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(oblique case)

(Baker 1988; Marantz 1993; McGinnis 2001a, 2001b;
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M ¢G innis( 2001a, 2001b) ,
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Abstracts of papers in this issue

Mbod, modality and sentence type (p. 483)

ZHAO Chunli (College of Chinese Language and Culture, Jinan U niversity, Guangzhou 510632, China/Dept. of Chinese
and Bilingual Studies, The Hong Kong Polytechnic University, Hong Kong, China)

SHI Dingxu (Dept. of Chinese and Bilingual Studies, The Hong Kong Poly technic U niversity, Hung Hom, Kowloon, Hong

Kong, China)

The concept of yuqi ( ) haslongbeen a controversial issue in the study of Chinese gram-
mar. It was derived from the concepts mood, sentence type and modality in the study of English
grammar and is related to the concept of tone in the study of Chinese grammar. It is proposed in
this paper that yuqi ( ) is the Chinese equivalent of mood in English, with a different coding
mechanism. There is no one to one correspondence between modality and sentence type in Chr
nese, nor is there any one to- one correspondence between mood and sentence type in Chinese.

Grammatical canstructions and extensional functions: A camparative study of interrogative pranouns

d English and Chinese ( p. 501)

TANG Yanling (Foreign Studies College, Hunan Normal University, Changsha 410081, China)

SHI Yuzhi (Foreign Studies College, Hunan Normal University, Changsha 410081, China/Dept. of Chinese, National Sin-
gapore University, Singapore)

This paper deals with a variety of grammatical functions derived from interrogative pro
nouns, which include exclamation, universal reference, indefinite reference, and anaphora. From
the typological point of view, the extensional functions of interrogative pronouns in different lan-
guages display similarities and differences. The main reason for these phenomena is that different
languages have different grammatical systems, which to a large scale influences the grammaticat
izations of interrogative pronouns.

Two kinds of retained object corstructians in Mandarin Chinese (p. 512)

ZHANG Qingwen (Center for Linguistics and Applied Linguistics, Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou
510420, China)

TANG Sze- Wing (Dept. of Chinese Language and Literature, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Shatin, New Terr
tories, China)

This paper discusses two kinds of ba () constructions with retained objects: (i) wo ba juzi
bo le pi. ¢ I peeled the skin of the orange.” ; (ii) wo ba shui jiao le hua. ‘ I watered the flow er
with water.” The two kinds of retained object constructions are distinctive in semantic relation
and constituent extraction. It is assumed that the two types of retained object constructions are
two different applicative constructions, whose distinctive semantic relations and their asymmetric
representations in constituent extraction result from their divergent syntactic structures. This analy
~ sis not only accounts for their distinction in constituent extraction but also gives an account to a
series of asymmetries of the two kinds of constructions. It also proves that the retained object
construction in Mandarin Chinese is not language particular.

A cognitive approach to English locative inversion constructions and their discourse functiors ( p.
529)

ZHANG Keding (Schoolof Foreign L anguage Institute of Linguistics and Applied Linguistics, Henan University, Kaifeng
475001, China)

Based on the Figure Ground relation in cognitive linguistics, English locative inversion con-
structions may be regarded as GtF( Ground+ t(ransition) + Figure) constructions, in which G
serves as the cognitive reference point, F is the object to be located by reference to G, and t plays
the role of indicating the dynamic or static spatial relation between G and F. From the viewpoint
of discourse structuring, Gt constructions in English may perform two main discourse functions.
One is to be cohesive with the preceding discourse, and the other is to introduce into the discourse
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