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ON TOPIC MARKER KONGS IN TAIWANESE

Seng-hian Lau

Graduate Institute of Taiwan Culture, Language and Literature
National Taiwan Normal University
Taipei, 106 Taiwan
voyu.lau@gmail.com

ABSTRACT

In this paper, I propose that, in Taiwanese', aside from the topic positions in CP,
which have been mentioned in the literature (H. Tsai 2008, Lau 2010, also refer to
Lee 2005), at least another topic projection is available in IP. The said internal
topic operation is marked with sentence-final topic marker kdng, a homonym of the
topic marker found in CP. These two topic markers are both contrastive topic
markers and only different in their target of topicalization. In contrast with the
intra-sentential topic, the sentence-final kdng topicalizes the whole proposition.
Furthermore, I also suggest, with empirical data, that Taiwanese employs an extra
one topic projection than Japanese, and Korean. Japanese and Korean, which also
mark topic overtly, merely apply the topic position in IP.

Key words: topicalization, proposition-topic, topic marker, contrastive topic, SFP
1. Intreduction

If Li and Thompson (1981) is correct in suggesting that Mandarin is
topic-prominent and the subject of a sentence is usually at the topic position (also refer
to Tsao 1979), the ensuing questions that we are bound to ask are which elements are
topicalized in a specific sentence and syntactically what kind of topic positions are
involved. To answer them, we then run into a problem that Mandarin, the most studied
Sinitic language, does not have specialized topic marker(s) as Japanese and Korean. Li
and Thompson suggest that a Mandarin topic can be separated from the rest of the
sentence by a pause or by one of the pause particles - a, ya, me, ne or ba. They claim
that these pause particles may be called topic markers (1981:86). Nonetheless, these
particles also serve other functions (ref. Li and Thompson 1981 ch.7). .

Moreover, among the issues about topics in Mandarin, one of the most disputed
points is about the internal topic (viz. topic in IP), even its existence. In the previous
studies (e.g. Kuo 2009, Ting 1995, among others), internal topic is demonstrated
without a reliable demarcater. As a result, we cannot confirm the involved constituent

' Also known as Taiwan Southern Min. Tt is a dialect of Southern Min spoken in Taiwan.
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is in or out of IP. For example:

(Da. E5FH e &7 B AL [1r PRO FHE 6] - (from Kuo 2009:49 (105))
Geruisen [np na-jian anzi] bi Sala [tp PRO diaocha t;].
Grissom that-CL case force Sara investigate

b. B= - HOHIE - B DN B - (from Ting 1995:293 (11b))
Zhangsan, ziji de shi, bi Lisi guanyiguan.
Zhangsan self DE matter force Lisi take.care

Kuo claims that, in (1a), the NP precedes the matrix verb bi is in IP; Ting suggests
that the phrase ziji de shi is the secondary topic in the IP domain (refer to Ting
1995:300 (26)). However, neither of them provides evidence to indicate that the
constituents involved do not cross the border between IP and CP. It is far from clear
that the position identification in (1) is IP-external or IP-internal.

Emst and Wang (1995) present arguments to distinguish object preposing
between VP- and IP-adjunction in Mandarin. Nevertheless, they do not explicitly
differentiate topic and focus for, in their analysis, the VP-adjoined preposing object is
proposed indistinctly to render contrastive reading (cf. the term ‘focus topic’ used on
p.240 and ‘contrastive focus’ on p.243). Paul (2002) grasps at this thread and argues
that the IP-internal preposing object cannot be focus (especially refer to Paul
2002:701-2).% To avoid repeating the dispute over an identical term in this paper, the
definitions of topic and focus, especially contrastive topic, will be explicitly clarified
later.

Compared to Mandarin, there are relatively few studies on topic in Taiwanese. In
this paper, I would like to focus on an overt marker. The goal is to demonstrate that the
functional word, kdng, which has no counterpart in other Sinitic langnages like
Mandarin and Hakka, is a contrastive focus marker. Cross-linguistic comparison,
among Japanese, Korean, Mandarin, and Taiwanese, will also be carried out in order to
present a broader picture.

2. Previous Studies
In Cheng (1994), kdng is claimed to be originally a verb, but now also used as an

adverb, a sentence complement marker, or a sentence final particle (SFP). When it is
used as a SFP, Cheng suggests that it denotes an urging and reminding tone. The

2 Paul (2002) also proposes a functional projection to substitute adjunction suggested by Emst and
Wang (1995), and dual derivation of either base-generation or movement for the TP-internal preposing
object. In order not to digress, T will not go into this.
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following examples are from Cheng (1994:52(c)).?

2)a. B {#--3# - (Taiwanese)
Kin tso--kéng.
quickly do KONG
“Just do it quickly!”

b. % $#0E 1§ B J--3% o (Taiwanese)
Na &n-ne lan mai khi--kong.
if so we not go KONG
“If this is the case, we just don’t go.”

The examples in (2) are either imperative or advisory, and therefore it is not clear
that the urging and reminding tone is added by the SFP or essentially in the sentence
mood. Compare the sentences as follows.

(3)a. FE H %EMi--5% - (Taiwanese)
Tsa-hng G Ibh-hdo—kéng.
yesterday AM* rain KONG
“(I think it is known that) it rained yesterday.”

b. fa[BH H#E f& 2K LHI--5% o (Taiwanese)
A-bing tsa-khi bd lai siong-pan--kdng.
A-bing morning not come work KONG
“(I think it is known that) A-bing didn’t come to work this morning.”

In the declarative sentences above, kdng is not specifically employed to urge or
remind somebody. A more appropriate construal is that it indicates that the proposition
is taken as something known by people or can be conceived or confirmed easily by the
addressee. In other words, the urging and reminding tone pointed out by Cheng (1994)
may be simply derived from the imperative/advisory examples from him.> Moreover,
it is noteworthy that the sentences with SFP kdng in (2) are usually used in a context in
which the same command or advice has been given at least once. No wonder these
sentences read with urging tone.

Apart from the SFP kdng, Cheng also mentions that kdng can be used
sentence-initially or intra-sententially. Nevertheless, he only designates it as an

? The glosses and translations are mine.
4 Assertion marker.
% Tt is true that all the examples with SFP kdng in Cheng (1994) are in the imperative or advisory mood.
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adverbial of language behavior (yuyan xingwei zhuangyu) without further explanations
(1994:52). We will back to the sentence-initial and intra-sentential kéng later.

Chang (1998) analyzes different kdngs occurring in different positions in a view
of grammaticalization process.’® She observes that either the intra-sentential or SFP
kong has a reportative and counter-expectation functions, and claims that both kinds of
kongs are discourse-oriented marker. I agree with Chang in most of her views. My
analysis in which kdngs are topic markers basically conforms to her descriptions of
being reportative and as a “discourse-oriented marker”. As regards the issue that kong
conveys counter-expectation sense, I will return to this later,

‘What concerns Simpson and Wu (2002) (hereafter S&W) is the complementizer
usage of kong and SFP kdng. S&W point out that Taiwanese kdng, also a general verb
of communication, has undergone grammaticalization and been transformed into a
complementizer when it occurs after another more specific verb of communication or
cognitive state. Additionally, S&W notice that it is possible to have another kéng in
sentence-final position. Below are their examples (2002:80 (44-45))

@a. FIE FlE 3@ [mH 2 &dbA B (Taiwanese)
A-hut fiau-tsun kéng A-sin si Tai-pak lang kéng.
A-hui thought KONG A-sin is Taipei person KONG
“A-hui thought that A-sin is from Taipei.”

b. [ A W8 PR 0 oK M- (Taiwanese)
A-hui siGnn kéng A-sin i 1ai kéng.
A-hui think KONG A-sin NEG come KONG
*A-hui thought that A-sin is not coming.’

In (4a) and (4b), the first kdng following the matrix verb is considered as a
complementizer equivalent to that in English (S&W 2002; Cheng 1994) and koto, no,
to in Japanese (Cheng 1994). As for the SFP kdng, S&W claim that it does not
originate in an embedded C” position as the complementizer kdng does (2002:80-1).
They propose that the sentence-final kdng is base-generated in the matrix C° and it is a
subsequent IP-raising rendering the word order.

I agree with S&W that the two kdngs are independent and occur in different
positions, however, T do not concur with them in that the sentence-final one is at C°.
The reason is not only that IP raising lacks cross-linguistic evidence and it is
problematic with respect to the dynamic antisymmetry as the motivation of movement

S In Chang’s paper, the term “initial kong” refers to kéng which precedes the predicate in a clause
(1998:124 footnote 2).



(see Sybesma 2008), but also there are appropriate positions other than C° to
accommodate SFPs if we follow the proposal of the hierarchical structure in IP left
periphery (Cinque 1999). I will return to this issue in section 3.

3. Topics

Before demonstrating my analysis in which the SFP kdng is a topic marker, the
definitions of ‘topic’ in the literature will be briefly reviewed in this section.

3.1 The definition of topic

Opinions are widely divided with respect to the definition of ‘topic’. For instance,
E. Kiss (2002:9) proposes that the topic “foregrounds an individual (a person, an object,
or a group of them) from among those present in the universe of discourse as the
subject of the subsequent predication.” In other words, topic expresses the aboutness of
a sentence.’

Other researchers, like Chafe (1976), do not think that topicality should be based
on “what the sentence is about”. Chafe (1976:51) defines “real” topics (present in topic
prominent languages) as a “frame” establishing “a spatial, temporal, or individual
framework within which the main predication holds.” Basically, the consensus among
most researchers is that topic can be circumscribed by the traditional dichotomy in
which topic (or theme) is informally what is being talked about, and the comment
(theme or focus) is what is being said about the topic. Moreover, this dichotomy is
demarcated in a predication relationship. As Molnér (2006) notes, topics serve, in one
sense or another, to optimally restrict the domain of the main predication in the
sentence, drawing the speech participants’ attention to a certain entity.

A more specified definition is given in Kuo (2009). Kuo assumes that a topic in
Chinese® has to have at least the properties in (5).

(5) The properties of a topic: (from Kuo 2009:3(8))
a. A topic needs to be associated with some element in the comment sentence.
b. A topic has to precede the predicate.
c. There can be a pause or a modal particle following the topic.
d. A topic can only be definite or generic.

Among the four properties, (5d) can be used as a convenient touchstone to discern
topics among DPs and clauses.

7 Also refer to Hockett (1958) and Gundel (1988).
® The language that Kuo indicates is Mandarin.

Sometimes topic would be referred to “old information”, in contrast to focus as
“new information”. What has to be pointed out is that the term “old information” does
not necessarily have to do with its début in the utterance. For example:

©) S & BF f K- (Mandarin; from Li and Thompson 1981:15 (8))
Zhei-ke shu yezi hen da.
this-CL tree leaf very big
“This tree, (its) leaves are very big.”

The DP zhei-ke shu is a topic. Nonetheless, it is not impossible that this entity has
not been mentioned in the conversation until (6) is uttered. Before the sentence in (6) is
spoken, the addresser might have just found the tree. And there are many ways to make
this entity to be part of the presupposition. For instance, he may point to it to show the
addressee where it is when he gives comments. In this sense, a topic always refers to
something that the hearer is aware of (when he listens to the addresser). This is why a
topic can only be definite or generic (Li and Thompson 1981:85; also refer to (5)). The
point is that though some researchers claim that topics belong to “old information”, the
content of topic is not necessarily contained in the utterance in advance. Krifka (2007)
offers the following definition of topic that can well represent this view:

(7) The topic constituent identifies the entity or set of entities under which the
information expressed in the comment constituent should be stored in the CG®
content, (Krifka 2007:41 (39))

That is, what concerns the topic is not the oldness of the information (the time in
which it appears in the discourse), but the information that it contains has to be
recognized by the parties joining in the conversation. In Krifka’s words, the
information of topic must be stored in the Common Ground content, regardless of the
way by which it is introduced.

3.2 Contrastive topic

Recall the dispute between Ernst and Wang (1995) and Paul (2002) mentioned in
the first section. Contrastive topic seems to be an ambivalent term as regards the
dichotomous view of topic and focus.

Krifka (2007:44-5) suggests that contrastive topics arguably do not constitute an

information-packaging category in their own right, but represent a combination of

® Common Ground.



topic and focus. He claims that they consist of an aboutness topic that contains a focus,
which is doing what focus always does, namely indicating an alternative, and indicate
alternative aboutness topics. In other words, contrastive topic is comprised by a focus
within a topic that demonstrate the presence of alternatives, '’

A similar claim can be found in Oshima (2002), in which it is argued that when a
sentence S involves a contrastive topic, and the “core” part of S (i.e. S without
contrastive topic marking) expresses a proposition P, a presupposition is induced that
at least one of the alternative propositions of P (roughly, propositions expressed by a
sentence equivalent to S except that the contrastive topic marked element is replaced
by its alternatives) does not hold or is not known whether to hold.

Based on Krifka (2007) and Oshima (2002), contrastive topics can be elucidated
as a capsule of topic with an embedded focus. This kind of topics is contrastive for
they imply the presence of alternatives that are aboutness topic.

3.3 The distribution of topics in the syntactic structure

Since Rizzi (1997, 2001) proposed the CP-split structure, researchers have
suggested varied topic loci distributed in the hierarchical structure. Among many
others, Vallduvi (1992) identifies the focus position over VP and suggests that the
topicalized material is moved by right dislocation. E. Kiss (1998) claims that topic and
focus positions exist in IP in Hungarian. Vilkuna (1994) argues that the spec of CP is a
contrastive position either for a contrastive focus or a contrastive topic in Finnish.
Ernst and Wang (1995) claim that the objects preposed to a position after the subject in
Mandarin are focus topic adjoined to VP. Paul (2002) argues against Emst and Wang
and indicates that the preposed object after the subject, unlike the ones occur in
lian...dou constructions, are internal topic under a functional projection. Aboh (2007)
suggests that there are focus positions within clause periphery and VP-periphery.

In the next section, I will turn to demonstrate that Taiwanese employs more than
one topic positions in the structure after my introduction of kdng.

4. The Sentence-final and Intra-sentential Kong
In this section, I will show that in Taiwanese there are two kdngs serving as topic
markers which occupy different syntactic positions and provide different functions.

After comparing them, I will bring up my analysis of these two topic markers.

4.1 The interpretation of SFP kdng

10 Readers can also refer to the close relationship between frame setting, delimitation, and contrastive
topic in Krifka (2007). We shall not go into this due to space limit.
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Apart from what are brought up in section 1, below are other explanations for SFP
kong in the literature:

®)

Researcher Descriptions

Insistence on forcing the given information on the

Ch 1997
eng ( ) addressee mildly

Speech act: Encouraging, provoking, waming and
threatening.

Epistemic attitudinal: In declaratives, it emphasizes the

Chen (1989) truthfulness of the proposition; in

imperatives, it has the illocutionary

force of encouraging, provoking,

warning, or threatening.

Lien (1988) It is used when the new situation that the speaker

discovered is contrary to his own expectation.

Although the descriptions above seem to be at variance with each other, we can
first obviate the attitudinal tone and moods before further consideration. Just as what
has been mentioned in section 2, it is suggested that the urging and reminding tone,
including the speech act moods, should not be included in the explanation of kdng for
no empirical evidence indicates that the tone and the moods are derived directly from
kong (cf. (2) and (3)). The reliable properties sifted out, therefore, are the descriptions
like the given information, the truthfulness of the proposition, and being contrary to the
speaker’s expectation.

Based on these, it is figured that the SFP, kdng, is basically concerned with a
known proposition which is contrary to the speaker’s expectation. And this is
reminiscent to the definitions of contrastive topic introduced in subsection 3.2. The
SFP kong conveys information in the common ground and also indicates alternatives
with which contrastiveness is observed.

It is interesting to note the way in which S&W expound this SFP. They argue that
this SFP denotes ‘emphatic assertion’ (2002:81), and ‘impl[ies] that the hearer may
already entertain the proposition expressed in the IP, but perhaps be somewhat
doubtful of it for no good reason in the speaket’s opinion.” In other words, they claim
that by employing kdng a speaker expresses her(/his) strong endorsement of the truth
of the proposition, in a way similar to the use of ‘I’m telling you!” in English. (2002:85;
also refer to the remark on S&W 2002:88.)

We can also paraphrase S&W’s claim in this way: when SFP kdng is present in a



sentence, the speaker implies that s/he is telling and endorsing something that is not
new to the addressee. This is to say that this kéng represents old, topic-like information
largely presupposed by the participants in the conversation. In fact, S&W even suggest
in their proposal that the movement of the IP takes place in order to topicalize the IP
(in S&W and Zubizarreta (1998)'s term defocusing)'', placing the IP in sentence-initial
topic position. (S&W 2002:85) Albeit not agreeing the idea of IP raising, I suggest that
‘T think you have already known’ would be a appropriate explication in English for
SFP kdng, based on the observations so far.

In short, T propose that SFP kong is a topic marker under Top®. By employing this
SFP, the addresser brings up something that is already learnt (or supposed to have been
learnt) by the addressee in order to recapitulate it in the discourse.

As for its syntactic position, contrary to S&W’s proposal that the SFP kdng is
base-generated at C°, I propose the SFP kdng is a topic marker base-generated in IP (to
be captured in the following comparison with intra-sentential kéng). Based on we have
seen in section 2, this proposal is not novel at all. Researchers like E. Kiss (1998) and
Aboh (2007), among others, have pointed out that focus projection or topic/focus
articulation over vP is available according to their observations in Hungarian and some
African languages. This is an alternative aside from the focus and topic projections in
CP. If we adopt a universal hierarchical structure, it is natural to conceive that
Taiwanese, a topic-prominent language, which exploits topic-comment configuration
even more than Mandarin (Y. Li 2001), makes use of more than one available topic
position.

Before we delve into the detail of this proposal, I would like to introduce another
topic marker kdng which occurs intra-sententially. By comparing these two, we may
understand better the topic operation in Taiwanese and the reason why two distinct
positions are proposed for each of them respectively.

4.2 Intra-sentential kéng
As a topic marker, kong does not only appear sentence-finally but also precedes
constituent(s) in a sentence. For example:

)a. FIBH 34 W HIZEE-UE ! (Taiwanese)
A-bing kong ma bat Ing-gi--neh!
A-bing KONG also comprehend English PRT
“A-bing, he also understands English!”

"' The term defocusing tallies with the proposals in which topicalization is taken as the major focus
device in topic-prominent languages (refer to R. L. Cheng (1983) among others).
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b. [ FAL 8 & £ EPE-UE-  (Taiwanese)
A-hur tséi-khi kong bd khi siong-pan--neh.
A-hui morning KONG not go work PRT
“Regarding A-hui and what happened this moming, she did not go to work.”

As (9a) and (9b) show, this intra-sentential kdng does not follow a verb of
communication or cognitive state. Therefore, it cannot be a complementizer.
Additionally, only presupposition in the discourse can precede the intra-sentential kdng.
This can be corroborated with the properties of topic from Kuo (2009) (repeating (5) as
(10)).

(10) The properties of a topic: (from Kuo 2009:3(8))
a. A topic needs to be associated with some element in the comment sentence.
b. A topic has to precede the predicate.
c. There can be a pause or a modal particle following the topic.
d. A topic can only be definite or generic.

Apart from (10a) to (10c), the properties that can be verified evidcntly,I2 it is true
that indefinite DPs cannot precede kdng.

(1Da. 3& & BfF = 3 76 3 B-XK ! (Taiwanese)”’
Tsit tséng tshid-a sann lui hue (*kéng) lian—khil
this Cl tree three Cl flower (KONG) wither go
(Intended) “Three flowers of this tree have withered.”

b BN TR — N RE R M E T-£-  (Taiwanese)
Tsiah-& khang-khu tsit & tsai-khi (*kong) t0 tso é lidu-a.
these job one Cl moming (KONG) Emphasizer do can finished PRT
(Intended) “These jobs can be accomplished in a morning.”

Based on Kuo, I suggest that this kdng is also a topic marker. In (9a), it is the
subject A-bing that is topicalized. And in (9b), both the subject and the temporal

> A pertinent question is that how the SFP kdng conforms to (9a) and (9b). A possible answer is that a
null predicate is left behind kdng after the topicalized proposition raises. Please refer to Moro (1997) in
which a null predicates is involved in her analysis of the raising of predicates. In this sense, topic is
taken to be a relator or linker (Dikken 2006).

3 Since bare DPs can serve also as definite or generic in certain discourse in Sinitic languages, it is not
impossible for someone to construe the DP preceding kéng in (11a) and (11b) to be not indefinite under
certain context. Nevertheless, that are not the construal that these examples are meant to show.
Moreover, DPs with a numeral without demonstrative are not necessarily indefinite, either. The numeral
can render partitive reading (refer to C. Lee 1999).

10



adverb are topicalized.'"® The intra-sentential kong only differs from the SFP one in
that it merely topicalizes part of a sentence.

If this is on the right track, the next question would be where we should pinpoint
this intra-sentential kdng. Since it is evident that this kdng and the topicalized
constituent(s) can precede speaker-oriented adverbs, the topic projection must be in a
relatively high position. I propose that it is the topic projection(s) in Rizzi (1997, 2001)
involved. The following sentences illustrate this point.

(12)a. FJHH 5% FLBY O {RIDEEE-YE! (Taiwanese)
A-bing kéng huan-sé ma bat Ing-gi--neh!
A-bing KONG probably also comprehend English PRT
“A-bing, he probably also understands English!”

b. FEIE FAE 3% 90 M X LI X BE P F K- (Taiwanese)
A-hui tsai-khi kong bing-bing bd khi sidng-pan, suah keé-iann i U khi.
A-hui morning KONG obviously not go work to-my-surprise pretend she Asp
go
“Regarding A-hui and what happened this morning, she obviously did not go to
work, but, to my surprise, she pretended that she did.”

c. BHFEX 5 ERME Eb A3 8% 24 (Taiwanese)
Tshit-a-kha kéng tian-to pi tua-tidnn khah juah.
under-the-tree KONG unexpectedly compare courtyard more hot
“Regarding staying under the tree, it is unexpectedly hotter than staying in the
courtyard.”

d. BREE 38 IEAKEE 2K IO RR--TW-M - (Taiwanese)
Mé-ni kong tsing-king-kong beh ka sué--ah-lah.
next-year KONG seriously-speaking will raise-taxes
“Regarding next year, seriously speaking, the taxes will be raised.”

In the sentences above, the intra-sentential kéng and the constituent(s) occurs
before it can precede the epistemic adverb (see (12a)), the evidential adverb (see (12b)),
the evaluative adverb (see (12c)), and the speech act adverb (see (12d)). According to
Rizzi (1997, 2001) and Cinque (1999), the speech act adverbs are under the projection
at the outmost position of IP left periphery next to the CP domain.

' These two elements are in different topic positions as what T will explicate later.

11

(13)Force(Top*)Int(Top*)Foc(Top*)Fin I[P (from Rizzi 2001)

{ 4)M00dpspeech acl>M00dPevalua(ive>MOOdPcvidenliaI>M0dPepislemic>TP(PaSt)>
TP(Future)>MoodPigealis...  (from Cinque 2006, 1999; not fully cited.)

Since the intra-sentential kdng occurs higher than MoodPgpeech act» MOOdPevatuativer
MoodPeyidential, and ModPepisiemic in (14), it receives a natural account that this topic
marker is in the head position under one of the topic projections in CP (see (13)) with
the topicalized constituent(s) in its specifier position.

4.3 A preliminary comparison of their positions

There is evidence to show that the intra-sentential kdng is not identical to the SFP
kong. Compare their different behaviors when co-occurring with a complementizer
kong:

(15)a. [E[BE #H 3% [ S{rH S4E & £ LUf #8 -  (Taiwanese)
A-bing siinn kong A-hui kin-a-jit tsai-khi bd khi sidng-pan kong.
A-bing think COMP A-hui today morning not go work KONG
“A-bing thinks that A-hui did not go to work this morning (, and we are
informed of that.)”

b*ffEH AH 3E FE S{FH RAC B & K EPE-  (Taiwanese)
*A-bing silinn kong A-hui kin-&-jit tsai-khi kong bé khi sidng-pan.
A-bing think COMP A-hui today morning KONG not go work
(Intended reading) ‘A-bing thinks that A-hui did not go to work this moming.’

Both two sentences above have kdng as a complementizer following the verb of
cognitive state sifinn ‘think’, and they differ in only where the topic marker kdng
appears. The sentence in (15a) which has the topic marker kdng at the end of it is
grammatical. However, when topic marker kdng occurs in an intra-sentential position
within the subordinate clause, the sentence, e.g. (15b), becomes infelicitous.'”” Based

'S What (15b) shows is that it is impossible to have intra-sentential kéng in an embedded clause. The
contrast is evident either in (15) or the additional examples below:
o FRIEMRIFR A £ #-
1 sitinn kéng Ii tsa-hng ii khi kéng.
he think COMP you yesterday Asp go KONG
“He thinks that you went there yesterday.”
brF HBINKEE HA E-
*] siiinn kéng I tsa-hng kéng 1 khi.
he think COMP you yesterday KONG Asp go
(Intended) “He thinks that you went there yesterday (in consideration of other days).”
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on this contrast, the SFP kdng and the intra-sentential one are supposed to be two
distinct elements.

Nonetheless, it is still possible to find the intra-sentential topic marker to occur
proper with the complementizer. For instance:

(16)a. [F[EH 3% HER —F % M8 [ME %EH &k * &1t LIt (Taiwanese)
A-bing kong tsa-hng it-fit lidh-tsun kéng A-hui du-ké-guéh beh khi Tai-pak siong-pan.
A-bing KONG yesterday all-the-time think COMP A-hui next-month will go
Taipei work
“As for A-bing, he thought all the time yesterday that A-hui will go to work in
Taipei next month.”

b. B (UG R HE ' BB & B K Pk - (Taiwanese)
A-bing bd-tai-bé-tsi kéng fit-tit liam kong lin b6 beh tau-sann-kang.
A-bing unaccountably KONG all-the-time murmur COMP you not will help
Asp
“As you know that what A-bing does is unaccountable, he murmurs all the time
that you do not want to help.”

In either sentence of (16), a complementizer and intra-sentential topic marker
co-occur and the latter precedes the former. To my best knowledge, previous studies,
including Cheng (1994) and S&W (2002), did not try to pinpoint the complementizer
kong a la Rizzi (1997, 2001). Following the explication of English complementizer
that, a reasonable conjecture is that it is in the head position of FinP in the embedded
clause.'s Since these grammatical sentences differ from (15b) in that the topic marker
kong and its topicalized constituent precede the complementizer, the intra-sentential
kong is supposed to be in matrix clause for it occurs higher than the complementizer
and the matrix verb. Following the argumentation in subsection 4.2, the intra-sentential

ia. £ 48 % &dL EE A # -
T sitinn kéng Tai-pak tidnn-tidnn 10h-hdo kéng.
he think COMP Taipei often rain KONG
“He thinks that it often rains in Taipet.”
brF 8 # &L 3 EE AW
*1 siiinn kéng Tii-pak kéng tiann-tiann loh-hdo.
he think COMP Taipei KONG often rain
(Intended) “He thinks that it rains often in Taipei (in consideration of other places).”
To my knowledge, there is no reason to restrict the occurrence of topicalization in the embedded clause.
Though, in this paper, kéng is analyzed as a contrastive topic marker, we do find contrastive topic in
embedded clauses in Japanese and Korean (to discuss later). At this moment, no explanation can be
given for the infelicity of embedded contrastive topic in Taiwanese and it is left for future research.
'S Here the issue that the complementizer may occupy more than one position and may appear more
than once in different positions in the left periphery is not considered. Please refer to Cinque and Rizzi
(2008:46 footnote 6).
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kong is suggested to be in the topic projection under the matrix CP.
In addition, it is not impossible to have the complementizer and the two kinds of
topic markers co-occur in a single sentence. See (17):

(17) P59 M SESRIERF o2 BB AK HR X B 4RRS A9 BTFE PR M - (Taiwanese)
A-bing kéng baé-tiunn-bo-ti siinn kéng beh puann khi khah iap-thiap & s6o-tsai tua kéng.
A-bing KONG suddenly say COMP will move to more secluded PRT place
inhabit KONG
“A-bing (contrary to other people) suddenly said that he will move to a more
secluded place (in consideration to his other thoughts or some other relevant
issues.)”

"The sentence above demonstrates that the two topic marker kdng occur in
different loci. We cannot find the intra-sentential one in an embedded clause. In
addition, it is not possible to have two intra-sentential kdng in a single clause. See (18).

(IRar*ait EIFE # KX H TR
*Tai-pak kéng tsa-hng kéng 16h kui-kang & hdo.
Taipei KONG yesterday KONG drop all day DE rain
(Intended)“Yesterday (contrary to other days), it rained all day in Taipei
(contrary to other plances).”

bERFRMF E BT B g B, R
*Kue-ni-si-d kéng bio-si kéng € khah lau-jiat.
New-Year-period KONG temple KONG will more thronged-with-people
(Intended) “During the New Year (contrary to other days), the temples
(contrary to other places) would be thronged with more people.”

To sum up, besides the known fact that the sentence-final topic marker kong can
co-occur with the complementizer kéng without any problem, the intra-sentential topic
marker kéng can only precede the complementizer kéng. Furthermore, the two can
only co-occur in one sentence in a specific relative order with respect to the
complementizer, and the intra-sentential one cannot be iterated in a single clause. All
of these observations suggest that they are distinct elements. Based on these
observations, I suggest that the two homophonic topic markers do not occur in an
identical syntactic position. Following Rizzi (1997, 2001) and Aboh (2007), among
others, T will try to pinpoint the specific positions of the two items in the next
subsection.

4.4 Pinpoiting the two topic markers



Remember what is mentioned in section 3.2 that researchers report topic positions
other than the ones in CP domains. On the basis of these studies, it is proposed that
there are topic/focus articulation in both the clause periphery (Rizzi 1997, 2001) and
vP periphery (refer to E. Kiss 1998, Jayaseelan 2003, and Aboh 2007, among others). T
will take this as a point of departure for investigating the discrepancy found between
the two kongs. '

Assuming the topic projections distributed in different positions observed
cross-linguistically are equipped in the universal hierarchical structure and available by
each specific language. Languages only differ with respect to whether they realize the
clause peripheral or VP-peripheral focus/topic positions or the both (refer to Aboh
2007).

Besides this, two presuppositions are held in this study. On the one hand, I concur
with Sybesma (2008) in that there is no IP-raising in the derivation of the sentences
with sentence-final particles (SFPs). Under the Antisymmetry hypothesis (Kayne
1994), Taiwanese is postulated to be head-initial and the positions of SFPs, which are
functional elements, are suggested to be in the left periphery of the IP domain. It is
then permuted by an overt movement of the constituents following the SFP. Since the
pertinent movement is only a fraction of IP, no IP-raising is involved in the whole
derivation.

On the other, the observation that intra-sentential kéng can only precede the
complementizer kéng, which is presumably at Fin® in the embedded CP, implies that
the intra-sentential kdng, which always precede the matrix verb is most likely in CP
domain (ref. subsection 4.2). For these reasons, I propose that the SFP kdng is under
the topic projection in the IP domain and the intra-sentential kéng under the topic
projections in CP. The topicalized constituent(s), either moving to CP or within IP,
both starget the specifier position of the involved topic phrase, a 1a Lau (2010), H. Tsai
(2008), and Lee (2005). The movements of topicalization then render the surface word
order.

Firstly, let us consider an example with SFP kdng without an embedded clause
and a complementizer.

(19) P S{FH FHE & £ B - (Taiwanese)
A-hut kin-&-jit tsai-khi bd khi sidng-pan kong.
A-hui today morning not go work KONG
“A-hui did not go to work this moming (contrary to other relevant issues)”
The diagram of (19) is depicted below.

20

Based on the proposal for the SFP kdng, the SFP kdng is under the topic
projection in the left periphery of IP, the whole proposition is topicalized and moved to
the Specifier position.

Now let us turn to (15a) in which a complementizer and a SFP kdng co-occur
(repeated as (21)).

@D R 8 R SfFH P & £ P 38 - (Taiwanese)
A-bing sitinn kéng A-hut kin-a-jit tséi-khi bd khi sidng-pan kéong.
A-bing think KONG A-hui today morning not go work KONG
“A-bing thinks that A-hui did not go to work this morning (, and we are informed
of that.)”

A noteworthy point about the interpretation of this sentence is that the matrix
subject and verb are also under the topic-scope of the SFP kdng. In other words, the
SFP kdng is not structurally embedded in the subordinate clause. (22) captures this
interpretation with the SFP kdng situated in the matrix IP.
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Compare (20) and (22), we can see that (21) differs from (19) only in that the
topicalized XP includes an embedded clause.

As regards the case in which a topic marker precedes the complementizer. An
example is given as follows.

(23) 135 58 S{FB XIEE - (Taiwanese)
Kang-tinn kong kin-4-jit hué-sio-tshu.
factory KONG today a-fire-break-out.
“A fire broke out in the factory (contrary to other places) .”

Based on what has been proposed, the intra-sentential kdng is under the topic
projection in the CP domain. The sentence in (23) is depicted as follows.

24
ToepP
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A sentence in which the intra-sentential kéng co-occurs with a complementizer
and a subordinate clause is exemplified in (25) (repeating (16a)).

(25) FIEH o# BFE —H U o [E REH & £ 536 EIE- (Taiwanese)
A-bing kéng tsa-hng it-fit lidh-tstin kéng A-hut au-ko-guéh beh khi Tai-pak siong-pan.
A-bing KONG yesterday all-the-time think KONG A-hui next-month will go
Taipei work
“As for A-bing, he thought all the time yesterday that A-hui will go to work in
Taipei next month.”

This sentence involved two CPs. The diagram is like below.
(26)

As shown in (26), the topicalized subject A-bing moves to [Spec, TopP] in matrix
CP. The intra-sentential topic marker is base-generated under CP in this scheme.
Therefore, we would never find it occurring lower than the complementizer kdng,
which demarcates the lower CP, and subordinate IP, domains. This analysis explains
the contrast between (18a) and (18b) that the intra-sentential topic marker always
precedes the complementizer kdng (recall subsection 4.3).

Remember that in subsection 4.3, it is observed that intra-sentential kdng cannot
be iterative in a single sentence (ref. (18)). In Rizzi (1997)’s Split-CP scheme, there are
more than one topic position in the CP domain. The single occurrence restriction of the
intra-sentential kong indicates that it is a specific topic marker with a specific
projection and function. We will come back to this in section 5."7

To sum up, the SFP kdng and the intra-sentential one are not identical. They differ
not only in their syntactic positions but also in what they topicalize. The former targets
a whole proposition and the latter only takes one constituent. That is to say that their
independent topic projections articulate with their function-division. Contrary to the
previous studies, I proposed that both of them are topic markers and the SFP kdng
serves as a proposition-topic marker.

5. A Cross-linguistic Comparison

In this section, I will compare the positions where the topic marker(s) can occur in
Japanese, Korean, and Taiwanese sentences. The tentative observation is that each

¥ To recapitulate briefly, intra-sentential kong is merged lower than the IntP (Rizzi 1997, 2001; also
refer to Lau’s (2010) analysis of Taiwanese kdm). Topicalized constituent can reach the positions higher
than the IntP and where the intra-sentential kdng occurs.
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language may employ different number of topic projections which are available in the
universal structure. On the other, an identical topic projection in the hierarchical
structure may bear different functions between languages. In the second subsection, I
suggest that kdng is a contrastive topic marker wherever it is used in CP or IP.

5.1 The discrepancy in topic projection employment among languages

Let us begin with Japanese. In Japanese, there is a particle wa traditionally
defined as a topic marker (Kuno 1973)."® Unlike Taiwanese kdng, it is possible to have
wa occur lower than the complementizer (see (28)). (27) repeats (15) for demonstrating
the contrast between the intra-sentential and SFP kdng in Taiwanese.

(7. FHE 18 38 M8 SFH BHE & X ¥ - (Taiwanese)
A-bing sitinn kéng A-hut kin-a-jit tsai-khi bd khi sidng-pan kong.
A-bing think KONG A-hui today morning not go work KONG
“A-bing thinks that A-hui did not go to work this morning (, and we are
informed of that.)”

bEBE AR 3% M S{FH FiC M@ E X LI (Taiwanese)
*A-bing sidnn kong A-hui kin-a-jit tsai-khi kéng b khi siong-pan.
A-bing think KONG A-hui today moming KONG not go work
(Intended reading) “A-bing thinks that A-hui did not go to work this morning.”

(28)a. Okosan-ga deki-te kara bydin erabi-o suru no wa to omoware-teiru. (Japanese)'9
child-NOM be-born-PRT from hospital choose-OBJ do PRT TOP COMP be-though-PROG
“Tt is thought that this kind of thing that beginning to choose a hospital when
the child is bom is...(not good).”

b. Shuppan-gaisha-ga[cp[boku-ga ano hon-wa koosee-shi-teiru]-to]
publish-company-NOM I-NOM that book-TOPIC proofread-do-PROG-that
omot-tei-ta-n-desu-yo.. (Japanese; from Tateishi 1994:153 (9b))
think-PROG-PAST-(Nominalizer)-ASSERT-(Particle)

“The publisher thought that I was proofreading it.”

' T will not touch on the controversies of wa in this paper, including the notions like given/new,
predictable/unpredictable, theme/non-theme, important/unimportant, to avoid digressions.

"% Retrieved from “http:/detail.chiebukuro.yahoo.co.jp/qa/question_detail/q124442307” on Aug. 5th,
2010. The original text: “BFIANTE T SRRERTE£T2DIL L Bbh T3, Another
instance of SFP wa is “Z DEHI ZD/NS L RHERES AL "B L WA ~FARBROESESD
I TERZDIE, LE o/ (retrieved from “http://www katotaizo.com/isop/isop2.html” on Aug. 5"
2010.
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Contrary to (27b), the Japanese sentence in (28b) has no problem to have an
intra-sentential topic marker in the embedded clause. The intra-sentential topic marker
in the subordinate clause occurs in a lower position than the complementizer o in
Japanese indicates that the topic projection involved in (28b) cannot be in the
embedded CP domain.® Tt is most natural to assume that the topic projection in P,
presumed to be the projection accommodating SFP kdng, is also employed by Japanese
to topicalize single constituent.

Regarding (28a), a Japanese instance of proposition-topic, there are more to say
about it.

In today’s Japanese, it is not common to find the topic marker wa (written as {3)
appears sentence-finally. However, this usage indeed exists. C. Huang (1971:106)
indicates that the SFP wa (written as {X) is used to emphasize a sentence. And Y.
Hong (1981:382) suggests that it reinforces the proposition. The reason why it
becomes rare is that Modern Japanese employs another kana “3>” instead of “/3” as
the proposition-topic marker. According to Comprehensive Digital Dictionary (73 %
LV AEES)™, the SFP “3o” is used to express astonishment, being moved, admiration.??
The dictionary also notes that this usage is derived from the intra-sentential topic
marker “}%”. Tn the period of the 15 to 16™ century, this marker becomes a SFP. And
not until the 16" century, people began to write “4>” instead of “{1”.

These descriptions are reminiscent of Taiwanese SFP kdng, which is also depicted
as an element for “insistence on forcing the given information on the addressee mildly”
(Cheng 1997), or an element “emphasizes the truthfulness of the proposition” (Chen
1989). Following the way in which kdng has been argued as a topic marker, I propose
that the SFP wa in Japanese also serves the same function. Note that the translation of
the embedded clause in (22a) ends with ellipsis and the conjectured unspoken words
between parentheses. This is suggested by my Japanese informant. As a native speaker,
his intuition tells him that there is something left tacit and the content can only be
retrieved from the context (Shingo Yoshida 2010 p.c.). The same intuition is also
mentioned in Chang’s (1998) analysis of Taiwanese kdng. Chang claims that it is
possible to reconstruct the implied content that follows SFP kdng (1998:119-20).
Undoubtedly, kdng and wa are used as SFP nowadays. Nonetheless, they still carry

® Tateishi (1994) argues that there is no independent topic projection in Japanese. T do not concur in
this.

2 published by Shogakukan (/N HE).

2 All of these interpretations produce construal of contrastiveness. Tf it is true that the sentence-final wa
is derived from the intra-sentential marker wa, the sentence-final one is supposed to inherit the topic
function of the intra-sentential one. Although topic generally does not induce interpretations like
astonishment, being moved, or admiration, it is not peculiar to have contrastive topic, which introduces
contrastiveness with an embedded focus, to express moods like these.

Moreover, there is a homonymic usage of 3> which expresses one’s determination which is excluded
here. The irrelevant usage is considered to belong to female speakers.
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some vestiges from the grammaticalization process.

In brief, Taiwanese and Japanese differ in that the former employs several
projections to implement different functions but the latter only applies the one in the IP
domain. This is evidenced by sentences in (28) in which only the topic position in IP is
accessed and the same position is employed in two distinct topicalization functions.”

Apart from Japanese, Korean topic marker un also can be embedded. See the
sentence from Choe 1995:309 (93).

(29) Chelswe-nun [[; kkos-un cangmi-ka choeko-ta](ha)-ko] malha-yss-ta. (Korean)
Chelswu-Top flower-Top rose-sub best-M do-C say-past-M
“Speaking of Chelswu, he said, ‘Speaking of flowers, roses are best.”

In (29), the topicalized DP ‘flower’, attached with the intra-sentential topic
marker un, is in the subordinate clause. Following the discussion above, I propose that
it is also the topic projection in IP participates in topicalizing constituent(s) in Korean.
Since Japanese and Korean are close in syntax, this similarity is not surprising.2*

The three languages concermed which employs a specific topic marker
respectively can be divided into two groups. Japanese and Korean employ only the
topic projection in IP; Taiwanese applies topic positions both in IP and CP. In 5.2, I
will revert to the contrastive reading of the relevant topic marker in order to make
further cross-linguistic comparison.

5.2 On the contrastive reading

In subsection 4.3 and 4.4, it is pointed out that intra-sentential kdng cannot be
reiterated in a single sentence. This restriction implies that kdng is not a general topic
marker which can occur in any available topic position in the Split-CP scheme (Rizzi
1997, 2001) In other words, topic projections are not exactly the same to each other,
and the topic marker kdng marks only some specific topic.

Compare the two sentences below.

(30)a. SfFH B B H & - (Taiwanese)
Kin-a-jit tsai-khi hong tsin thau.
today morning wind very strong
“The wind blew strongly this morning.”

» Logically speaking, one can still postulate that there are more than one topic positions in TP and
Japanese accesses different ones for different functions. T cannot exclude this possibility at this stage, but
evidence is needed from the advocates to support this hypothesis.

* Japanese and Korean are head-final in contrast to Taiwanese, which is commonly proposed to be
head-initial. This typological difference may be relevant to their distinction in topicality. T leave this for
future research.
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b. {FH R 8 B E & - (Taiwanese)
Kin-a-jit tsai-khi kong hong tsin thau.
today morning KONG wind very strong
“This morning, the wind blew strongly, (and it is only about this morning but
not other time today.).”

These two sentences differ in that (30b) has an extra kdng just after the temporal
adverb “morning”. Following the stipulation that the constituents in the beginning of a
sentence are topics in Taiwanese, a topic-prominent language just like Mandarin (Tsao
1979, Li and Thompson 1981), 4in-dit “today” and fsdi-kh/*“morning” are topicalized.
Nonetheless, (30b) is construed differently from (30a). The topic attached with kdng
conveys a contrastive reading that indicating altemative sections of time. Based on
Krifka (2007) and Oshima (2002), 1 suggest that kéng is a contrastive topic marker,
and a topic without kdng expresses merely a plain topic (ref. subsection 3.2).

With this proposal, we can now account for that each single sentence can
accommodate only one intra-sentential kéng. In languages like Mandarin and Italian
(refer to Rizzi 1997), it is infelicitous to have more than one focus in a single sentence.
The non-co-occurrence can be explicated by the incompatibility of the contrastiveness
of foci. I would like to suggest that this is also the reason why only one contrastive
topic (with its marker kdng) can appear in one sentence since the contrastive topics are
depicted as topics embed a focus (Krifka (2007); Oshima (2002)).25

Regarding SFP kong, Chang (1998) argues that it is a counter-expectation marker.
Her observation is acute, but the notion “expectation” here needs to be re-considered.
Take the following sentences for instance.

@Bla. SfFH F#E B H & #- (Taiwanese)
Kin-a-jit tsai-khi hong tsin thau kéng.
today morning wind very strong KONG
“(Note the thing that) the wind blew strongly this moming.”

b. F B @t K--2 - (Taiwanese)

| ts& to lai—a kong.
s’he early PRT come Asp KONG
“(You should know that) he has arrived for quite a period of time.”

¥ Nonetheless, it is possible to have a (identificational) focus co-occur with a contrastive topic. A
preliminary conjecture is that focus and topic are essentially different, they apply their contrastiveness in
different domains.
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The construal of the sentences with SFP kdng (like the ones in (31)) is not
necessarily relevant to the expectations of the addresser or the addressee. In Cheng’s
(1994) words, the attachment of kdng gives rise to a reminding tone. That is to say that
the speaker intends to remind the addressee something that is presupposed in the
discourse which is contrary to the existing alternatives. In order to do so, the speaker
picks out specific presupposed information against the others. And this reminds us the
definition of contrastive topics in Krifka (2007) and Oshima (2002) again. In addition,
in Vilkuna(1994)’s study of Finnish, she argues that a contrastive focus and a
contrastive topic both can identify a subset. She claims that, however, merely the
contrastive focus exhaustively identifies the subset for which the predicate holds,
whereas the identification performed by the contrastive topic is non-exhaustive (in
Krifka’s words, it only indicates the alternatives). In this thread, I suggest that what the
SFP kong conveys is contrastiveness but not the sense of counter-expectation. No
matter it appears intra-sententially or sentence-finally, kdng identifies a presupposed
information non-exhaustively in contrast to the others.

Tf this is on the right track, Taiwanese kdng is a pure contrastive topic marker.?

Compared with Taiwanese kdng, the Japanese wa is not an exclusive token of
contrastive topics. Tateishi points out that there are two types of wa in Japanese
including wa which is a D(eterminer), responsible for the so-called topic reading, and
wa which is a P(ostposition), responsible for the so-called contrastive reading
(1994:147; 161-73). Although I do not concur in the details of his analysis, the
dichotomy is recognized.

Kuno (1973:38) also suggests that there are two different uses of wa. The
following interpretations with examples are from Kuno 1973:38 (6a) and (6b).

(32)a. Wa for the theme of a sentence: “Speaking of..., talking about...”
eg. John wa gakusei desu.
student is
“Speaking of John, he is a student.”

b.Wa for contrasts: “X..., but..., as for X...”
eg. Ame wa hutte imasu ga...
rain  fallingis but
“It is raining, but...”

% 1n subsection 4.3, T pointed out that it is possible to have both intra-sentential and SFP kéng in one
sentence. If this is true, one may want to ask how two contrastive topics can co-occur. My answer is that
these two kinds of topics take different scopes. The intra-sentential ones take scope on only a constituent,
and the ones as SFPs on the whole proposition. The scope of the former is contained in the scope of the
latter. Since contrastive topics are not exhaustive, the relationship in which a contrastive topic is a subset
of the other does not incur problems.
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I concur with Tateishi and Kuno in that Japanese wa can mark either a
non-contrastive topic or a contrastive one.

The dichotomy of Korean topic marker un is also observed in the literature. C.
Lee (1999) gives examples in which un marks a contrastive topic as follows (from C.
Lee (1999) (11) and (12)).

(33)a. na [khong -UN]p meok -eoss-co
1 beans CT  eat Past Dec
“I ate [the beans]g.”

b.na [tongceon-UN]g iss -eo
I coin CT exist Dec
“I have [coins]g.”

Apart from C. Lee, Han (1998) also claims that Korean un can be used as a token
of either topic reading or contrastive topic reading,?®

In sum, contrary to the Japanese and Korean topic markers, Taiwanese kdng is
only used in marking a contrastive topic.

6. On Sentence-initial Kong

Before this study is concluded, a section is dedicated to sentence-initial kdng in
order to make this paper more comprehensive. T will argue that the sentence-initial
kong is the outcome of the intra-sentential kéng raising. Preposing the intra-sentential
kong to ForceP can give rise to the change of illocutionary force.

In Cheng (1994), there are examples in which kdng occurs sentence-initially.

(B3da. 3# % W O AN+ E-£ ! (Taiwanese; from Cheng 1994:52 (b))
Kéng gué ma i-king lak-tsap hué--a!
KONG I also already sixty year Asp
“It is said that T am already sixty years old.””

b. % S B 1991--58 > 3 REE # 3-8 - (Taiwanese; from Cheng
1994:52 (d))

2 CT: contrastive topic

2 He also proposes that un can mark a contrastive focus. A proposition needs further review.

* This translation is from the Mandarin translation “renjia shuo wo ye yijing liushi sui le a!” in Cheng
(1994).

24



Kéng kin-ni i-king 1991--a, gua put-si bé ki--tit.
KONG this-year already 1991 Asp I often not remember-MODAL
“It is said that we are in 1991 already. I often cannot remember this.”””
c. HEEEH R H #H A&! (Taiwanese; from Cheng 1994:53 (3e))
Kéng @ tsit hd tai-tsi, 4 kau ki.
KONG have this kind thing Assertion enough strange
“How come this kind of thing can happed! That’s so strange!™'

In Cheng’s analysis, an almost identical sentence in which kdng is preceded by
the subject gud “I” ensues the sentence in (34a). According to his translation in
Mandarin, the sentence-initial kdng expresses something like “people say that...”. In
other words, there is a pro preceding kdng. However, Cheng’s interpretation is only
appropriate for some sentences, like (34a) and (34b). For sentences like the one in
(34c), Cheng’s proposal runs into a problem. In this case, to assume a covert subject
like “some people” does not generate the correct construal.

As for Chang, she merely suggests that sentence-initial kdng carries a function of
conveying that which is against the speaker’s belief or conviction (1998:117).% Since
we have already reviewed this argument, no further discussion will be added on this.
The question needs to be answered here is how we can explain sentences like (34c), in
which the pro-drop proposal says nothing.

I propose that all the sentence-initial kdngs are derived from intra-sentential kdng
preposing. Remember that we cannot have two intra-sentential kdng in a single
sentence. In (35), sentences in which initial and intra-sentential kdngs co-occur are
infelicitous. Nonetheless, sentences with both initial and sentence-final kdngs are
grammatical.

(35a. & & (3B W BER AT B2 G ! (Taiwanese)
Kéng gua (*kong) ma i-king lak-tsap hué-a (kéng)!
KONG I (*KONG) also already sixty year Asp (KONG)
“Regarding me (among the others), I am also sixty years old!”

b. & SF (3 C& 191-2 GB) > & T8 # &L - (Taiwanese)
Kéng kin-ni (*kéng) i-king 1991--a (kéng), gua put-si bé ki--tit.
KONG this-year (*KONG) already 1991 Asp (KONG) I often not

* This translation is from the Mandarin translation “jushuo jinnian yijing 1991 le, wo lao shi ji bu de.”
in Cheng (1994).

' This translation is mine.

2 Notice that Chang (1998) does not distinguish intra ial and e-initial kdng.
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remember-MODAL
“Regarding this year (among other years), it’s already 1991! I often cannot
remember this.”

c. ¥ M B () £ X LI B (Taiwanese)”
Kéng A-hui tsai-khi (*kéng) bd khi sidong-pan (kdng).
KONG A-hui this-moming (*KONGj) not go work (KONG)
“Regarding this morning (among other days), A-hui did not go to work!”

d 5 B8 SE (3 & B E XA G- (Taiwanese)
Kéng Tai-uan kin-ni (*kéng) & tshut tsit khuan tai-tsi (kdng).
KONG Taiwan this-year (*KONG) would come-out this kind thing (KONG)
“Regarding this year, (it is surprising that) this kind of thing happened in
Taiwan!”

If sentence-initial kdng is merely a counter-expectation marker (refer to Chang
1998) or an adverbial of language behavior (Cheng 1994),>* the incompatibility of this
marker and the intra-sentential topic marker in (35) would be unexpected and need
explanations. Nonetheless, considering it as a preposing intra-sentential kdng can
account for it straightforwardly.

Furthermore, we can simply reconstruct the initial kdng to a position after a topic
respectively. See (36):

(36)a. I = W EL A1 #E--R ! (Taiwanese)
Gua kéng ma i-king lak-tsap hué--a!
I KONG also already sixty year Asp
“Regarding me (among the others), I am also sixty years old!”

b S # BE 19912 3 T8 B 50§ - (Taiwanese)
Kin-ni kéng i-king 1991--a (kéng), gua put-sT bé ki--tit.
this-year KONG already 1991 Asp I often not remember-MODAL
“Regarding this year (among other years), it’s already 1991! I often cannot
remember this.”

* Readers may find that T did not test (34c) in (35). Note that, the composition of (34c) is relatively
simple. No element is available to be topicalized with an inserted intra-sentential kdng. Therefore, it
cannot be tested in (35).

* Cheng (1994:52-3) claims that there are sentence-initial kdngs which are complementizers (ziju buyu
jiegou biaozhi). This is implausible for the combination of the complementizer and its complement (the
embedded clause) does not count as a constituent, and, therefore, not a legitimate unit to be
moved/preposed.
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c. [ FHE W% M K LI (Taiwanese)
A-hut tséi-khi kéng bd khi siong-pan.
A-hui this-morning KONG not go work
“Regarding this morning (among other days), A-hui did not go to work!”

d 8 SIE#E & H 2 R A& - (Taiwanese)
Tai-uan kin-ni kong & tshut tsit khuan tai-tsi.
Taiwan this-year KONG would come-out this kind thing
“Regarding this year, (it is surprising that) this kind of thing happened in
Taiwan!”

The reconstruction basically does not change the denotation of each sentence.
What the preposing does is bringing a touch of some specific mood to it.

Moreover, my proposal of preposing Top? in fact is not novel. In his analysis of
adverbs and functional heads, Cinque also conjectures that Moodospmh act AN move to
the spec of ForceP (1999:84). Moreover, in W. Tsai’s study of how-why alternations,
the denial how is proposed to merge into ForceP to reflect the change of illocutionary
force: namely, the speech act involved has shifted from eliciting information to denial
(2008:108). Following the same thread, I propose that kdng raises to the spec of ForceP
to change the illocutionary force of the sentence. As a result, sentences with initial
kong read with extra sense in pragmatics.®

In Japanese, a head-final language, we can also find similar examples like the one

below. ¢

(37) “Taihen da wa!” to it-tawa.’ (J apanese)
serious-is WA COMP say-PAST WA
“She said that it is serous!”

%A potential question is that how kdng can cross over the topic projection between ForceP and TntP
without violating Minimal Link Condition (Chomsky 1995:311). The Condition is cited below.

i)K attracts a only if there is no b, b closer to K than a, such that K attracts b.

In my analysis, the topic projections in CP are not identical. In 4.4, it is suggested that king, a
contrastive topic marker, occur in a relatively low topic projection in CP. In other words, topic
projections in the CP domain are not homogeneous. Additionally, a tentative suggestion is that the
sentence-initial kdng crosses over only the DP in its specifier position. That is to say, there is no other
topicalized element present that intervenes in the route of raising. This conjecture is supported by the
different readings of the possible positions to which kéng is restored. Only one of them fit in with the
construal from the sentence with raised kdng the best.

% 1Tn these sentences, the sentence-final topic is written as “#>”. Remember the kana used to write this
SFP in Modern Japanese is no longer “i3”.

%7 Retrieved from “http://www.dipex-j.org/gh_bc/50a/18/1578.html” on Aug. 11% 2001. The original
ext “TRERZDb !, £BE21b"
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Without a solid demarcater, it is difficult to tell whether the SFP wa in (37) moves
to ForceP or it remains in matrix IP periphery. I presume that it can move to ForceP as
Taiwanese kdng does. Further research is in need on this issue.

7. Concluding Remarks

By studying the topic marker kdng in detail, it becomes possible to distinguish
two positions and functions of topic in Taiwanese. Comparing Japanese and Korean,
which also have an overt topic marker, we then have a cross-linguistic picture of
topical operation.

(38)
Taiwanese kong Japanese wa Korean un
positions IP and CP 1P P
contrastive v v v
Non-contrastive v v

The pattems in (38) reflect the syntactic closeness between Japanese and Korean.

Based on these observations, it is argued that the topic projections that each
language accesses and the function of each employed topic projection may be different
from a language to another. As a topic-prominent language which is believed to have
an even stronger topic-comment tendency than Mandarin, Taiwanese exploits the
available topic and focus projections the most among the languages studied in this
paper. Unlike Japanese wa and Korean un, the topic marker kdng indicates only
contrastive topics. Moreover, when it occurs sentence-finally, it marks a contrastive
proposition-topic.
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b*pPE it (/Fafl) ?JCHW -F-ao (B&FE)
¢ FHETHE-%K-a- (&)

* A © http://blog.xuite.net/russell.tsal/Pinky/37319111 + $§4 & HH : 2010/8/27 -
® HJE : http://www.wretch.cc/blog/billypan101/16469155 » #§d & HEH : 2010/827 -
T GIEIERT ) RREATEL U7 BTARE T, BRI -
 FLBYEASME—BATE SRR RSENG - eIEESERGEY BB e nﬁ
HREAEANE 58S - BREHE e A iné G2 siunn béi - £ > BLE in BEGER
EHRA Ui--in 18 thing SFE0CRERRIER ¢ —EHS » E(TE5T 5 & MEXN -
° B (aspect) - FHEE > SEEFIRRENEINE - BESERIRG - in RIRSRT & TEIfG e 8
RERAL - B TRGIRN € "W (FORENE 6 SBIFBE TRED ) SR T8 e
sHiEE
©EEEMEBCEA P R AT TR MOS0 & FE - BASEEELS
izéﬁ% & B CRITRNEEFAARSE ) WASEMEERS 6 % 2/ HE  BEE
HE—GTEH o
Y RGBS E e - (PIREN TWERE - BeSmuefilame -
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d. PEM TN (&)
VPR STRAR » 2R ENEERT & UL - B3E & BhafG
BRatIT AP RL R SR K -
(7)o WETEI—R - (FEE)
b*RETEIL—H - (&)
o« BAEREIL—-H- (&)
(NERRTTRIE & HIA"  GEEFEMERT  8A 7T L RER Tay
WAsIRED - ERENEERT & T F | R - BEERESRBEENANE -
TR & BAh » WASES R RRARITRT AR & AVAER - neRtaRlT
BT BOITIRA-a  BEEHRE  GESSTEBEETOME & H -

3

(Z) HENAT e AR

BEHEGERE & IBANMEERIERDEER - EAEEGE
BRI tik ka 237 he 6 BATEATR HRL -6 - HETIRE P

(8) a. fRIZEEARFIRIRER - (HESE
b.*{RETBEER tsiah K- - (BFE)
¢ IREHRAE tsiah K-k - (B&H)
d. fRECERE tsiah K-k - (G5

2BE e /G NIz, /T RH G3F & REAWRENBRITEEFR
B BEGSRmIEEHEDR B REES AT -

(9) a. REZEMIFBeEoRERIGAEM - (B3R
b. YA BRI R RN - (EE:E)
CENBEIFRBARAVER - (A58)
d. ZEME ka BREHOR & R hoo 4F - (55F)
e. BMEBEACK & EFE M hoo 47 - (BER)

TRRGEM > SZERREEOA (SEHEEIERE ) » {5(8) sio-siang » BEEHA

{a(6ILLE: - (7)RE-& SRR (past tense) BT EIEMI( + SH:58| W%, (tense) & BIHR
B0 B e ki - 2% AR - BRI IRIERER -6 o (T - SERE—EH -

B A g 2007 (MR S IEAAR) WRARBTT - BAM-EIE & HEES RN 8
BEEGSE -

* BA%Bh:AM A58 (verbal compound ) - HEE T BRI MESHRM I BREIFAN— G RE
fir (lexcialitem ) » RFRRELEEIEGTED - intsiah T T EEERMGEHEE » FEELAEEHNR
B BBAESE  WEA "R BE0A -

* gEEERA)h 25 ERBhATERT (1P-internal object-preposing ) » —RIER B A HE 85 AR -
B KEHE "EBE, RER " TEL BRREENELER -
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SZEATHE G T hdo #F | & REEHE - BT -leh - EREIBRIAE R4S
HEMRE & ZEEHERT (B(9b)) -

(2) WMER/fl e k™

HRE - F—EESHEREH (information structure) 2 ke TR
& EANES  BRTEHERE  SEGE - AR 155 (FHtsE (predicate)
f&amTT (argument ) FEHHEH & s 5 E (theta-role) HIUR » (N R$IE »
HERERGTEE & EANTRE T T -9 — 25, EEETE ka
EE AR RGER ) CEESH baié HEA] o thik ¢

(10)a. EEARSLLERSFR - (¥R
b. EHER-eRERE - (&)

TERERE] BT & ka s iE  BREAERINE X 6 g6

Hp—NERELREE tsham HEE - MBS B T TEEEE & #x

(topic-prominent languages ) > fF & FHE&HE - el " EFE -,
(topic-comment) & Fk=, - FTRAF in K7F & ELALEHS -

B8 T RN (topicality) & 121 - LLEEREM] ke BEH » BEA—HE
AR E R e -

(11)a. FiFzE--8 FRMERL - (638) Y
b. Tse BEEEIER - (BF)
c. fRIKT siunn BEREHH - (B3B)
d. 4LE5RIF hoo-1k - (&3E)
e. ¥k hoo FR - (HB)

TRRIENGREE - 5T ka SRR R - IR e ZE - R R
e  THM ) SRGOHEER  BUUAERZHG OERERM -

Fh - EBENIE & $I5E

(12)a. A: IREFBIFERAIG? (&3)
b. B: BHFEGREEFAORE | (G3)

TR TR (A TR EFE T EE) kR MEAREEY—MEE ¢ HE- -k -
FENER-d-K e £/ HETE » ¥R (comment) fifiE e RAEEEATHER e AE (6
content; commen ground content) [(NJE ; T (E8E | {5 AIEIRIR e 1 IBVEERNIES Rz e
2f2A -2 - (5] Krifka 2006 Basic Notions of Information Structure - {Interdisciplinary Studies
on Information Structure) Féry, Fanselow 5 Krifka 4§) -

i B 0 2002 - ( GRIEMTEIEREE) -
http://203.64.42.21/iug/Ungian/patlang/su-ku/su-ku.htm #§--4-5-6 -

** Ui B 0 2007 SEISS A MO BRS¢ -
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c.A: Hig! AFTHHZEIZIE ke B38| (HF)

B & RN uan-na thing #F Ul (12)2KFE - EETE  12REE=T
aPERE=aa)E e "% BE FHE T FREIELC | (topic marker) » {F &
A% > EIBIG EIRE & TREEEE TiX, AIEREREE @ Tun, KL phing o UEHE
3E--leh - WIEEYHAT & TREMERL - °

ER - n5E TBEE M - thang MIMERS & SRR AEEWE—2 -

(13)a. fREEAFERZE? (Nah G5 HERL-HL - ) (GFE)
b. *(REMIMIZIZBIE 7 CERFERALTIE - ) * (¥58

ERREMEN  AACEGEEN TR 6 TR ) (BiR(13a)
& THE ) MHEEEE > EFRABENUTREE  EF @ "R kBT
M (KIZEl..) e §Hpl - T &7 -

B G RBIGEEREIN R EREEEFTIERL & VAN » kah tann EERA
B3 BREERE-E (L 3002 - BENEHRIE AR AN -
B & 5 tio WA WHEASBHERESEREEA - BiEs @
Pyl

7Y - KRR e g

BRI TR EE  TE5E e SR MEAE RS & firfF
WS P RSHEHE TR ka-nig - EE tann 35 é FifE -

HEERXE  GETHERBEAERGEDE & 15 FHlRrE
Frok e SEEIRIBAIE - G5F - $E5E & AVALLE - FEXREAHE A e Iu%

A BOLEREIGER,BRER & il AEENMEErREe
EFMGEES  FIFERT 55t ka FRecEf " G aiAB= - HE
A TEERRANA ) M T GREEE L A5 RER > TATE © BN
HELER - MRRESTE -

P A—REELLE B HE & EREEE T3 WMeEATAR TR & H3 0 R kiau
AR kA (RRR T BIHRE - R EERH b -

© GEEEEARBGENTE - B TR SR -

? G SRR RS /i -6 JH-A- LR R E R R e R -

? BB 2000 CEERESIISEE R Jbn AU ABEI -
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Research Project

Seng-hian Lau

1. Motivation

A general observation about Taiwanese' and Mandarin is that the two
languages are similar in many syntactic aspects. Since these two languages both
belong to the Sinitic language family, a prevalent assumption is that they are
syntactically isomorphic with only trivial differences, if any. Apart from some
well-known observations of their dissimilarities (e.g., R. L. Cheng 1997, among
others), recent studies have revealed a very different picture. In some dimensions,
including their systems of grammatical aspects (e.g., R. Li 2007), the syntactic
structures of verbal compounds (e.g., C. Wang 2010), and syntax with respect to
the information structure (e.g., Y. Li 2002), Taiwanese and Mandarin demonstrate
intriguing discrepancies.

These discrepancies have so far not received much attention or analyses of
explanatory adequacy yet. Therefore, the comparative syntax of the two languages
is worth investigating.

2. Observations and Previous Studies

In this section, I will present the dissimilarities mentioned above with some
examples and review some previous relevant studies.

2.1 Aspect systems

Taiwanese and Mandarin demonstrate conspicuous differences in their aspect
systems. For example:2

(1) a. Ta zhéng qi-zhe jidotache. (Mandarin)
s/he exactly ride-Asp bicycle
‘S/he is riding a bicycle.’

b. #1 tng khid-tioh kha-tah-tshia. (Taiwanese)
s/he exactly ride-Asp bicycle
‘S/he has just ridden on the bicycle.’

c. I tng teh khii kha-tah-tshia. (Taiwanese)
s/he exactly Asp ride bicyle
‘S/he is riding a bicycle.’

The two aspect markers, Madarin zhe and Taiwanese tioh, are thought to have
shared an identical origin in Archaic Chinese (Yang 1991, 1992). Nonetheless,
different from the Mandarin usage as a verbal suffix to express durative aspect,
Taiwanese tioh is a resultative aspect marker when it is affixed to a verb (ref. Yang
1992), and this can be seen in the different interpretations of (1a) and (1b). The
semantically corresponding utterance of (1a) in Taiwanese would be (1c¢). Based on
work by Yang (1992), the aspect marker reh is also a historical variant of
Taiwanese tich and Mandarin zhe. Nonetheless, their positions contrast, making the
Mandarin one post-verbal and the Taiwanese one pre-verbal.

The same contrast can be seen in sentences with a perfect aspect.

(2) a. W6 qui-le Téi-péi yi tang. (Mandarin)
I go-Asp Taipei one CL
‘Itook a trip to Taipei.’

b.*Gud khi-lidu TAi-pak tsit tsua. (Taiwanese)
I go-Asp Taipei one CL.
(Intended) ‘I took a trip to Taipei.’

c. Gud @ khi Tai-pak tsit tsua. (Taiwanese)
I Asp go Taipei one CL.
‘I took a trip to Taipei.’

Although the Taiwanese 7 is not supposed to be etymologically relevant to the
Mandarin /e, the aspect markers in (2a) and (2b) also demonstrate a mirror-like
distribution.

' A dialect of Southern Min spoken in Taiwan., also known as Taiwan Southern Min or Ho-16.
2 Regarding the aspect system of Mandarin, refer to Li and Thompson 2001:184-236; Luo 2004; Smith
1997:263-94, among others. R. Li (2007) provides a comprehensive description, comparing the aspect
systems of the Quanzhou (Tsuén-tsiu) dialect in Southern Min and Mandarin. Smith (1997) provides an
overall description of aspect systems cross-linguistically.

1 2

Lee (2008) suggests that objects are obligatorily preposed in some
circumstances in Taiwanese. The following examples are from Lee (2008:152):



@) a. *Tiunn--& khuann uan tsit-pin tsheh--ah. (Taiwanese)
Zhangsan read finish this-CL book PERF
“Zhangsan has finished reading this book.’”
b. Tiunn--¢ tsit-ptin tsheh khuann uin--ah. (Taiwanese)
‘Zhangsan has finished reading this book.’

As (3) shows, (3b) with the preposed object is grammatical, but not (3a).

Similar phenomena are observed in sentences with overt aspect markers.

(4) a. Ta kan-le shii jib shuizhéo le. (Mandarin)
s/he look-Asp book then fall-asleep PRT.
‘S/he read the book then fell asleep.’

b.*I khuann-lidu tshe (khuann--a tsheh) 5 khiin--khi-a. (Taiwanese)
s/he look-Asp book (look--Asp book) then sleep go PRT
(Intended) ‘S/he read the book then fell asleep.”

c. I tsheh khuann-lidu t5 khiin--khi-a. (Taiwanese)
s/he book look-Asp then sleep go PRT
‘She read the book then fell asleep.’

d. T khuann tsheh lidu t6 khiin--khi-a. (Taiwanese)
s/he look book Asp then sleep to PRT
‘She read the book then fell asleep.’

Although (4b) demonstrates the same permutation as (4a), it is ungrammatical.

In Taiwanese, the object must be preposed either before both the verb and the
aspect marker or between the two.

Lee (2008) proposes that when a Southern Min verb is followed by a phasal
marker, it takes an inner object and a clausal complement. Southern Min phases are
contained in clauses that predicate the objects. The object is moved to obey the
post-verbal constraint. In the next subsection, we will see that the obligatorily
object-preposing is also found in sentences with a verbal compound.

2.2 The syntactic structures of verbal compounds

If Lee (2008) is correct in arguing a bi-clausal structure for a Southern Min
verb followed by a phasal marker, the obligatorily object-preposing in Taiwanese
sentences with an overt aspect marker may be explained away. Nevertheless, C.
Wang (2010) proposes that both Taiwanese and Mandarin sentences with a verbal
compound are accommodated by a bi-clausal structure (also refer to Koopman
2010). The contrast in the possible positions of the object needs further
investigation.

(5) a. Ta chi-bdo fan le. (Mandarin)
s/he eat-full rice PRT
‘S/he has eaten and is full.’

b.*Ta chi fan bio le. (Mandarin)
s/he eat rice full PRT
(Intended) ‘S/he has eaten and is full.’

c. Ta fan chi-bdo le. (Mandarin)
s/he rice eat-full PRT

‘As for rice, s’he has eaten and had enough.’

(6) a.*I tsiah-pa piig--a. (Taiwanese)
s/he eat-full rice PRT
(Intended) ‘S/he has eaten and is full.’

b. I tsiah pfig pé--a. (Taiwanese)
s/he eat rice full PRT
‘S/he has eaten and is full.’

c. I piig tsidh-pé--a. (Taiwanese)
s/he rice eat-full PRT

‘As for rice, s/he has eaten and had enough.’

The pair (5a) and (5b) contrasts with the pair (6a) and (6b) as to the possible
distribution of the object. With these observations, it seems necessary to explore
the inconsistency of the object distribution in these two languages and consider
both the occurrence of an aspect marker/phase marker and a verbal compound.

2.3 Topic and Focus



It is well known that Mandarin is a topic-prominent language (Li and
Thompson 1976; Tsao 1979; Shi 2000, among others.). An interesting observation
is that Taiwanese has an even higher topicality than Mandarin (ref. Y. Li 2002). As
a result, the following surface structures are either infelicitous or marginal in
Mandarin.? '

(7) a. U h6-khang--& i 16ng m3 tsdu tai-sing. (Taiwanese)*
have benefit PRT s/he all also run first
‘S/he always shows up first whenever there’s a benefit.’

b. Tse sia Tik-gi gua khuann-b6. (Taiwanese)
this write German I see-not

‘It is written in German so I cannot understand it.’

c. Li hian-lidu siunn kin gud khuann bd bing. (Taiwanese)
you turn Asp too fast I see not clear
“You turned the pages so fast that I did not see clearly.’

d. Tsud kui-tiunn-4 hdo--gud. (Taiwanese)’
paper several-CL-PRT give me
‘Give me some pieces of paper.’

e. Sann sé hoo tshing-khi. (Taiwanese)
clothes wash HOO clean
‘Wash these clothes clean.’

The higher topicality of Taiwanese is also demonstrated in the presumable
topic marker kdng. See the examples below.

(8) a. A: Li t1 tshili-4-kha tshong sidnn? (Taiwanese)
you at tree-diminutive-below do what
‘What are you doing under the tree?’

? These sentences may be relatively acceptable for Taiwan’s Mandarin speakers who have been
influenced by Taiwanese.
* From Guang-cheng Lu. 2002 Tai-min-yu de Cifa yu Jufa (The Morphology and Syntax of Taiwan
Southern Min). http://203.64.42.21/iug/Ungian/patlang/su-ku/su-ku.htm.
* From Guang-cheng Lu. 2007. The Handouts in Hai-ang Camp of Taiwan Literature.
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b. B: Tshiii-d-kha kéng khah hé nan-lidng--ah! (Taiwanese)
tree-diminutive-below KONG relatively good enjoy-the-cool PRT
“The place under the tree is better for one to enjoy the cool.’

c. A: Hiig! Lang A-bing kéng khe-pinn ke khah lidng kéng. (Taiwanese)
Interjection person A-bing say river-side much relative cool KONG
‘Well, A-bing said that it is even cooler to stay by the river.’

Among others, R. L. Cheng (1994) proposes that the sentence-final kdng is an
urging and reminding tone marker, and the intra-sentential one is an adverbial of
language behavior. Chang (1998) suggests that they both are discourse-oriented
markers. In my opinion, the urging and reminding tone of the sentence-final kdng
observed by Cheng results from the fact that his examples are all imperative ones.
However, I agree with Cheng about kdng’s intra-sentential usage and Chang’s view
that kdng in both positions is a discourse marker. To make it more specific, I
propose that it is a topic marker. Its usage is similar to wa in Japanese, which can
be used either intra-sententially or sentence-finally.® This kind of specific topic
marker is not found in Mandarin.”

Aside from topicality, the following examples indicate that these two
languages also do not behave correspondingly when focus is involved in a
question.

(9) a. Li sT tii-tsiah-4 khi tsidh-tioh sidnn? (Nah & phdinn-pak-t60?) (Taiwanese)
you SI a-while-ago go eat-Asp what (how-come would have-diarrhea)
‘What did you eat a while ago? (How come you have loose bowels?)’

b. Li tii-tsiah-4 T khi tsiah-tioh sidgnn? (Nah € phainn-pak-t60?) (Taiwanese)
you a-while-ago SI go eat-Asp what (how-come would have-diarrhea)
‘What did you eat a while ago? (How come you have loose bowels?)’

(10) a.*Ni shi gang-gang qu tsi-dao shéme? (Z&€me hui ladiici ne?) (Mandarin)
you SHI a-while-ago go eat-Asp what (how-come would have-diarrhea)
(Intended) ‘What did you eat a while ago? (How come you have loose
bowels?)’

b. NI ging-gang shi qi tsi-ddo shéme? (Z&me hui ladiici ne?) (Mandarin)

¢ Refer to Dejiraru Taijisen (Comprehensive Digital Dictionary). 2010: Shogakukan.
" Taiwan Mandarin speakers have adopted this usage and coined shué as a sentence-final particle.
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you a-while-a SHI go go eat-Asp what (how-come would have-diarrhoea)
‘What did you eat a while ago? (How come you have loose bowels?)’

As (9a) and (9b) show, Taiwanese allows the presumable focus marker s7 to
occur in either a relatively high position or the position immediately preceding the
predicate. Nonetheless, Mandarin shi, the counterpart of Taiwanese s7, can occur
only in the latter position but not the former one.

3. Key Research Issues

The key research issues are set on the basis of the observations made in the
previous section: the distinctions of the aspect systems and the consequent
discrepancies, and the differences with respect to syntax of Topic and Focus.

3.1 Aspect systems

As mentioned in subsection 2.1 and 2.2, Taiwanese differs from Mandarin in
its aspect system. As a result, the distribution of its aspect marker varies and
consequences such as the obligatorily object-preposing are seen. Studying these
differences and the consequences in detail will cast light on the parametric settings
involved among the Sinitic languages and the general linguistic theories.

3.2 Topic and Focus

The discrepancies of syntactic behaviors related to Topic and Focus in
Taiwanese and Mandarin have not attracted much attention so far. T would like to
survey all the pertinent phenomena and try to explain them in the framework of
P&P Theory.

Apart from Topicality, the syntax of Focus may also involve some other issues
like question forming (see Rizzi 1997; Creswell 1999; Aloni and Van Rooy 2002;
Romero and Han 2002, among many others). I will also tackle these pertinent
issues, if possible.

A further field to explore is the comparative study of discourse
configurational languages (ref. E. Kiss ed. 1995), including the topic-prominent
languages (e.g., Japanese, Korean and Sinitic languages) and focus-prominent
languages (e.g., Hungarian). This comparative study could provide us with a better
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insight concerning linguistic typology and the relevant issues in syntactic theories.
4. Theoretical Framework

Studies will be pursued following the Minimalist program. To study the aspect
systems, I will take the Cartographic approach (e.g., Cinque 1998).

The studies on Focus and Topic will employ both the Cartographic approach
and the analysis of the raising predicate (ref. Moro 1997 and den Dikken 2006;
especially the analysis in L. Cheng 2008). Definitions and operations of Topic and
Focus have to be examined in detail and well clarified before a specific theoretical
approach is implemented to analyze a specific phenomenon.

5. Conclusion

Because I am interested in researching Taiwanese syntax under the framework
of Generative Grammar, LUCL is my favorite option to do my Ph.D. This is not
only because LUCL leads the way in the study of cross-linguistic studies in
Generative Grammar, but it also holds a key position in linguistic studies of
comparative syntax of the languages in Southern China.

I sincerely hope that T can be admitted as a Ph.D. student and go on looking
for the secrets regarding human languages at your esteemed Institute.
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