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Taiwan Journal of Linguistics
Vol. 6.1, 97-118, 2008

ANTONYMS? PRESUPPOSITIONS?, -
ON THE SEMANTICS OF TWO EVALUATIVE MODALS JINGRAN
AND GUORAN IN MANDARIN”

Jiun-Shiung Wu

ABSTRACT

Jingran indicates that the (non)occurrence of a situation:that+it:presents
contradicts the expectation, while guoran indicates. that the (nonjoccurrence of a
situation presented by it converges with the expectation; Argumg against Hsiel’s
(200, 2006a, 2006b) proposal that evaluative modals in Mandarin do not have a
model-theoretic semantics, I propose thit, given'tliat the expectation serves as a
modal base B which an evaluative conversational background forms, jingran
presents a proposition which represents a. simplé necessity ‘of hegation in ‘a
possible world w with respect to B, whereas guoran presents a proposition which
is equivalent’ toal/simple nécessity in'a possible world w with' respect to' B.
Contrary:ito Hsieh’s¥claimi“that: modality /in Mandarin hag a language-specific:
property; e that the'semantics ofcertain imodals in Mandarin cannot be defined
in:terms -of possibility:and necessity; 1 seek to fit-modality in Mandariniinto ‘a
bigger pictire of modality.in:general:and:show: that it is possible:to achieve a
universally,valid notional. category ‘of modality, similar to ihe works of Kratzer
(1981), though different languages may have langnage-specific, choices for modal
bases, which result in different types of modality in languages.

Key words: jingran, guoran, evaluative modals, mbdality, 'sémantics, Mandariﬁ

*“This paper is part of my research sponsored, “under Grant No. NSC 96- 2411 ~H415:009,
by the National Science Cotncil, Taiwan. I hereby acknowledge the financial support of
the NSC. An earlier version was presented ‘at ‘the ‘9" Chinese Lexical Seianitics
Workshop held in Singapore, June 14%-16™ 20081 thank the audienceat the 9 CLSW
for their constructive:commetits. T:iwonldialso like to thank the two anonymous reviewers
of:the Tatwan Journal:of:Linguistics for their valuable and enlightening comments and
suggestions; without which this; paper:could not have been improved. Any. remammg
errors and mistakes aré mine: ]
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1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, I examine the semantics of two evaluative modals in
Mandarin: jingran. and guoran. Jingran denotes the divergence of the
(nomjoccurrence ~of a. situation from the expectation, and guoran
expresses the convergence of the (nonjoccurrence of a situation with the
expectation. See the examples below.

(1) a. tajingran lai" le
he JINGRAN come Pre
“He came (contrary to expectation)!’
b. ta jingran mei- lai
he JINGRAN not come
‘He did not come (contrary to expectation)!”

(2) aita'guoran’lai i le
he GUORAN come Prc
‘He camie (as expected).”
b. ta guoran mei lai :
he GUORAN not come
‘He did not come (as expected).”

The two.sets: of examples clearly, show: the meanings of jingran. and
guoran; In.(1a); jingran indicates that the; occurrence. of the he-come
event icontradicts -the  expectation: In-(1b);jingran: denotes:that: the
nonoceurrence. of 'the same ‘event: contradicts ‘the: expectation: On the
other'hand; in (2a); guoran expresses that the occurrence of the he come
event matches the expectation and 1" (2b)'guoran’ indicates that the
nonoceurrence of the same event matches the expectation.

The question as'to whether the expectation is that of the speaker or of
someone else’s depends. on the. context. For example, without a context,
such as those in the examples above, 1t is the expectation of the speaker.
That is, by default, jingran and guoran evaluate a proposition against the
expectation of the speaker. However, it is not always the expectation of

! The: ‘abbreviations used 'in’ this papercincluderCL: foras classifier;: DE for the

modifier-modifiee: marker; Disp. for a:disposal marker, Exp for the-experiential marker,
pass for a passive marker, Pfv:for the perfective marker; possi for a possessive marker,
Prg for the progressive marker, Prc for a sentence particle, and‘Rel for a relative marker.
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the speaker against -which. these two- modals evaluate a proposmon See
the example below: /

(3) tajingran lai .:le:guoran’bu'chuwosuo = liao
< he'JINGRAN come Prc GUORAN notiout T suo expect
‘He has:come (contrary toigeneral expectatlon), 3ust asli expected 2

This:is a very interesting éxample: If both Jingran and guoran rehed
on the speaker’s expectatiots; they would be imcompatible and cotld not
occurinthe:samessentence. However, in' (3), they occur in the same
sentence.’Thesecond: part of (3) specifies that the source of the
expectation is the speaker. Hence, jingran in the first part of the sentence
has:to-express-that:the OCCUITEnce of the he come event contradicts the
generaliexpectation.

Hsieh(2005,:20064; 2006b) examines the semantms of modals in
Mandarinand:proposesithat the semantics of evaluative modals ¢cannot
be captured by necessity and possibility ‘and that evaluative modals do
not have a model-theoretic ‘semantics.:-She further suggests ‘that :to
identify modals, Mandarin requires ‘language-specific semantic ‘criteria
because the semantics of certain modals in Mandarin cannot be defined
in terms of necessity and possibility, contrary to Kratzer (1981).

However; Iiwouldiilike: toriargue) against: Hsieh’s proposal: and
demonstratethat the/'sémantics” of at least two evaluative modals; iie;;
Jingraniand “guoran; car 'be defined in terms of necessity. That is;
contrary to‘Hsieh’s idea; 1. would like to argue for model-theoretic
semantics for/these: tworevaluative modals and fo try to'fit modality in
Mandarin into the bigger picture 'of modality in-general.

Modals seem to have very-different: semantics; e.g:; stipulation;
obligation, ‘permission; ability,zetc. But,in the literature such as Kratzer
(1977;°1981);  modals are ‘argued to share two semantic features: the
semantics of all of the modals can all be defined in terms of possibility
and necessity and their differences are due to different modal bases. In
this papet’] demonstrate that the semantics of both jingran and guoran
can be defined in terms of necessity, and therefore that they are modals.

21 would like'to express my: pratitude to arreviewer for bringing: this example to my
attenition. 1:also tharik the-audienceiat the 9% CLSW for provxdmg another example that
shows the:same point:
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They: differ from:other types/ofimodals because ‘their:semantics:rely on
an evaluative modal base while the semantics of other:types:of modals
rely on other kinds of modal bases.’

Few: linguists; | if any, ‘have paid attentioniito the. semantics :of
evaluative modals, much less their formal semantics:T:choose to discuss
the semantics of jingran and guoran:because intuitively they:are apair of
antonyms and they have: higher: frequency .of occurrence in the Sinica
Corpus than the other evaluative modals: By means of an examination of
the semantics of jingran and guoran, lintend for this paper:to:servelas:a
starting point and a base for comparison for future studies on:the (formal)
semantics of the other evaluative - modals: in:Mandarin: and of those:in
other languages:? (i .

This paper is organized as follows: Section :2 :reviews: the.related
literature” on:the 'semantics’ and- classification of evaluative :modals:
Section 3 discusses  examples.i Section 14/ provides . model:theoretic
semantics for the two evaluative modalsjingran: and: guoran: Section5
concludes:this paper. :

2:LITERATURE:REVIEW:

Little research, if any; has been-devoted to-the semantics of
evaluative. modals. The ‘major types of modality most:.commonly
discussed in the literature; such as Perkins (1983), Palmer (2001); etc,
include epistemic: modality, deontic modality, and: dynamic: modality.
Perkins (1983:12) even rules out evaluative: modality, such:as good,

2 Twould like fo thank a reviewer’s suggestion that this issue be discussed here so a5 to
make the scope of this paper more clear. The reviewer also asks.an important question: If
Jingran and guoran are modals, why can they not oceur. in-negation, “A-not-A, - short
answers, etc.? For this question, I would like to point ot that not all modals.in Mandarin
can ocour in the constructions mentioned above. Take bixu ‘must’ as an example. Bivy is
a deontic modal which expresses a st:@ng sense of obligation. Bixy cannot be negated,
Le., bu bixu 'no must’is bad: Bivu does not occur i A-not-A,1.e., bixu bu bixu and bi bu
bixu ate bad: Bixu does not oceur as.a short answer; ¢’ if someone asks-“wo-bivy qu ma?
‘Must I g0?7, people usually do not respond *bix’, but dui. ‘yes’”. or simply repeat the
whole sentenceni bixu qu ‘you mustigo’i T agree with Kratzer and Hsich in that modality
is a semantic (notional) category. Since:modality is a semantic category, not a syntactic
one, it does not seem surprising that not all modals have the same syntactic behavior(s).

* I thank a reviewer for hisfher suggestion to make these two points clear here.
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know, amazing, etc., as a type of modality:Because these words exXpress
viewpoints on the 51tuat10ns of the real:world and presuppose that the
propositions they present are:true. ‘According to Perkins, words  that
denote evaluation do not talk about situations in the possible worlds and
therefore are not modals.

In Mandarin, there is'no:agreement in the hterature as to the syntactic
categories of words that -express evaluation. For example, what -are
categorized -as::evaluative:modals: in: Hsich (2005, 20064, 2006b) are
identified-as ‘adverbs-in:Liuet al: (1996: 123:124); L1 and Thompson
(1981::321:322); Zhang (1994: 212-214), etc.

Hsieh::(2006a): proposes: that  source of ‘opinion or attitude’ and
possible worldiare the two key semantic ingredients in the definition of
modality:.Jingran-and  guoran are. both [+source] because they both
indicate: the:expectation’of the speaker. They are alse both [possible
world}-because; following:Chung and Timberlake (1985) and Asher and
Simpson::(1994); Hsieh:(2006a:. 16) states that “once the speaker
evaluates-aiproposition; the:proposition is no longer a description of pure
fact.Therefore; évaluative :modality deals with non-real worlds, ie.;
possible worlds [translation mine].” Since jingran and guoran both have
the expectation ‘of ‘the speakcr as their source” of evaluation and they
both:talk ‘about sitnationsiinipossible worlds Hs1eh concludes that they
are:modals:

Hsieh: (2006a;::2006b) proposes that evaluatwe modals such as
Jjingran and:sguoranevaluate the speaker’s presugposxtlon and that they
differ«in termsof; convergence and divergence.” By convergence, she
means that the(non)éxistence or (non)occurrence of a situation presented
by the evaluative modals matches the speaker’s presupposition about the
situation, and by divergence sheméans that the (nom)existence or
(non)occurrence of the situation contradicts the speaker’s presupposition
about the situation. See the examples below.

3. For. Hsieh,all modals: neéd ‘a“source: of opiniotij atiitide ‘ot evaluation: Those 'whose
source :is encoded:inithe ics of:modals; e.g.; the:source of evaluation for jingran
and guoran is the speaker’s expectation, are[+source]. Those :whose source is not
encoded in the semantics of: modals are [—sourcc} Forithe latter thc source is usually the
subject.

% Hsieh identifies :another: fype:of eva]uanve modals’ that' expresses wish:: This typc of
evaluative modals is not discussed ini this paper.
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(4) a:lisi guoran: - :chenggong:le
Liisi GUORAN suceeed: Pre
- “Lisi'succeeded (as expected by:the speaker)!’
b: lisi:jingran - chenggongle
Lisi JINGRAN succeed - Pre
‘Lisi succeeded (contrary to the expectation of the speaker)!”

In'(42); the speaker presupposes: Lisi’s:success::Guoran is used:-to
express: that the occurrence ofiithé: situation: Lisi- succeed matches:the
speaker’s presupposition. In':(4b), the’ speaker: presupposes: that Lisi
would not succeed. Jingran: is:used:to' dénote: that: the occurrence :of the
situation Lisi succeed contradicts the speaker’s:presupposition.

In addition to establishing that evaluative:adverbials:such as jingran,
guoran; -etc.;are. modals; Hsich ! (2005; 2006a;:2006b):raises: the
following four:points about evaluative :modals: First; they:express the
speaker’s:presupposition; second, they predicate on: known facts;-which
have happened; third; they are: antonyms;-and: fourth;:their: semantics
cannot ‘be: captured: by possibility i and-necessity, unlike "the - modals
discussed in Kratzer (1977,:1981).

However, Hsiel's generalizations: about jingran:and guoran-are not
accurate: - First, the source: for: evaluative: modals:is: not-always- the
speaker; as: (3) shows, and what these two modals evaluate:is:not:a
presupposition.: It i$ well-accepted that’:a ‘presupposition’ cannot be
affected: by negation; e.g:;‘Fodor (1979), Wilson:and:Sperber (1979),
ete: - However, negation: does change:soscalled presuppositions ‘in
examples withjingran and guoran: See the examples below.

(5) a.fJohny’s,brothef livesihere.
b John’s:brother does not live here.

7 Since this paper deals with only two evaluative modals; Fwill not commit myself to the
nature: of Hsieh’s: analysis; of ithe other: évaluative modals;  though: I suspect. that similar
problems may also:apply based on the discussion of Hsieh’s analysis in'this section: But I
will leave:this issue for futire studies:

8 There-are contexts where presupposition: is canceled:or fails) as discussed in McCulloch
(1989), Fodor (1979), etc. However, in the examples above, jingran and guoran do. not
appear:in.otie. of the contexts. Therefore; no'presupposition: failure can be observed even
if there is any presupposition.
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(6) a..zhangsan jingran.;.lai:... le
Zhangsan JINGRAN cotne Pre
‘Zhangsan'came:{(contrary fo:expectation).”
b. zhangsan jingranmei: ai
Zhangsan JINGRAN not:come
‘Zhangsan did not-come (contrary to expectatlon)

(7) a. zhangsan guoran lai le
Zhangsan GUORAN:conié Pre::
{Zhangsan came:(as expected).”
bizhangsan guorans meilai
Zhangsan GUORAN not.come
‘Zhangsan did not come (as expected).”

In (5a), the presupposition is:that:Johnihas :aibrother:(5b)iis: the
negation of (5a), but the presupposition is not affected and remaing the
same. Jingran and guoran do-not behave like this: In (6), the expectation
in (6a) is that Zhangsan would not come, but in (6b) it isithat Zhangsan
would come. Similarly, the expectation’in (7a) is that Zhangsan would
come, but in (7b):itis:that:Zhangsan would not come. As these two'sets
of examples show, negation makes a-difference tothe propositions:that
Jingran:and guoran: present. Therefore;ithe: expectatlon expressed-by
Jingran and guoraniis not:apresupposition:::

Second;ithesestworevaluative modals do not necessarlly predicateon
a known fact which has happened. In the examples above; jingran and
guoran both present a situation that has taken place, that is, they ‘both
predicate on a fact that has happened. However, they can also predicate
on a situation that has not yet occutred: See the examples below.

(8) a. zhangsan jingran hui canjia:! mintiant: dehuiyi
Zhangsan JINGRAN will participate tomorrow DE meeting
‘Zhangsan will come totomorrow’s meeting (contrary; to

expectation)!’

b. zhangsan guoran hui  canjiaz {mintian: de huiyi:

Zhangsan GUORAN-will participate tomorrow. DE meeting
‘Zhangsan will come to tomorrow’s meeting (as expected)!”
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In (8a).and (8b); jingran and guoran predicate:on a future event; not
on an évent that has been realized. That'is)/it:is not/accurate to claim that
evaluative modals predicate on known facts that have taken:place.

One might argue that, although a future event has not-happened;'that
it.can always. be a known fact.” For example; it is always:possible that
Zhangsan-will come to tomorrow’s meeting is-a fact known to:everyone.
However, there are’ examples- where: these two modals predicate on a
situation:’ that "is- not - a" fact  at- all. . Suppose:sthat: -duei:to: some
miscommunication; Lisi’ thought that'Zhangsan liked /Xiaomei, even
though that is not: true.- Under this'scenario;: Lisi can: still:utter. (9a) to
express that Zhangsan’s: having liked  Xiaomei matches his expectation
and (9b) to express that Zhangsan S hkmg Kiaomeiwas not;expected by
him.

(9) a. zhangsan guoran / xihuan xiaomei
Zhangsan GUORAN like | Xidomei
‘Zhangsan liked Xiaomei (as expected)!”
b. zhangsan jingran = xihuan xiaomei
Zhangsan JINGRAN like - Xiaomei
~¢Zhangsan lked Xlaomm (contrary to expectation)!”

Th1rd1y, Jingran and guoran are not typical antonyms:ifithey-are;:in
fact, antonyms. Antonyms make sentences contradictory; as: (10) shows.
However, ]mgrar and guoran do not seem to represent-contradiction as
in(l l) i a

(10) a zhangsan zai shangmian Shuijiao:
Zhangsan Prg top sleep
‘Zhangsan was/is sleeping up there.’

b..zhangsan zai xiamian shuijiao
Zhangsan Prg bottom sleep i
‘Zhangsan was/is sleeping down there.?

(11) a. zhangsan jingran- " lai. . guo zheli
Zhangsan JINGRAN come Exp here
‘Zhansan has been here (contrary to expectatmn)' b

? I would like to thank a reviewer for bringing this point to my attention.
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b. zhangsan guoran  laiw guo:zheli
Zhangsan GUORAN come Bxp here
‘Zhansan-has beenhere (as expected)' !

In (10), shangmian ‘top,up there” and Xiamion bottom down there’
are antonyms. They make (10a) and (10b) contradictory. That is, if (10a)
is true, then (10b) is false and vice versa; However, it ismot clear how to
determine the truth values of (11a) and (11b) if the semantics of jingran
and guoran are not-decided. That'is; the intoition that ]mgl an and guoran
are antonyms:needsto be verified:

Given the discussions thatiHsieh’s ﬁrst two generallzatlons above
have been show to present inaccuracies and that her third generalization
awaits verification, I re-examine the data of these two evaluative modals
in Section 3, then:show:that Hsiel’s fourth generalization also presents
problems, i.c.. that it'isipossible to define the semantics of jimgran and
guoran in terms of necessity and possﬂnhty, and ﬁnally verify whether
Jingran and guoran are antonyms: i /

3. SEMANTICS OF GUORAN AND JINGRAN

In Section 2 T:atgue “that ]mgran and: guoran: do not express a
presupposition and neither do they predicate on-a fact that has happened.
In:this:section; 1-would:like:16 argue that the convergence and divergence
of a:situatiomwithrespect to expectation are the only key issues relevant
to:the::semantics:/of :thése€ 4wo evaluatxve modals Let us see/more
examples! :

(12).a.ta jingranxihuan langiv
heJINGRAN like i basketball
‘He likes:basketball {contrary to. expectatlon)"
The situation'predicated of: He likes basketball:
The expectation: He does not like basketball.

.ta jingranshuo le mnazhonghua
he JINGRAN say... Pfv that kind - words .
“He said such kind of words (contrary to expectatlon)’ .
The situation predicated of: He said such kind of words. .
The expectation:: He would.not say such kind of words.

o
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c.tajingran’ hui canjia :nidehunli
he JINGRAN will participate your wedding
“He will come to your wedding:(contrary to expectation)!”
The situation predicated of: He will come to your wedding.
The expectation: He - will:not.come to your wedding:

(13):a: ta:;/jingran bu xihuan lanqiy

he JINGRAN not like ( basketball
‘He does not like basketball (contrary to:expectation)!”
The situation predicated of: He doesnot like basketball.
The expectation: He likes basketball:

bi ta: jingran met shuo zhen hua

- he INGRAN not: say true words

‘He did not tell:the truth (contrary.to expectation)!?
The situation predicated of: He did not: tell the truth.
The expectation: He wouldtell the:truth:

c.ta jingranbuhui canjia nide hunli
he FINGRAN not will participate your wedding
“He will not come to your wedding (contrary to
expectation)!’ :
The situation predicated of: He will not come to your wedding.
‘The expectation; He will come:to your wedding.

The examples:in:(12) and (13):show: thatjingran:can:predicate on
present: tense: sentences; 'such asi:(12a) -and+(13a), on+ past tense
sentences; % such as (12b)-and/(13b); and-on future tense sentences, such
as (12¢) and (13c). From the six examples above, we can clearly see that
the expectation is always contrary to the situation predicated of: When
the expectation. is- positive, the proposition:predicated:of.is: negative;
when'.the expectation is negative,i the: proposition: predicated of is
positive. That is, the proposition that describes:the: situation jingran
presents always has a‘truth:value opposite to that of the .expectation.

' Though Mandarin is a tenseless language; e.¢.; Li and Thorpson (1981), there have
been a few studies that have iried to' determine the temporal reference of a Mandarin
sentence, such'as'Smith and Erbaigh!(2005), Lin (2003b;°2006), etc. For the temporal
location of a.Mandarin’bare sentence; ‘such’as (12a); please refer to'these three papers.
For the temporal location of a Mandarin sentence with an aspect marker, such as (12b),
please refer to Lin (2006). (12¢) is future because it contains a future modal Aui.
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Bearing the above.generalization in mmd let us-look'at the‘examiples
of guoran-below.

(14) a.ta guoran =-xihuanlangia
he GUORAN like = basketball
‘He likes-basketball (as:expected)!>
The situationpredicated of He likes basketball
The expectation: He likes basketball:
. ta-guoran shuo le o nar zhong hia
he GUORAN ~say Pivthatkind i swords
‘He-said such’kind:of words (as expected)!>
The situation-predicated:of: He said such kind of- words.
The expectation:He said:such kind:of-words:
c.ta.guoran: huiscanjia nide hunli"!
he GUORAN will participate your wedding
‘He-will come:to yourswedding (as expected)!”
The situation:predicated of:'Hewill come toyour weddmg
The expectatlon He will cometo-your weddmg

o

(15)a. ta guoran-:-bu: xihuanlangiv
he-GUORAN not «like:: basketball
‘Hedoes not:like basketball (as expected)!? i
The situation predicated of: He does not like bagketball
The ‘expectation: He-does:not like basketball:
bita guoran: »mei-shuozhenhud :
he GUORAN ot Isay-true words
‘He did not tell the truth (as expected)!”
The situation predicated of: He did not tell the truth
The expectation: He did not tell the truth:
.taguoran buhui canjia nide hunli ¢
he GUORAN notiwill:participate your wedding
‘He will not come:toiyourwedding (as:expected)!?
The situation predicated of: He will not come to yourwedding.
The expectation: He will not come to your wedding.

o

H A reviewer suggests that a future use of guoran is not good and this cxample is
unacceptable. | am afraid that there is a discrepancy in native spéaker’s intuition and
judgments of grammaticality. The people 1 consulted all agree with me in that guoran can
present a future situation and this example is:good:
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Justlike «jingran, - guoran: can: also!! predicate - on ;present : tense
sentences, such as (14a), and (15a), on past tense sentences; such as:(14b)
and (15b), and on future tense sentences, such as (14c) and (15¢). But,
unlike jingran, which expresses divergence; we:can see clearly from the
six examples in {14) and (15).that the expectation always converges with
the situation guoran predicates on.:Thatis; the proposition:that describes
the situation guoranpresents always has the:same truth value:as that of
the expectation.

One: point: that” needs:to be addressed isuthat there is:a type of
agreement between the pro;i)osxtlon predicated. of by theitwo:evaluative
modals and the expectation:'” For the purpose of discussionhere, we will
put aside whether the proposition predicated: on has a:truthivalue which
is. the same as or opposite to that of the expectation:

The first kind - of agreement iis the. agreementiin tense;:aspect and
modals. That is, the proposition predicated on by evaluative modals must
agree with the- expectation in ferms: of tense; aspect:and+modals. For
example;: in: (12a) and (14a), the propositions: predicated ‘ofi are all
present tense and;the’ expectations iin:these examples must:-be present
tense . as  well. In: (12¢), (13c),. (14c) and (15c), the propositions
predicated” of are: (epistemic). future:iand:ithe: expectations: in -these
examples must also- be (epistemic) future.: In' {11); /the: propositions
predicated on are (experientially) perfective; and their expectations must
be (experientially) perfective too!

The: expectations’ for negative proposulons are more dwergent A
negative proposition can agree with the:expectation in tensey as:in'(13a)
and (15a). But, negative propositions:can: select their own: expectations.
See the examples below

(16)a.ta ngran mei, lai
he JINGRAN no come: ;
‘He.did not come (contrary:to expectation):?
The situation predicated of: He did:not'come:
/| The expectation: He came or he would:(or should) come.

2 B Lo L 4
I would like to thank a reviewer for pointing out this matter to me:
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b. ta jingran bu lai
he JINGRAN no come
‘He willmot-come-(contraty to-expectation).?
The situation predicated:of:-He 'will ot come ‘or he is not willing
to come;
The expectation: He:will come or hie is willing to-come:
. ta - guoranmei lai -
he GUORANMO come
‘He didmot:come:(as expected). /
The sitoation predicated of: He:did not:come:
The expectation::He did not come orhe would not (or. should not)
come. ;
.ta guoran bu la1
he GUORAN no come
‘He will not come (as expected).’
The situation predicated of: He will niot come or he is not willing
to:come:
The expectation::He will not comie'or he:is not willing'to:come:

o

£,

The negative marker mei is used to negate a past situation and:bu'is
usedi to-negate a future tense (L and Thompson 198 1) Therefore, when
these two:markers-occur:withijingran: or: guoran; the ‘expectations: can
remain <in: the'’ simple’ipastitense yasi in’ the  underlingd tpart in the
expectationioft(162) .and:(16¢); oriin:the simple future tense ‘asiin the
underlined partiin the expectation of (16b) and (16d)i However; sincé a
negative past situation has not'really:taken place; the occurrence:of the
event:could-be-a stipulation:(expressed by the: epistemic modal would) or
an.obligation (expressed by the deontic miodal §hould) in (16a)andi(16c).
On the:other:hand;:bu isrambiguous eitheriinreferting to themegation of
a situation-or:fo the negation of willingness. Thisis why the expectation
in (16b) and.(16d):can denote-either simple futuré tense or the williof the
subject.

Even though the expectations:for:negative ‘propositions ‘are .more
divergent, there is still agreement: Although the expectation forimei can
be simple past tense;:epistemic: ot deontic; it:can'never be simple future
or the:williof the subject;ialthough the expectation for bu can be simple
future or the will of the subject, it ‘cani never be simple past tense,
epistemic or deontic. The expectation for a negative proposition must
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agree with the negative proposition in the semantics: identified by the
negative markers.

To sum up, the discussion:above shows: that-it-is possible'to decide
the itruthvalue -of:a: proposition: containing' jingran--and guoran by
examining. the truth value of the proposition that jingran-or guoran
presents, with-respect to:the expectation! The proposition: that describes
the situation that jingran presents always has a' truth-value: opposite to
that of the expectation, while the proposition:that describes the:situation
guoran . presents. always has the:same: truth-value-asiithat of the
expectation. In addition; the expectation: must agree with:the proposition
predicated of by:jingran-or-guoran: in terms of tense; aspect; modals, and
the semantics of the negative markers as discussed above.

4. FORMALIZING THE GENERALIZATIONS

Hsieh (2006a, 2006b) proposes that the semantics-of evaluative
modals:cannot be ‘captureds by possibility: and :necessity:: However, [
would like to demonstrate here that Hsieh is not correct in this respect
and that the semantics of jingran and guoran can be defined in terms of
necessity.

In the previous! section; L:show that: the: truth value of:jingran(P) or
guoran(R),:where Piis a proposition; can be determined by examining the
truth'value of P-with respect tothe expectation. This is a first step toward
understanding the semantics: of jingran-and guoran. The next-question is
what the ‘expectation: is and: how :to: examine: the truth-value-of-a
proposition withrespect.to the expectation:

The expectation ‘is-‘a: proposition.: Kratzer: (1981) proposes that a
proposition is a subset of the set of all possible worlds; i.e:; a-proposition
is “a:set. of  possible:worlds: Divergence.and convergencé -can ‘be
formalized as'simple necessity:(Kratzer 1981): and:‘simple necessity of
negation’; Kratzer (1981) defines the related concepts-as below:

(17)-Let: ¥ be the set of all.possible. worlds
- auSimple Necessity:
A proposition:is-a:simple necessity in a-world w: with respect to
g(e gonversational background B if and only.if it follows from
Wb
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b. Logical Consequence:
A pr oposition p follows from a set of proposmons Aif and only lf
p is-truein all:worlds'of W.where all propositions of 4 are trite.
c.Truth'ofa Proposxtxon
A prop081t10n pisitrue inva world w: € W if and only lf wep.
Otherwise, pis false in:w; i

Basically, simple:necessity nieans:that a proposition/is' trueiin all of
the possible worlds where the conversational backgroundig true: In our
present-case; simple necessity ‘captures: the essence of:the semantics’ of
guoran.Howevet, In order to:define the semantics of jingran, we need
‘simple necessity of negation’, which means that a proposition is-false in
all.of the possible/worlds where: the ‘conversational background is true.
Following Kratzer’s (1981) idea of simple necesmty, I define the snnple
necessity: of negation'as follows /

(18) a. Simple Nece551ty of Negation : :
A proposition is a simple necessity of negation ina world w with
respect to:the conversational backgroundiB if and only if 1t does
not follow from B(w): )

‘b:Logical Inconsequénce ‘
A prop051t10n p does not:follow: fromya set.of propositions 4 if
and only if p is false in'all worlds of W where all propositions of
4 are true.

Given that the evaluation of a proposition presented by guoran.and
Jingran-is equivalent to:the evaluation of the proposition with respect to
the:expectation; and ‘thatthe expectation can be regarded:as a kind of
conversational background, - which :is” referred - to as “an .evaluative
conversational backgrourd+in this paper, a proposition having the same
trith'valueas that of the expectation means that the proposition is true in
all“of * the'possible ‘worlds ‘where' the conversational ' background
tepresenting the expectation is true; a proposition having the truth value
opposite to that of the expectation means that the proposition is false in
all of the possible worlds where the convcfsational backeround standing
for the: expectation. is; true., Therefore, the semantics of jingran and
guoran can be stated as in (19):
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(19) a. Evaluative Conversational Background::Inview of what is
expected... i ;

- An’evaluative conversational background-isia function B which
assigns sets of propositions to members of #; whichris the set of
all:possible worlds; suchthat for' any. w’ & W: B(w):contains all
those propositions p such that p is expected inw.

b, Jingran presents a proposition which is a simple necessity of
negation: in ‘w: with: respect::to ‘afv-evaluative -conversational
background Bii : = :

¢. Guoran presents a proposition; which-is:a:simple necessity-in-w
with respect to an evaluative conversational background:B:

Kratzer (1981) proposes that a conversational background constitutes
the: modal base because it decides: for every world thesset of worlds
which are accessible from the world. With the incorporation of the idea
of the ordering source; the semantics of jingran and guoran can be
defined formally as in (20). ; :

(20) Let B be the ‘modal: base :for jingran: and: guoran, which an
evaluative conversational background forms.
a. [jingran(p)] 5 = 1 iff for all we:B(w)there is aw’™ e B(w)
withow? €, w’ suchithat [p"_},w“=(). M

13 A reviewer asks how the general expectation is formalized. It is formalized here in the
definition of an evaluative conversational background!In this definition, it is stated that p
is! expected. in3: Because the identity “of: the’ person’ having' the expectation’ is” not
specified; it allows for the possibility that the expectation is the speaker’s, someone else’s
or:a generakong;

YA reviewer kindly suggests: that ‘incompatible? is:a better-term: to: use; than “false’.
There'are:two reasons why:I:do.not use compatibility. or-incompatibility. in. this. version.
First, in Kratzer (198 1), compatibility is used to. define. possibility, instead of necessity.
Compatibility. and: incompatibility: are mistakenly. used. in.the earlier version.. Second,.a
proposition being compatible or incompatible with: the expectation in the literal sense is
actually the same as a proposition being true or false with respect to the expectation, A
proposition’ being' compatible ‘with' the expectation means  that' the ‘proposition is the
expectation; 'which equals the proposition” being true 'in’ the ‘possible worlds where the
expectation is true. A proposition being incompatible'with the'expectation means that the
proposition is not the expectation, which means that the proposition is false in all of the
possible worlds where the expectation is true. Based on these two reasons, I do not use
‘compatible’ or ‘incompatible” in this paper.
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b. Eguoran(p)" =1 iff for all whie B(w) there israwl e B(w)
with W< w’ and MESE :

(20a) thus says that jingran(P) is true with respect to amodal base B
which:an: evaluative -conversational ‘background: forms; anordering
source:<-and:a-possible:worldwiif; and only if; for all possible worlds w?
that are-members of: B(w) thereis aipossible world w22 such that w2 is at
least as close to w as w’ and p is false in'w”. This semantics instantiates
the: essential -point-thatthe- proposition: jingran presents is a simple
necessity: of negation ina:possible'world w with respect to:a modal base
formed by an’evaluative conversational:background.:

(20b)-says:that guoran(Py:is true with respect to a: modal base B
formed by an evaluative:conversational background; an ordering source
< and-a-possible weild w if and only.if-for all possible worlds w’:that are
members-of the modal:base B ithere'is a:possible world w? such that w?
is‘at-least as closetow as w” and pistrue in w2 This semantics'captures
the' ‘essential- point:that: the:\proposition’ guoran presents is a simple
necessity: insa possible ‘worldiw withirespectito aimodal base formed by
an-evaluative:conversational background: :

In:Section2; «d+ Targue that’ Hsieh’s (2005 2006a 12006b)
generalizations about jingran and guoran are not accurate. She proposes
four points about these two:evaluative 'modals (and the other evaluative
modals): First, jingran and guorarn express the presupposition ofispeaker;
Second, they predicate on:known facts that have happened. Third, they
areantonymsé:« Liast; theit; Semantics’ cannot. be: deﬁned in terms of
necessity and possibility: : :

(20):clearly: shows:that:the semamlcs of ngran and guoz an'can be
defined in terms:of necessity. /The semantics in(20) show that at least for
two-of therevaluative:modals; i:e:j jingran and guoran discussed in'this
paper, Hsieh’s (2005, 2006a, 2006b)- generalization is not accurate that

15 A reviewer asks, “What are the differences between ‘model-theoretic semantics’-and
‘generative syntax/semantics’ with respect to modality in this paper?” Generative syritax
deals with syntax, for example,.the location.in a syntactlc tree where modals are located,
not with the ‘semanitics of modals: Itis not clear to me as 10 what generative semantxcq
refers. If it refers to serantiCs in generative grammear, e.g., Heim and Kratzer (1998), it is
still a“type’ of thodel-theoretic:'semantics: It is'just:that the syntax used in Heim and
Kritzer’s {1998) dpproach 1o’ seniantics is’Chomskyan syntax. In this paper, T do not
discuss the syntax of jingran and guorantbecause their syntax isirrelevant to the imain
points addressed here.
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the Semantics:of evaluative modals cannot be captured:by:necessity and
possibility. The semantics argued in this section can.avoid:the problems
of presuppositional failure because jingran and guoran are not related to
presuppositions. :

The: evaluative conversational background:.in (19):4lso avoids-the
problem: of Hsieh that jingran-and: guoran -evaluate-againstspeaker’s
expectation; because in:(19): p is:expected:in w.and: the: expecter-is not
specified:

The semantics in:(20)-also support native:the:speaker’s intuition that
Jingran:and:guoran; are antonyms: With the: semantics:in: (20), we:can
casily demonstrate how jingran and:guoran:cause:contradiction.:Under
the:same scenario; i.e: for all possible worlds,w” that are members'of the
modal base B; there is:a possible world:w?:such:that-w?:is at least as
close to w as whand p is true in'w?,jingran(P) is false, but:guoran(P) is
true; For example, when:the expectation-is Zhangsarn likes Xiaomei, then
zhangsan: guoran xihuan Xiaomel Zhangsan likes: Xiaomei; as expected’
will: be true,  but zhangsan:jingrani: xihuan' xiaomei:Zhangsan: likes
Xiaomei; contrary to the expectation’ will:be false: The correct reflection
of the intuition of a' native speaker:about. the: two:evaluative: modals
being antonyms, in tirn,-verifies the aceuracy-of the semantics: proposed
in:this:section.

Finally, the semantics:in (20):do not-require-that' these:two modals
predicaté on known facts that have happened: The two evaluative modals
predicate on the expectation, which can'be a fact.or-not.

To:sum up, the semantics of jingran and guoran argued. in: this. paper
do not present the problems generated by Hsieh’s generalizations, and
they: serye to verify the intuition that;jingran-and guoran are antonyins. It
is also.demonstrated that a universally valid semantic (notional) category
of modality can be achieved since the semantics: of jingran and guoran
can be defined:in terms of necessity:

5. CONCLUSION

In this paper, I argue against Hsieh’s (2005, 2006a, 2006b) proposal
with regard fo the semantics of evaluative modals. I show that at least
two of the evaluative modals, i.e., jingran and guoran, do not express the
speaker’s . presupposition: .I  further  argue... for . the..model-theoretic
semantics for these two. evaluative modals.
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On the one hand, jingran(P) is true with respect to a modalibase B;
an ordering source < and a possible world w if, and ‘only ‘if, for all
possible worlds-w” that-are members of B(w); there is'a- possible'world
w” such that w” is at least as close to w as w>and p is'false in W". This
semantics ' captures the'‘essentialpoint that -the proposition jingran
presents is a simple necessity of negation in'a possible world w with
respect to a modal base formed ‘by. an_evaluative conversational
background.

On the other hand, guoran(P) is true with respect to a modal.base B
formed by an. evaluative conversational-background; an ordering:source
< and a possible world w if, and only if, for all-possible worlds:w’ that
are members.of the:modal base B there:is:a possible world w?:such that
w” is at least as close:to s :as:w’:and pUis-truecin:w?. This semantics
instantiates the essential poitit-that the proposition guoran presents isa
simple necessity in a possible world W with tespect to a modal base
formed by an evaluative conversational background.

1"also "try 'to fit “modality “in"Mandarin“into  the " bigger picture of
modality in general. I show that, at least for two of the evaluative modals
Jingran and guoran, it is possible to achieve a‘universally valid notional
category. of modality, similar to the works of Kratzer (1981), and that the
differences.in:the inventories of modality. in:different languages ate due
to language-specific choices:for modal bases:

Little attention, if any;+has-been paid to:the formal semantlcs of
evaluative-modals: This papertis‘thefirst attempt in the literature-of
modality in Chinese, and probably the’ first ‘one’in’ the literature of
modality-in’general, to provide forinal semantics for evaluative modals
and proves that, at least for jingran and guoran, the semantics of
evaluative niodals can'be defined in terms of necessity. This paper serves
as a starting point. and a base for comparison for future studies of the
(formal) semantics of the other evaluative ‘modals in Mandarin and ‘of
those in other languages.'

16 A reviewer asks why the result of this paper is not applied to the other modals. If “‘the
other modals” means epistemic, deontic snd dynamic modals, the semantics of those
types of modals in Mandarin are not that different from the semantics of such types of
modals in other languages, ‘e.g., German, English; etc.; which have been discussed
extensively in the literature such as Kratzer (1977,1981), Li (2003), Wang (2003), etc, If
“the other modals” refer to other evaluative modals, this paper serves as a pilot study and
a starting point for further studies on the semantics of the (other) evaluative modals in
Mandarin and in general.

115



Jiun=Shiung Wu

REFERENCES

Asher; R E.and.J..M.. Simpson; 1984. The Encyclopedia of Language. and Linguistics.
Vol..9. Oxford: Pergamon,

Chung, S and-A. Timberlake;.1985:.“Tense, Aspect.and Mood.” Language Typology.and
Svatactic. Description III: Grammatical Categories and the lexicon. Ed. T.
Sophe, pp. 202-285, Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Fodor, J."A. 1979." “The "King of France is False” Syntax and Semantics’ 11:
Presupposition. Eds. D.-K. Oh and D. A. Dinneen. pp. 200-220. New' York:
Academic.

Heim; Iréne and* Angelika’ Kratzer: 1998, Semantics ‘in- Generative Grammar, Oxford:
Blackwell.

Hsielt;) Chia-Ling. 2005::Modalverbs :and:modal ‘adverbs' in: Chinese: :An* investigation
into the semantic sources UST Working Papers in Linguistics 1+ 31-58.

Hsieh, Chia-Ling: 2006a. .A-study. on. Chinese modal .expressions. in broad and: narrow
senses. Chinese Teaching:and Learning 3: 1:25.

Hsieh, Chia-Ling. 2006b. The semantic categorization of Chinese modal expressions: A
corpus-based analysis. Zhongguo Yuwen Yanjiu (Chinese Language Studies) 21:
45-63,

Kratzer, Angelika, 1977 What ‘Must’ and “Can’ Must and Can Mean. Linguistics and
Philosophy 1:337-355.

Kratzer, Angelika. 1981, “The Notional Category of Modality”. Eds. H. Eikmeyer and H.

“Reiser: Words, Worlds and Coniext. pp38-74. Berlin: Walter de Cruyter:

Li, Charles N. and Sandra Thompson: (19812 Mandarin Chinese: A Funcétioial Reference
Grammar. Berkeley: University of California‘Press:

Li, Renzi:-2003::Modality:in: English: and Chinese: 4 Typological Perspective.: Ph.D.

Dissertation: University of Antwerp:

Lin;: Jowang:. 2003, Aspectual. Selection . and. Negation. in Chinese.. Linguistics 41(3):
A425-459.

Lin, Jowang. 2006, Time. in a Language without Tense: The Case of Chinese. Journal of
Semantics 23: 1-53. .

Liu, Y. H.Pan, W, Y. Pan and W. Guo. 1996." Shivong Xiandai Hanyu Yufa (Practical
Modern Mandarin’Grammar). Taipei: National Taiwan Normal University Book
Store.

McCulloch, G. 1989. The Game of the Name, Oxford: Clarendon.

Palmer, F. R. 1986, Mood and Modality. Cambridge: Cambridge UP,

Palmer, F. R. 2001, Mood and Modality. 2** Edition. Cambridge: Cambridge UP.

Perkins, M. R. 1983. Modal Expressions in English. Norwood: ABLEX.

Smith, Carlota and Mary, Exbaugh. 2005, Temporal Interpretation in Mandarin Chinese.
Linguistics 43:.713-756.

Wang, Shao:ling.: 2003. Prediction? Prescription? An Analysis of Chinese and English
Modalities: 4 Comparative Appraoch. Ph.D. Dissertation. University of Hawai.

116



Semantics of Jingran and Guoran

Wilson, D. and D. Sperber. 1979. “Ordered Entailments: An Alternative to
Presuppositional Theories.” Syntax and Semantics 11: Presupposition. Eds. D.-K.
Oh and D. A. Dinneen. pp. 299-323. New York: Academic.

Zhang, I. 1994. Hanyu Yufa Yinan Tanjie (Explorations of the Difficultics of Mandarin
Grammar). Taipei: Wenshizhe.

Jiun-Shiung Wu

Department of Foreign Languages
National Chiayi University

83 Wenlong, Minhsiung

Chiayi County, 621, Taiwan, R.0.C.
wujs@mail.neyu.edu.tw

117



