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Chouw Chaoting Tm2006 On the Syntax-Pragm atics Interface n Chinese A Case Study of the A ttitud nal A dveib
Daodi MA thesis Chiao Tung University H sinchu

Tsaj WertenDylan 2008 Left Perphery and H ov-W hy A ltemations Jowrnal of EastAsian Linguistics 17, 83—
115

On CausalHow in Chinese

Abstract It is argued in his paper hat causal how shoull be classified nto wo types n
M andarn Chnese namely clause initial how and pre-verbal how. The fomer is placed at the high-
est syntactic position of a chuse bengmerged into the left perphery, where sane strong pragnatc
ntempretation is nomally assigned The latter is ad pined to a syntactically lower position and m ay
well preserve its nterwogative function It is further shown hat the analysis of this paper can be sup-
ported by historical and dialectal evidence Same syntactic and pragn atic properties of causal how n
Chinese and their interaction are discussed abng the Ines of the syntax-pragn atics interface

Key words causal how; “ daodi’; adverlh interrogatves syntax-pragmatics interface
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