There is in fact a slrong correlation between discoune continuity sub­
structures and the foreground-baclcground distinction (d. l.i & Thompson 1979): 
the major struCture is the foreground, and the substructures are background. We 
then can use the explications of the properties of Coregroonding and backgrounding 
given in Hopper 1979 and Hopper & Thompson 1980 to aid us in analyzing 
discourse structure. 

In the example given above, Cheng's discourse topic is similar to what 
Lambrecht (1987:375; see also Lambrecht 1986 for a fuller explanation) refers 10 as 
• 'sentence focus structure' or 'thetie sentence'. which he distinguishes from topics 
in 'predicate-focus struCtures' where there is a topic &nd a comment about that 
topic. A 'sentence focus strucrure' is a sentence 'in which the subject is not a 
topic l1, and in which moreover the predicate docs not express "old information", 
i.e. is not pragmatically presupposed' . These sentences are presentational in 
narure, that is, their discourse function is to present OT introduce (make accessible) 
referents which can then be commented on using topic-comment structures 
('predicate focus structures'). These sentence-focus structures are marked 
structures, both in lenns of frequency of occurrance and in terms of morphology, 
and simply by the fact that they usually contain full noun phrases (cf. Fox 1987). 
1be sentences marked as 'discourse IOpics' in Cheng's diagram then are sentence­
focus strucrures, while the sentences of the 'explanations' are predicate-focus 
~CtUf'es . This distinction is not recognized in Chen 1987, so there is a problem 
With examples such as (24) (his (14), p.366; (I) s topic, (C),. comment); 

(24) A ; (1) Wo (C) ldnjian dhibngdj Ie 
I look-see older brother ASP 
I saw older brother 

B; (1) n (C) zi.i na.r? 
He LOC where 
Where is he? 

A; (1) n (C) d.i cunXltou de shiimAichang shing. 
He LOC viliage-wesl GEN wheat-sunrung-ground on 
He's on the wheal-sunning-ground 
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Chen has 'Mfa 'I' marked as a topic. yet it is actually a sentence-focus 
SlJ'UCture and not a predicate-focus structure (see fn. 16). This ctn be seen by the 
fact that if uJ 'be' were not used in D's response, the zero anaphor would refer to 
the entire proposition; it would mean ' Where did roo: see him?'. H A's response 10 
this also did not include uJ • then the topic of this clause would also be the entire 
first clause, not \olIO or dbi6ngdi , That is. D's use of the 3rd person pronoun 
forces the choice of dd.ri6nSdi as the topic instead of the entire proposition 'I saw 
older brother '. 

In Chen 1987 (and Liu 1984), the number of sUbject. object and indirect 
objcct zero anaphon out of. sample of 57 clauses thai contained zero anaphon is 
given, but no definition of 'subject' etc. is given other than 10 say that the 
arguments were assigned grammatical functions based on prototype sentences. In 
fact then: is • scatement to the effect that the wbject position is when: the topic 
usually is, 50 usually the topic is PUI in subject position (Chen 1987:369), This 
being the definition of 'subject', illS small wonder that 75.4" of the zero anapbors 
in this sample are 'subjects . 

Returning to OIeng's analysis, one smalJ problem is the question of linear 
order VS. hierarchical structure. As mentioned earlier, he includes interruptions 
within the hierarchical structure of the discourse, so that a remark made to a third 
participant. unrelated to the discourse between the ftnt and second participants 
would be given I node on the flow chan in iu discoune continuity structure. The 
example Cheng lives is the equivalent of the nllTatClr of the example given above 
saying 'Uttle brother, stop maJcing so much noise! We're talking' between the 
second 10 last and last clauses. My view is that this is actually a seplBte discourse. 
and so should not be diagramed within the StNCture of the main discourse That is, 
linear order must be kept distinct from discourse structure. 

Another minor problem is that OIeng criticises U & Thompson 1979 by say 
that that paper 'over and over emphasizes that deletion of pronouns in discourse ha5 
no relationship to the grammatical strucrure of discourse' (p. lI). He correCtS 
(rightly) a misanaJysis 0( some of U & Thomp5Orl's dati. to show that their analysis 
of complete reliance on pragmatics is wrong. The problem is how do we define 
'grammatical struclure'1 What Li & Thompson actually said was that 'zero­
pronouns can occur in any grammatiwslot on the basis of ~ferentiaJi[)' with an 
antecedent that itself may be in any grammatical SIOI, at some distance., or not: even 
present. The fundamental strategy in the interpretation of zero-pronouns in Olinese 
discoune, then, is inference on 1M basis o/pragmatic in/ormJJrian provid~d b), tht 
discourst and OUT knowledge of the world' (1979:320 - emphasis mine). The fact 
that grammatical rdarions are not of prime imponance does not mean grammatical 
Strucruu is not important.. The italicized pan of the quote above can refer to the 
diff~nt encodings liven to f(Rground vs. back&JOUnd clauses, and the difference 
in structure between sentence-focus structures and predicate·focus struCtures (set 
above). In fact U & Thompson's principle of conjoinability of clauscs makes 
reference to 'the syntactic and semantic properties of those clauses' (1979:330-
emphasis mine). 

3.0 Conclusion Given the evidence above, any analysis of Chinese syntax !1Iu~t 
thcrefore include, and possibly be based on, the discourse level. One fmal po~tlS 
that it is often assumed that some historical accident or strange quirlr.:: of the Ot1ll!st 
language or people is responsible for the f.a thll there is no II1Ol'phologica.l markiNI 
of pragmatic case roles, but I would like to argue that it is precisely beCause ~et( 
are no grammaticalized syntaCtic cue roles that there is no morphologica.l martlf1" 
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.. I 1VOUid like 10 thank James D. McCawley, Shipo Otamoto, Sandra A. Thomp5Oll, and 
Raben D. V .. VIlin, Jr. for their YU'j helpful eommentl on III earlier draft of this paper. and Dory 
Poa rei' help wilh grammadcality judjementl. Any rni..staka; or cntQ of judgement are of course 
my own. 
IThe quuDon of1u.icaJ passives and pseudo-pusi._ wudeh with in deW! in LaPolla 1988. 
2See also I similar It'JU!IIent, bum the perspecli¥t of reIaticNJ pamnw, in JohnJon 1977. 
3 This concept is from Dixon 1979, but see also Foley a. VIII Valin 19&4:107-124 for • 
dUcuuion of \he IWUI'e of piVOIJ and !be 4istinction between Prqmatic Pivots and SCmatltic 
pjvou. For Dixon, pivots are. surfllCe phtnomenon, IS there is. deq:I uniwnal subjea. Foley 
.t Van Valin', Role and Reftm1CC Grammar is. mono-lU'IlII theory, Cld what Dixon calls deep 
subject ~es. F.lVV analyu IS roIt-relaled pr'CIpU1ie5 different from the reference·related 
propcrtics INI define pnamatic pi\lOlS. 
4y. R. Chao (1968) spoke of 'subjcclJ' , bul loosely dtfmt.d them u whatever came first in !he 
.m~llCe, and mdcnIood them more I5lOpiai ltwIu wlialaJe normally tilled 'subjeclS'. 
'Sec Du Bois 1985 for aJiUIIlenlS why A, S.t 0 are DOlIll1ivcnal or primitives. Nonetllekss, I 
wiD IISC them here, IS Du Bois does, bccallSe they are UJCIullleuristic notions. 
6lntranSilivt Albjecu tan also lit. split intO I&eotive and notI-lgentive SUbjtclS, bul this distinction 
is not imponant for lhis cI.iscussion. 
' This pangnph adlpled from Van Valin 1981:362. There are also 'wo Other possible 
eonfi(W'llions: 11\ active·inactive Jplit.1S in Acehne5e (Durie 1981); and • situation liuch as in 
Takelma, w~ S, A aid 0 each panem dislict.ively (ICC Fillmote 1968, from Sapir 1917). 
81 havt slightly modified LIlt glossing of tilt ICCOIId tumple. 
9 A1 James D .. McCawley lias poinled 0111 (p.c.): 'Sinct iI' s liard to teU wltich uscs of ,oft , are 
vttbs and whic:h are inSIrUmental prepositions, il isn ' t camplelely dear lhalthe rtlativized I\'P In 

(71) is an inslTllmenl in the synUlCtiC sense.' This beine: tilt cue, my remarks are hmiled 10 the 
Itmanlk sense. 
IGnis can tvcn be ellendcd ID include acnitives and obja:u of COInpari$on CMu_1I1979 ). 
I inw is, the fronled 'object ' can octUT in initial or second position in the stnltna: . The cue I 
1m $pCIking of here is when both tilt Igent and I fronted objec:11ppear in preverbal position -
ianorinl here the question of the ba-consuuction. et£::. 
12n.c idea thll il is setl\llItic role !hat is primary in CItinese is not /"leW ; see for eumple. Wang 
19~ IJld Gao 1956. 
13Thil is Il()( 10 say WI lhere lias ~ no grammaticaliulion of pngmltiCS in Chinese. O ne 
clear CISe is the ~ial.u.atiOD of ward order. with the topk early in Ihe scntc:ncc and the focus II 
the end of the 5enlenc:t. I will deal with this question in the third paper of th is series. 
14ContJary 10 Yang (1980: 1), wmch SUlIeS, 'Semanlk funetions of linguistic units can be 
CttIveyed only through synw:tic means .•.• 

:5S~i~ to the 'pantgr:aph topic - segment' structlllt given in Hinds 1979. 
6nus IS my evaluation. Cheng criticises Chen 1984 (died u Olen's 1983 UCLA M.A. thesis) 
~s;unauisllini between topic continuity and serJI.ntic «lIItinuity. I distinction WI puallds 
lite I, so.Cheng ml~' Il()( agree wi\h this evaluation. For him 'lIIe dixwrse continuity is only 
17 bearchkal suuctweof setuenc:es in. dixour5c. and is ra I semantic structure' (p. 12). 

The bet ~I!he lOpic sentence includes I pronoun .... hief1 is usually an unmarked lOpic. does 
tIOI: fll:ccuanly mcan thai !hat pronoun is. 1Opit. In the cue here, its activation stilt would be 
.... l.ImbrechlCails 'unused' . thai is. it is aeec:ssible. bul not ac:tiVlied in !he disl:ourse. Tbuc is 
~~ Ihst.inction bet ..... een lSI. dt 2nd person pronouns VI. 3td penon pronouns in this regard 
' - rtnwb are also relavanllO the discUS$ion of CI.. (24). 
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