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Introfuction. Studies of late, such as D. Payne (1987), K. Lambrecht (1987), and J. Du
Bois %}985); (1987), have shown that there is a strong statistical tendency for certain
grampmatical properties, or clusters of properties, to recur in a discourse sample as a result
of infprmation flow. Therefore, word order in some languages can be most insightfull
accoynted for by pragmatic constraints, rather than by syntactic rolest. Du Bois (1987
demdgstrates that, in connected discourse, some argument structures are preferred over
othersp and that this preference is highly consistent. In other words, the word order of
connézted discourse is not random variation, but a highly preferred pattern. This is what
has béen characterized as the Preferred Argument Structure (It)lenceforth PAS) of a language.
In thiy paper, I will, through the analysis of natural conversations, test whether such a pre-
ferre argument structure exists in Mandarin Chinese. Du Bois (1987) claims that the
overwhielming majority of the languages he and others investigated appear to exhibit a
PAS. & The result of this paper will, therefore, further examine the gencralitg of the PAS,
whicks if confirmed to exist in Mandarin Chinese and, further, found to be universally
established, would shed some light on the human cognitive motivation of word ordering.

—‘EWe will examine the existence of the PAS against the four constraints proposed by
Du Bgis (1987), namely:

1) the One Lexical Argument Constraint;
2) the Non-Lexical A Constraint;

3) the One New Argument Constraint; and
4) the Given A Constraint.

;EFollowing the analysis of the data, we will discuss the overall results from an infor-
matiog processing point of view and try to determine what they all have to do with human

cogni@on.
=

The Ditta and Coding Principles. The data reported in this study consist of two conversa-
tions, which, together, take about an hour’s time. Both are multi-party conversations: one
takes Pplace at a dinner table, the other is an after-dinner talk, taking place at approxi-
mately the same location.

[

ucture in M

.

FHow one analyzes the data is as important as the data themselves. The approach
to thecdiscourse evidence could sifgniﬁcamly determine the outcome of the analysis. Past
reseafch on language has tended, for a variety of reasons, to take the sentence as the basic
unit o%°description and theoretical generalization; however, the most likely candidate for
the s@3tus of basic information-flow units for spoken discourse are smaller than the
sentence.  The clause, defined grammatically, and the ‘intonation unit’, defined
prosodically, have each been proposed by different discourse researchers. Givén
hypothesized (1983: 7) that the clause is ‘the basic information processing unit in human
discourse’ (cf. also Chafe (1980, 1987)). Other dicourse researchers have proposed a
similar role in spoken discourse for the intonation unit, defined as a stretch of speech
uttered under a single coherent intonation contour, it is frequently demarcated by an initial
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pause. Chafe has hypothesized that the units so delineated represent ‘linguistic expressions
of focuses of consciousness’ (1980: 15).

According to Du Bois, the clause and the intonation unit often coincide, even

though the positions of their respective squorters seem to be far apart (Du Bois 1987:

2). By the same token, my data are ana u )
isrxlto)natign contour. The ’wo!king definition of a clause, in the present study, is anty i;?rs;c{:
of speech containing a verb (cf. pp. 44-45 for a detailed discussion) and its arguments Ly
uttered under a single coherent intonation contour. To illustrate, consider the following

tract from the data:

yzed into clauses with special consideration for

(1) wo ging lai de shihou,
I just came NOM? time
‘When I first (just) came’

san e yué méi yoi hué gin ne.
three Cl month not have work do REx3
‘for three months I had nothing to do.

wd shénmo gongzuo yé méi zhdodao.
I what work neither not find
‘I could not find any work to do.”

wd yixidzi nage meén ne
I suddenly so lonesome R,Ex
‘I suddenly became so lonesome.

zénmo shénmo hué déu zhio bl _ ddo ne.
how  what work all find not BVC‘ REx
‘How come I can not find any work to do?

This sequence is divided into the following clauses:

(2)  wd gang lai de shihou
‘When | first came’

3 sin ge yué méi you hué gan ne .
@ ‘Forgthry:c months I had no work to do.

(4)  wd shénmo gongzud yé méi zhdodao
‘I couldn’t find any work to do.

S w0 yixiazi nage meén ne
¢ ‘1 suyd?c‘i]en]y became so lonesome.’

(6)  zEnmo shénmo hud déu zhjo bu dao ne.
‘How come I couldn’t find any work to do?
ini All the
The corpus of my data has a total of 276 clauses containing 447 arguments. A
referring exprgs)sions, tge NP’s, independent pronouns, and zero forms, have been Sll%gS]’%]
out from the texts. These reference forms are termed mentions, following Du Fms ( d cj
Each mention is then analyzed according to a) Dixonian roles; b) lexicality; an
information status.
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Under Dixonian roles, a mention is analyzed as one of what he refers to as the
three major types of arguments, the ‘universal semantic-syntactic primitives’, 4, S, O, and
Oblique (Dixon 1979: 59). A is the argument which prototypically would be the agent of a
transitive verb; S is the single argument of an intransitive verb; and O is the argument
which prototypically would be the patient of a transitive verb. A, § and O constitute the
direct arguments in a clause. The argument that follows a coverb is coded as Oblique,

which is considered an indirect argument.

Clauses are divided into intransitive clauses and transitive clauses. An intransitive
clause has a verb and its nucleus, in which case an intransitive verb may be classified
according to whether its nucleus is 1) an adjectival verb, 2) the copula, or 3) neither of

these.

The first type of intransitive clause is that which takes an adjectival verb. An

example would be as follows:
() ni }géng le
you fat  CRS

You have gotten fat.”

verb is followed by a sentence-final particle.

the copula verb. The verb phrase in the clause is intransitive.

(8) 13 _baba shi wd didi de _ ldoshi
SUBJ PRED NOM

Colorado Research in Linguistics, Vol. 11 [1990]

3sg father be 1 brother GEN teacher.
‘His/her father is my brother’s teacher.’

The vast majority of adjectives may function as verbs in Mandarin Chinese. That is,
they may be the nucleus of a verb phrase, as in the above example, where the adjectival

Another type of intransitive clause in Mandarin Chinese is clauses that contain a
subject noun phrase linked to a nonreferential noun phrase by the copula. The nonrefer-
ential noun phrase serves to characterize or identify the referent of the subject noun
phrase. The copula verb serves as a link between the two. Thus, the nonreferential noun
phrase following the copula (g)therwise known as predicate nominative) is not an object of

In dealing with such clauses, we code § for the referential subject. The nonreferen-
tial noun phrases are not referring expressions and are therefore not singled out from the
text, since they are not relevant to the present study. As an illustration of what is
regarded as a predicate nominative, consider the following example:

The third type of intransitive clause is that which contains an intransitive verb that
is neither an adjectival verb nor a copula. This type of intransitive clause may contain a

coverb’ phrase or an adverbial phrase. For example:
(9) w0 gén ta hé_-bi - lai
I with 3sg can’tget:along
‘I can’t get along with him/her.’

There is no object in such a clause and the subject in this case is coded S.

When the meaning of the verb in the clause requires two participants and one of
them is doing something to or directing some behavior at the other one, such a clause is

called a transitive clause.

Nouns and/or pronouns that follow a coverb are coded as Obl(ique), except in the

case of bd constructions and béi (jido, rdng, gEéi) constructions.

In the bd construction, the
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i i i : in the béi (jido, rang, géi)
i ject i d immediately after bd and before the verb; in the be ¢ ;s &
gg:scttr;)(gjigg 1tshfa)laacgt:mt is markedy by being placed immediately z}ft.er béi (or its variants)
and before the verb. To recapitulate, look at the following example:

10) tAd zai tashugudn kan bio

a0 S OﬁL [¢]
3sg at library  read newspaper
k ﬁle at the library reading newspaper.

. . . d
Admittedly, topicality is an important phenomenon in Mandasrm Ig:l'?l:isec‘pulrtp%l;c;u(l)f

be revealing to find out what role topics play in relation to the PAS. ’cl)"hc agniade of

this study, however, we will not examine topics as part of the analysis. g ation

such a su’xdy would require separate effort. Nonetheless, we will bring up P

about topicality in relation to the PAS in the discussion.

i is that
Under lexicality, a mention is analyzed in terms of what tt}11e codreorcr:llienr;t\:tnta xlei at
conveys the information; i.e., how marked it is grammatically and how p
tinct or large the coding device is. The parameters are:

1) NP (for fully lexicalized mentions);
2 pror$ominaly(for pronouns as reference) and
3) zero (for ellipsis).

i i tion
Under information status, the activation state of the 1r§format1%n tg?ita é}? g;eir:] ion
carries is examined. The states of activation are categorized into 1) }: en e o ¢ wsed
able; 3) generic; 4) brand new; and 5) brand new anchored. Not{ce tdzzt wencric O e
the z:ategory ‘given’, choosing instead a) identifiable; b) inferable; and c) g s
a richer set of distinctions.

i i at the

Identifiable, or definite, ilnftc:rm'f;tion is thelltt lfsorl nv},g:f:atti?; sggikiesr :lsr?;éx;sat‘tl;}a‘;) e

ick out and establish reference. 1 tion : i

?vti:ta}:it: t‘l:;nugiverse of discourse. Non-identifiable, or indefinite, "}l)fomtl)?élc:g’ I())iréktbci:uto ther

hand, is that for which the speaker assumes the hearer will not hc a e O P sourse

establish reference based on information already available within the ll:nlll S efinit and

(cf. Chafe (1976), Du Bois (1980)). When introducing information tw 1((): S e e is-

referential, speakers are most commonly requesting their hcargrs ‘tois geated B
course file for it; i.e., to activate related information. Afterwards, i

able.

i i ough
Inferable mentions are those whose referents were at one tntr)lle ac}H’; ll)duet,n {ailftigatign
no longer activated in the participants’ memories, are still retrieva e:'are huslly made by
of the referents are therefore accessible by inference. Such inferenc e Al situa
virtue of commonly shared cultural knowledge: schemas, scripts, an
tions.

- . . . . R

Generic mentions are those that can be immediately 1dent1f1edf btchc:uss;:mg L‘El
shared generic-cultural context and the world view that mlembtehrsab%llt D
ture/speech community hold roughly in common, such as general tru

i i i earer’s
Brand new information is that which may not have previously bhe;r; ]“c,otr?si igusness.
memory at all, or that which may be in ang-term memory, Or in p}?nphearcr’s e
Information of this status is not immediately accessible within the
sciousness.

‘ hich
Brand New Anchored refers to mentions that are brand new to thﬁ 2&’;};22 (?ymk r:Vown.
are linked or ‘anchored’ to some other discourse entity that the hearer ha
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According to Prince, "a discourse entity is Anchored if the NP representing it is LINKED,

by means of another NP, or ‘anchor’, properly contained in it, to some other discourse
entity”. (1981: 236)

In analyzing sentences into clauses, one construction stands out as demanding spe-
cial attention.  That is the pivotal construction. The defining characteristic of the pivotal
censtruction is that it contains a noun phrase that is simultaneously the subject of the sec-
ond verb and the direct object of the first verb. The noun phrase functions as a ‘pivot’
relating the two verbs.

Sin dealing with pivotal constructions, we further divided them into clauses, the
‘pivofal’ noun/pronoun therefore gets two sets of codings. The coding can be illustrated as

tollows:
2(11) ni bié lio rang ti  chi bingailin
= PRO PRO/PRO I%J%
& A O/A )
O IDEN IDEN/IDEN Generic
=2 you not always let (3sg) eat ice-cream
= “You shouldn’t always let him eat ice-cream.’

3
Analy$is and Results. We will, following Du Bois’s methodology, examine the validity of
each ghd all of the four constraints (cf. page 42) using the data.

=

The Lexical Argument Constraint. Du Bois’s study of Sacapultec shows that, in con-
nected discourse, clauses with zero or one lexical argument are common and that it is rare
to ha® clavses with two lexical arguments. chicaﬁlrgumcnts are meant to be mentions
that ake realized by full NP’s, as opposed to pronominals or zero forms. The results of this
study Zonfirm the validity of the one lexical argument constraint. Such a constraint is found
to exig in Mandarin Chinese.

[

ElOut of the 276 clauses in the data, 126 contain zero lexical arguments; 136 contain
one ]c%cal argument, and only 14 are found to contain two lexical arguments. The fre-

quency of these three types of clauses is illustrated in Figure 1.

Long: The Preferred Argumen

Percent of Clauses

? 1
(n=126) (n=136) (n=14) <N=276>

Figure 1. Frequency of clauses with zero, one and two lexical arguments.
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Let us now compare the results from mandarin Chinese with those from Sacapultee
(Du Bois 1987: 818).

: % of clauses % of clauses
?zoolfci];l;s;s w/l lex arg. w/2 lex arg.
1.1
Sacapultec 47.6 51.2
Mangan’n 45.7 49.3 5.1

Table (1). Frequencies of clauses with zero, one, and two lexical arguments in
Sacapultec and Mandarin Chinese compared.

iki imi ing that is somehow different is

centages look strikingly similar. The only thing t > 5

that in ’Il;tila?n%?ﬁn Chginese there is a r;lative!y higher pcgg?rr;&?‘gg?yogu%;%sgs S&ﬁhg};gsli)](;ci?n
5.1% vs. 1.1%). Still, the statistics overw 1 r

?ﬁrl’i’}f&t};r&ectc‘é discourse) there is a tendency for speakers to avoid using more than one

lexical argument per clause.

ignifi-

The lesser degree of similarity (5.1% vs. 1.1%) sh'ou]dl not be_ltf;kerb :‘% lt)l?i :égthat

cant. What is really significant is that the overall tabulations are _s&ml gré e N el

does become clear from these statistics is that the tendency to avol lrlré o M capultee of
argument per clause apparently exists in connected discourse, W

Mandarin Chinese.

i €10,

To further examine this claim, let us also look at the frcquen%y of dds?:uiaersarenl;t-‘ ZThi;

one, and two arguments with intransitive and transitive clauses c?nm :rvevith tgavo arguments

will clear up the possibility that the observed infrequency of fC a]USCes with two argument

realized lexically is simply a consequence of the infrequency of ¢ au;ow the results as fol-
positions; that is, the infrequency of transitive clauses. The data s

lows:

Percent of Clauses

1} 1 2

(n=32) (n=81) (n=11) <N=124>

i uments.
Figure 2. Frequency of transitive clauses with zero, one and two Iexif:al arg

Published by CU Scholar, 1990
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Intransitive clauses, of course, can not take more than one argument. The following
graph demonstrates the frequency of intransitive clauses with zero and one lexical argu-

ment.

™
v
e

Percent of Clauses

[} 1
{n=68) (n=84)
Figure 3. Frequency of Intransitive clauses with zero and one lexical argument.

<N=152>

A Again, we find the results to be surprisingly similar to Du Bois’s study. In the use
of intransitive clauses, even the percentages look alike.

% of clauses % of clauses

w/0 lex. arg w/l lex.arg.
Sacapultec 48.1 51.9
Mandarin 44.7 553

Table (2) Frequencies of intransitive clauses with zero and one lexical
arguments: Sacapultec and Mandarin Chinese compared.

With transitive clauses, Mandarin has a relatively higher percentage of clauses with
two lexical arguments (2.8% vs. 8.9%). Look at the following table to compare.

% of clauses % of clauses % of clauses

w/0 lex arg. w/l lex arg. w/2 lex arg.
Sacapultec 46.9 50.3 2.8
Mandarin 25.8 65.3 8.9

Table (3) Frequencies of transitive clauses with zero, one, and two lexical
arguments: Sacapultec and Mandarin Chinese compared.

These results, even with some differences, can once again strongly support the One
Lexical Argument Constraini.

The Non-Lexical A Constraint. Now we come to an examination of the distribution of overt
lexical mentions among the structural positions of surface syntax.

49

i i ions se 185 lexical mentions,
The data contain a total of 185 lexical mentions. Out of these cal men
15 are A’sc, 50 are S’s, 90 are O’s and 30 are Obliques. Figure 4 shows the distribution of
these lexical mentions among Dixonian roles.

©o
-]
~

50

40

Mentions

30 A

Percent of Lexical

A S o Oul

(n=15)  (n=50)  (n=90)  (n=30) <N=185>

Figure 4. Distribution of Lexical mentions among Dixonlan roles.

i i i f lexical

This shows that, similar to Sacapultec, a substantial portion of the number o X
arguments appear in the S or O roles and a relatively smaller portion in the Ahr?ley.V hZ:lsz;
again, is in agreement with Du Bois’s results and supports his argument t ?h hen 2
speaker has a referent that needs to be mentioned lexically, either the 5; orl em o
among argument positions) may be freely selected, but the A role is not freely ;3' puayves
gor the lexical mentions. Once again, we may compare the results from the two languag
in table (4).
% of all lexical
mentions in O

% of all lexical
mentions in §

% of all lexical
mentions in 4

Sacapultec 2.9 328 21.1
Mangarin 8.1 27.0 48.6
Table (4) Percentages of lexical mentions for grammatical roles: Sacapultec
and Mandarin Chinese compared.

i i i ical mentions for A Is

In Mandarin Chinese we find that the percentage of all lexica : :

slightly higher than that in sacapultec. Why? To answer ttzxs question, lgf us f1£isl§ et.akv: a
look at the information status ofp these lexical mentions for A’s. Here is what we :

Brand New Brand New Anchored Identifiable  Inferable Generic
2 0 7 2 4

Table (5) Distribution of information status of lexical mentions for A.

A substantial part of these lexical mention A’s take the information slatu)sfas ttélciz‘gzl
fiable (almost half). Out of these 7 mentions, almost ali of them (6 out o{ d72 rcfe{he o
turally specific things, which are, in the meantime, common to the knowledge o p

https://scholar.colorado.edu/cril/vol11/iss1/4
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ticipants of the conversation--a group of students from China studying in the U.S. Among
these mentions are zongtong (the President), guéhui (the Congress), canyiyudn (Senator),
méiguo zhéngfu (the U.S. Government). These terms are culturally specific and there is a
need in such conversations to realize them lexically: they are almost all proper nouns.
However, they are also readily retrievable from the participants’ knowledge base because
they are part of (their) American life. Such may be considered a peculiarity of these con-
versations and an ultimate cause for the relatively higher proportion of lexical mentions for
A.

To follow Du Bais, let us also compare the number of lexical mentions in each
argument role with the total number of mentions in that role.

©
I
]
c
2
T
©
E
®
L
x
L
S
€
©
4
©
-8
A S o]
{n=15) {(n=50) {n=90) <N=155>

Figure 5. The proportion of argument positions that are lexical.

The above graph shows what proportion of each argument position is lexical in the
observed data. Du Bois (1987) demonstrates that S and O both contain a substantial por-
tion of lexical mentions (almost half) and that A4 contains a much smaller proportion of
lexical mentions. Our observation show that, even though A contains a smaller proportion
of lexical mentions, § does not contain a much larger proportion either, whereas O con-
tains a great proportion of lexical mentions. Let us compare them with the following
table.

A S (6]
Sacapultec 6.1 48.1 45.8
Mandarin 9.7 323 58.1

Table (6) Proportion of lexical mentions: Sacapultec and Mandarin Chinese

compared.

To see if the lexical NP’s are randomly distributed across grammatical positions, let
us test it by applying an X2 test. If the distribution is random, we should expect a higher
incidence of them in the 4 position.

51

Lexical Non-Lexical
A 15 93
Non-A 170 169

(X2 = 4.44,df = 1. p < 0.05)
Let us take a look at the results of the X? test with regard to only arguments:

Lexical Non-Lexical
A 15 93
S+0 140 142

(X2 = 417, df = 1,p < 0.05)

i i > dis-
cording to both X2 tests, the null hypothesis that lexical NP’s are randomly

tribute: zan bc%ejected. In other words, the distributions are not random but follozc:::‘;-
tain patterns. That is, lexical mentions of the A role are significantly lower fghanl exp A
All this, even with the relatively lower frequency of lexical mentions in thhc ro l]:tsarcl) ¢ Do
higher frequency of lexical mentions in the A role as compared with the restlg s o the
Bois’s, supports Du Bois’s claim that there is a tendency in connected dxscoug_se O e g
quantity of lexical arguments in a clause to a maximum of one and that this s‘ g e
ment is not distributed randomly across grammatically possible positions, but system y

disfavors the A role.

t, on the grammatical level, both the One Lexical Argument
Constralgn(;wanzettfeeeN(t;lr‘fl’mc' al A Constraint, which together constitute, the grammt?m\:va;
dimension of the PAS, are applicable to Mandarin Chinese. Interestingly eno_ug87 e
observe that for Mandarin Chinese, a language known to be by no means ergative » the
discourse also has an ergative surface syntax. The discourse distribution of gran}m; loal
roles falls into a pattern which reflects the defining property of ergative languages:

O constitute a class which is set off as distinct from A.

Argume i i i i One New
The One New nt Constraint. Another constraint Du Bois proposed is the O
Argument Constraint, which, stated otherwise, would mean that in the domain of dxsggx;rssee
ragmatics, speakers always avoid introducing more than one new argumenthptt;rctorS e
his should not be too hard to accept once one takes into consideration such fa s 2
information pressure in the discourse and the amount of information the hearer car:) }’; o
bly process. From an information processing point of view, a text, written O;imilar’ >
chunked into propositions (van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). These proposmogls( are I
what we regard as clauses. The propositions/clauses should therefore be taken as jrirene
tion storage units. Chunks of stored information in coherent discourse are gropon 1985).
All these propositions are combined by an argument overlapping process b(lAri v:gsgr three).
In this process, the propositions are overlapped by at least one (p03151 yf > o They
chunk(syof old information. These chunks of old information are mostly relere g
serve the function as the addressing, reference, or filename in the memory-storag > ot &
course (Givén 1988: 2). Information processing is made possible by stflch fa prc;gion. th‘)el
alleviating information” pressure and thus preventing the overflow o mtoi;mamou,m e
argument overlapping process assures that the hearer processes only a cer ;1 e Apping
information at a time, and, therefore, keeps the discourse gqhercnt‘ With t e" e pe ¥
process, a discourse is therefore by definition mul{n-proposﬁxonal. We norma g' ind
topic/theme chains in connected discourses, which is what makes a discourse conerent.

i i i New Argument
This argument overlapping process can well explain the One gL
Constraint sincg both have thg same psychological roots. While the argument overlapping

Published by CU Scholar, 1990
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process is the cause at the level of cognition, the constraint is the effect that is realized at
the level of production. It is our cognitive capacity that limits us in general to having not
more than one new argument per proposition/clause. Only with such limitations on the
amount of new information entering each proposition/clause is it possible for us to activate
and process that chunk of information. (gverﬂow of new information would overburden

our processing capacity, hence, the maximum of one chunk of new information per propo-
sition/clause.

With all this, we would expect the data in Mandarin Chinese to support the pro-
posed constraint. In the data, 44 mentions either Brand New or
Brand New Anchored information status, which means only 9.8% of the clauses are new.
Figure 6 demonstrates the frequency of clauses with zero, one, and two new arguments.

100 =
@®

Percent of Clauses

(4] 1 2
(n=232) (n=44) (n=0) <N=276>

Figure 6. Frequency of clauses with zero, one and two new arguments.

There is an interesting difference between our results and Du Bois’s: ours show an
even higher frequency of non-new argument clauses (84% vs 73%). We consider this very
indicative. It gives greater support to the observation that a clause can contain a maxi-

mum of one new argument; this is to facilitate the flow of conversation and help imple-
ment information processing.

The Given A Constraint. Now that we know only a maximum of one new argument is
introduced per clause in connected discourse, let us find out where the new mentions go --

what is the distribution of new mentions in terms of their syntactic roles? Figure 7 shows
the distribution in Mandarin Chinese.

In our data, all the new mentions are lexical. This confirms a fact that lexical NP’s
carry more information load, for more often than not they are employed to introduce new
information. A full NP is typically selected whenever the referent represents new informa-
tion (Chafe 1976: 31). Asis clearly demonstrated in Figure 7, a relatively small proportion
of all new mentions appears in the A4 role

Now let us see what the proportions of new mentions are like in each argument
position, as shown in Figure 8.

53

Percent of New Mentions

A S o Obl
(n=4) {n=13) (n=13) (n=8) <N=38>

Figure 7. Distribution of new mentions among Dixonlan roles.

Percent of New Mentions

S o Obl
(4/4\08) (13/174) (19/108) (8/57)
t new mentlons in each argument position.

Figure 8. Proportions o

i h less striking difference
ittedly, the results of my observation show a muc o
betwcc‘:ctllrll::l fseq{'lcncy of new A and that of new S, as compared to Du Bois’s

% of new mentions in S

.5
Sacapultec g% _2/25
Mandarin X 3
Table (7) Proportions of new mentions in A4 and S positions: Sacapultec and
Mandarin Chinese Compared.

% of new mentions in A

i jon that a
The results can still show, however, that the single ae\;{—argligxlzgt mention
clause may maximally introduce typically occurs in S, O and Oblique .
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Discussion. Now that we find that the PAS is exhibited in natural discourse of Mandarin
Chinese, we can conclude that 1) the PAS is not restricted to a specific language or to a
typological class of languages, since typologically Mandarin Chinese belongs to a com-
pletely different class from Sacapultec; that 2) ergative surface syntax is not limited to
crgative languages, since Mandarin Chinese, being a nominative-accusative language, also
demonstrates the ergative discourse pattern; and, finally, that 3) the PAS is independent of
the grammatical t%pc, i.e. ergative-absolutive, nominative-accusative, etc., realized in a par-
ticylar language. The present study apparently supports Du Bois’s claim that the PAS is a
discourse-level, structure-independént motivation for a particular grammatical structure.

=

icat

The universality of the PAS would greatly strengthen our speculation that the PAS
is"glosely related to human cognition. Many of the constraints can well be understood as
coHstraints to human cogritive capacity.

o

itive

: From a cognitivc point of view, the basic unit of information processing is the men-
tafproposition. On the surface, these mental propositions appear as recognizable clauses
or@cmenccs, but also as a single-chunk fragment that is much less recognizable as such,
with some vital parts that must be assumed to be there at the level of interpretation, even
hBugh they are not showing up at all on the realized surface form. A coherent discourse
is dargely multi-propositional. These many propositions that make up a discourse are

chdined together by an argument overlapping process. Thus we normally can expect an
cqgi-topic/thcme chain in a coherent discourse.

G From the hearer’s perspective, the information that the propositions carry should be
negher completely novel nor completely predictable. Either extreme would bé untenable
foginformation processing. Completely predictable propositions are useless to the hearer
as@/he has no motivation to process them. Completely novel propositions are equally
uséless, since the hearer has no coherent framework to fit them into. Propositions/clauses
inhuman discourse must thus be informational hybrids (Givon 1988: 3). While proposi-
tiogis/clauses contain new information to make the discourse meaningful, the existence of
olginformation also functions significantly in the course of communication. OIld informa-
tiod, more often than not functioning as topic/participant, serves as the addressing, refer-
ence or filename in memory-storage of discourse. From a cognitive perspective, it is the
regBonable distribution of old information and new information in a proposition/clause and
th&Ssequencing of the propositions/clauses that make a discourse accessible and processable
wifd adequate mental effort. The PAS is, therefore, an outcome of human cognitive
cagcity in processing a discourse.

<

= The One Lexical Argument Constraint, for example, is clearly the effect of the limita-
tiog of human cognitive capacity on the amount of new information to be processed. Full
NE} have a much greater information load because they are typically selected whenever
thefreferent presents new information. To have two or more lexical NP’s, therefore, would
be equivalent to having two (or more) new arguments introduced into a proposition. As
obgerved carlier, propositions are combined by an argument overlapping process. The fact
thagptwo new arguments are introduced into ‘one proposition would certainly destroy this
ovdlapping mechanism and, as a result, would make it hard for the hearer to store the
proposition in his propositional network. According to Myhill (1988), this is a type of
repulsion. He observed that highly categorial nouns and verbs tend not to occur in the
same clause and that it is relatively unlikely for two highly categorial nominals to be used
in the same clause. Full NP’s are the most categorial and are most likely to represent new
information. And as a corollary of the principle of clustering, pieces of new information
are released in separate clauses. It is much less so the case with written communication.
Written work would enable the reader to think longer and transform that one heavil
loaded proposition to a few more propositions with arguments overlapping each other. It
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i i but peo-
is not impossible in natural oral qiscomis? it should bﬁeré%tlzcsi; Egr s;h;s tlt?eh:ggs:’argu rgcnt
to be more facilitative in oral discourses. 1
lzzl‘sot::)[:]()ilains the One New Argument Constraint, as was elaborated earlier.

i i ictabilit
A unit of information transacted in discourse has a certain l%‘{e:agfli?r%dfu;anom)l{z
iven its communicative context. The overall level of rpfcrennal pre: fulc abil )c;f oany fac-
;gxlal topic, embedded in a particular clause in discourse, is a complex ?(fual o sed
tors. ese factors may be divided according to the three main conte
systematically in human communication (Givon 1988: 9):

1) The deictically-shared context, or speech situation;
2) The generically-shared context, or culture knowledge; and
3) The textually-shared context, or preceding discourse.

and
These factors would explain the frequent use of ze{o-fonnGe‘x’r%}l;;ent% h(zsi/r‘l‘é;%),reta-
also why, in the observed data, we find so many pronominals (167/4 e ratives can
tion of ;;ersonal pronouns, place-referents, time-referents and delctéct e ed. deic.
be made easy given the speech situation. In the two .conversatlgns.t a g S Che
tic context played a significant role in referential interpretation: —many
pointed at and thus trigger topic changes at the dinner table.
i the
Also important is the generic context. The shared gcnerxc-cu]tu_{)zllle knﬁ:}:?f:t Sofs the
articipants in the conversations makes some of the referents acces;l e of the
gs 20n1dng (the President), guohui (the Congress), etc. are part of the nc():eive rg Dase O akes
participants in the conversation and are, therefore, e}ccessxblc to the re .
the speaker use more coding idn the form of full NP’s.

T .  The
The shared prior text is the major source of .predu;:aasll)llht)é ;gsh:gnn';l: g:snclcc):grs:d fie
anaphoric discourse context referred to by linguists p ) ;l)r;: e Sequentially, in some

b e memory representation. The text is store ] t terarchi
fitr?é:g (lc‘.\lfticx,xniemporal?ordgr but at the same time the stored text gdgrga::;ia&lf e
cally, according to thematic units and sub-units -- story, chapterf, r:plst de, }; oeuately occur
(Giv’én 1988: 10). Pronominal and, most significantly, zero referen o A e of the
only when the referential distance, i.e. the gap between the last previ S O mee in the
referent as a clausal argument in the preceding discourse and the cur; O Tentification
clause, is not too large. The effect of the referential distance on {e] ecrlistance would then
is pre;umably due to memory decay. Too big a gap 1n rcferemfla it neS Within the
mean too much memory decay in recovering the identification ot' rx;e e erential iden-
referential distance, however, there is potential interference compe 1 gof  mory TeCOVETY,
tification. While referential distance stems from the limiting cfapata g't o R parently, in
referential competition comes from the !lmmng capacity O fat e i a't et W hen &
speech processing only one referent at a time can occupy thed.oculsn'Sc e tions persisted
single referent/topic has been established in the preceding discol o is that of default
alone for a while, the normative assumption of human communica

referential continuity (Givon 1988: 11):

1) All other things being equal, the current clausal topic also tends to be

the topic in the next clause.

2) Coherent discourse will is biased towards default referential continuity.
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Specifically, default topic continuity means that the current referent continues to
occupy the focus of attention. Under such conditions, the least amount of mental effort is
expended in filing the information in the next clause, because the filing address remains
the same. In this case, we have the locally-important topic persisting and default gram-
matical procedures are used. Once can not help noting, in the observed data, that the
amount of grammatical code that is spent in such situations is normally minimal. This is
where we find pronominal and zero referents.

The fact that people avoid using more than one lexical argument and frequently
cmploy pronominal/zero forms can, therefore, also be seen as a two-fold phenomenon.
On the one hand, anaphoric reference takes many pronominal/zero forms to assure the
hearer that the referent has been previously mentioned and that referent/topic stays in the
default situation. Thus anaphorically the pronominal or zero forms also signal continuity
of the discourse, keeping participants within the flow of the conversation. On the other
hand, it is the outcome of coding economy. Since the filing address remains the same, not
much mental effort is required in processing the proposition/clause. So, there is no point
in employing a greater amount oP grammatical code: greater lexicality, which will only
overload the hearer with unnecessary interference than s/he can possibly handle. This is
also indicative of the cooperative nature of human communication.

The topic of each successive clause retains its local importance by virtue of continu-
ous occupation, i.e. for having been the locally important topic in the preceding clause.
When topics change, however, the new or re-introduced topic must actively gain attention.
When the default referential continuity is broken, ie. a) when attention is disengaged; b)
when a new topic is searched for and identified; and c) when attention moves to the new
topic, more mental operation must take place. Such operation is more effort-demanding
cognitively and more marked grammatically, in the sense that perceptually more salient
topic-coding devices must be used. Such grammatical devices make use of the code quan-
tity principle, which is stated as follows:

The less predictable the information is (or the more important), the more
prominent, more distinct or larger will be the code element(s) that convey it.
(Givon 1988: 16)

The reason for employing the more distinct and prominent coding devices is that
they attract more attention. And information that attracts more attention is memorized,
stored and retrieved more efficiently, and can therefore function better as a topic.

The different constraints in the PAS, as we have observed, are simply the reflection
of the ways in which speakers package information in a discourse. Specifically, the One
Lexical Argument Constraint and the Non-Lexical A Constraint are reflections of how
information is initially introduced/reintroduced and subsequently managed throughout the
discourse. The One New Argument Constraint is the direct result of information pressure
and the limited capacity of cognition as shown by the argument overlapping process. The
Given A Constraint, that is, the appearance of lexical and new mentions in the S and O
roles, but not the A4 role, is ultimately related to the role of topic continuity in the con-
struction of discourse.

This may bring us to the observed fact that, in the data, the proportion of new
mentions in the subject ;;)osition looks more like the proportion of new mentions in the A
position than in Du Bois’s. (cf. Table (7)). This may be accounted for by the fact that the
two studies use two different types of data, although both are natural connected discourse,
one being narrative, the other being conversation.
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In conversation, however, there is a much lower, if any, density of pt?rtimpan; Ol?atrg:
duction. And, unlike the narrative, there ils)e a much f'malher ggicag:l ttsh?n bucrir;lagni rrx)defi ngite
nists to play, in which case, subjects would be more aligned wi
and iderﬁiﬁ%ble and in taki;xg the less marked coding; i.e., pronouns and zero forms.

The fact that new mentions are typically coded in the roles of cgthgrtia?zloinb;l
rarely in A accounts for the high preference of lexical mentions in S ofr R t}]o - rar t¥1¢: e
Thus S and O are paired together in that they both introduce new in or;;na i o tequally
course. While there is a strong discourse pressure uniting S and O, there (lzate oDy
strong, possibly stronger, discourse pressure which motivates a no%lln?tl_veto ate g O
Bois 1985: 355), namely the pressure to mark topical information. at is lause);’ here s
an equally strong pressure to mark noun §)hrases which recur in succes§1vehc A
course. {Jndcr this discourse pressure, § and A are paired together in tdctlr Lene Tgese
code empty noun phrases, i.e. noun phrases which are human, agentive an ” og .
two strong pressures amount to the discourse motivation for an ergative pattern.

i i i ity of the PAS, which greatly
jon. The results of this study suggest the universality of S, /
gr‘\)::;::ges our speculation that the PAS is closely relgtcd to hl:m?r: c?()gr;:g;)nr;n rgggnft(i)\?c
i s
straints that we have examined can all be understood as constrain CogRItive
i i bility and accessibility o
apacity. Specifically, they are largely related to the processa A :
fnt%rmtgtion gﬁd the xyﬁcnta effort that 2; spent in the course of information processing.

The observed facts convincingly indicate that word order in a ]anguagel funl(;;lo:ss E?‘
a great extent on the basis of pragmatic factors. This lead us to assume that ar;ﬁen%s b in
O o it emirabe and o
clause, will systematically distinguish between 1 « Dl A rount of
jon that is not identifiable. The packaging of.mform_atxon, thqreforp, mus f
glcan izlformation, including both that communicated in the prior, dlsc;Oprsi:: an?le ‘;hz lo"fwtire
balized information that the speaker and the hearer share as implicit noyvma]g] S
world, represented in frames, schemas, scripts, etc. New information msst vtlr all yusefullj/
be integrated within a framework of shared (old) information, in order goth seluly
interpretable. Therefore, in natural discourse, almost gll messages contain resuyp o
information. Typically, the larger part of a message will consist of ggvef:n or t‘i)on pp
material, while only a small chunk consists of the actual message, new informa .

ve observed, the old information greatly correlates with topic/thematic
memio‘xlxs‘ss a‘zg rlxlgw information with comment/rhematic mentions. Similar ol?serv:él(;)lﬁ \;/\?S
also made of Brazilian Portuguese in Dutra (1987:175-6): "new 1nformat1(;n A
arguments is introduced in the discourse in post-verbal position -- f_or”exzi\ilnlpt‘;.l,,5  es
such, postverbal noun phrases will be, typically, lexical and indefinite”. ] i nakes 1
hard for us to discard the speculation that topic-prominence in Mandarin C mecs;e ofythe
motivated by the PAS and that the surface syntax of Mandarin chinese is nf]'nd Ot the
result of discourse pressure. It will, theéefore, dfcfmlge]y b% v:l?:tl‘? Klse iflffl?dr; r:cci)a rlin S the

i ips i een the distribution of topics an . s

lz;‘:\]gt:;gs?fl Sz;f\::r)i';l b(?htvi:)ese is more indicative of léiscoursc: property of language 1n actug

use.

/iss1

i hould be indicative

The observed data, confined to the prodqcuon qnd as thpy are, shot tive

of the comprehension end as well. The packaging of information should in t?e tﬁlgf?tlu

have said something about the unpackaging of information. At any rate, \111r er s
would be of great value to find out whether it is the same case on the comprehen

and what that would reveal about human cognition.

i
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Notes

ILaPolla (1990) gives an insightful typological analysis of this fact. He argues that "in a
pragmatically controlled language, the order of elements is not as crucial to interpreting
the semantics of what the speaker is trying to convey. Word order reflects more the flow
of information, and syntactic constructions grammaticalize this rather than syntactic
functions.” (LaPolla, 1990:2).

ZThe data of my study are glossed using the same notation as in Li and Thompson (1981).
Explanatory remarks about the notations are made in the footnotes when necessary.
Otherwise, I assume the reader is familiar with the notation in question.

3Folldwing Li and Thompson (1981), the sentence-final particle ne, which has the semantic
function of Pointing out to the hearer that the information conveyed by the sentence is
the gpeaker’s response to some claim, expectation, or belief on the part of the hearer, is
glossed as REx & esponse to Expectation).

‘RVCstands for Resultative Verb Compound. The negation particle bu (not) comes in
betvieen the compounding elements, as in the case here.

sDu Bpis (1985) argues that 4, S and O are not universal primitives. However, they are
usefil heuristic notions. We will use them nonetheless, just as Du Bois does.

$CRS%tands for ‘Currently Relevant State’ which is the basic communicative funciton of le.
Firsdy, this means that le claims that a state of affairs has special current relevance with
resfEct to some particular situation. When no other situtation is mentioned, it is always
assugned that the statement signaled by the sentence with the le is relevant to now, that
is, 1 the situation of the speech context in which the speaker and hearer are engaged. If
anather situation is explicitly mentioned, then the statement signaled by the sentence with
the'¥ is claimed to be relevant to that particular situation. Secondly, le claims that some
statf of affairs signaled by the sentence is relevant for the speaker and the hearer.

TThe-germ coverb refers to a class of morphemes in Mandarin Chinese which includes such
morphemes as gén ‘with;, cong “facing’, yan ‘along’ and the like, as well as forms that fig-
ureprominently in certain grammatical constructions such as zdi ‘at’ used in locative con-
strugtions. An example of a coverb phrase in Mandarin Chinese would be:

peg ta ¢bng nar 1ai?

3% from where come

‘Where did s/he come from?’

3LaPgjla (1990) argues that there is no evidence that Chinese has nominative-accusative
syntgx. In fact, he claims that Chinese morphosyntax exclusively codes pragmatci cate-
gorigs, ot syntactic functions and that in Chinese pragmatics is more basic than syntax.

uctu

=
*I wish to thank Susanna Cumming, Barbara Fox, Randy LaPolla, and many others for
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North American Conference on Chinese Linguistics, Philadelphia, PA, May 5-7, 1990.
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