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ABSTRACT

THE PLACEMENT OF THE PREPOSITIONAL DATIVE CONSTRUCTION
IN MANDARIN VARIETIES

By
Chun-Yi Peng

This thesis studies the variable placement of the prepositiotiad d@nstruction (PDC)
in varieties of Mandarin Chinese. In Mandarin, the PDC canaappher in the pre- or
postverbal preposition. However, the postverbal PDC is an apparent viaatioe Postverbal
Constraint in Chinese syntax. | therefore propose that the postveib@l is in fact a
representation of verb duplication—a phonetically empty verb is dupticoetween the direct
object and the postverbal PDC. | also argue that the placemtrd BDC is influenced by the
speaker's home vernacular, other local varieties of Mandand, sacial factors, including
gender, age of first contact, social network, and subjective language attitude.

In support of the claim, empirical data were collected througinaeyg, which consisted
of and was conducted in the order of the following sections: eimitatsk, grammatical
judgment test, and demographic questions. The data suggests that psodtetion level,
substrate influence of speakers’ home vernacular is crinct#ciding the placement of PDC—
Northerners showed significantly higher preference for the praveid@ than their Southern
counterparts. However, social factors have a stronger inflenite perception level. Regular
exposure to Taiwanese television programs may account for theéeligj of acceptance for the
postverbal PDC across dialect areas in Mainland China. In usac| regional varieties of
Mandarin are not only influenced by local vernaculars but alsa stugal factors, including the

competing region-wide influences of Mainland Standard Mandarin and TaiwaneseriManda
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1. Introduction

This thesis examines a variable syntactic feature in Mandhah whose variation
appears to be caused by substrate influence from regional CHiak=s#s. | look at the variable
placement of prepositional dative construction in Mandarin varieties.

The prepositional dative construction (PDC) is a means of addirextemal indirect
object to a verb with a preposition. In English, for example, andgadabject is often expressed
with the prepositional "to" or "for", such as ‘I| make a cake fow’ yor ‘I give that to you'. In
Mandarin, the prepositional dative construction is usually headdtieoprepositiorgei. The
following is an example of different placements of the prepositidaave construction in the
Standard Mandarin spoken in Northeast China and the Mandarin varietynsjpoR&iwan,
namely, Taiwanese Mandarin. In Standard Mandarin, prepositionaé dainstructions always

appear before the verb, as in (1). Taiwanese Mandarin speakersehoprefer a postverbal

PDC, as in (2).
1 o= ;ﬁ ENE. F%T*F:ﬁ (Preverbal)

Wo dengyixia gei ni da dianhua
| later to you make phone call
‘I will give you a call later.’

7

far (Postverbal)

e

1

@ ==
wo dengyixia da dianhua ' gei ni
| later make phone call to you
‘I will give you a call later.’
Very little work has been done in general on Chinese socio-syntagtation by either

sociolinguists or theoretical syntacticians. Few syntactichev@ investigated postverbal PDC

placement in Mandarin because such structures violate the vielelyPostverbal Constraint in



Chinese linguistics and are, therefore, considered non-standard. Althgpuoigictisians are
becoming increasingly interested in the syntax of non-standarcttdigkee e.g. Kroch, 1994;
Henry, 2004; Cornips & Corrigan, 2005; Adger & Smith, 2010), there isas$iliong bias in the
field toward equating languages with their standard varietiesodiolsguistics, at the same
time, there is growing enthusiasm for the study of variatiothatsyntactic level (see e.g.
Tagliamonte, 1998; Montgomery, 1994; Henry, 1995), but very little meapwork is being
carried out in East Asia.

In this thesis, | will first propose a syntactic analysishef PDC as a representation of
verb-copying (sections 2 and 3). | will then discuss the extenwhich contact between
Mandarin and other Chinese dialects can be considered a motifeatiog for variable PDC
placement (section 4). | describe additional social factorsatiedikely to influence the variable
placement of PDC in Mandarin varieties: attitude toward speaiedg#ferent varieties, social
network and frequency of media exposure, and gender (sections 5 and 6).

| outline the data collection methods that | used to test my hygeghebout the social
factors responsible for PDC variation (section 6), and repodtétistical analysis of the results
(section 7). Data collection was conducted by means of elicit@sis, acceptability judgments,
and map labeling. | provide a discussion and some conclusions in secaons8. The goal of
the empirical work is to understand to what extent the afoream&di social factors affect

speakers’ perception and production of PDCs.

2. Prepositional Dative Construction in Mandarin
In this chapter, | will start with the Postverbal Constraingtiow that in Mandarin only
one constituent can occur in the postverbal position. However, in some Mavalaeties, the

prepositional dative construction (PDC) can occur in the postverbaiopofitiowing the direct

2



object, which is an apparent violation of the constraint. | will review previowkseston the PDC

and propose a modified analysis of the PDC.

2.1 The Postverbal Constraint

The Postverbal Constraint states that a Mandarin verb may loevéadll by only one
constituent (Chao, 1968; Li C. ,1975; Huang, 1982; Sybesma, 1999). The assufugher
suggests that in a Mandarin sentence, if a constituent other thainettteobject follows the verb
as in (3a), the direct object is forced to move out of its pdstvédase position. This situation
may trigger movement of the object to the TOP position as in (3t duglication as in (3c), or
the ba-construction as in (3d) (Sybesma, 1999). In example (3a), theter@@nstituents (i.e.
‘that book’ and ‘three day’) that follow the verdu (to read), which violates the Postverbal
Constraint. Therefore, the direct object is forced to move obage postverbal position. In (3b),
the direct object is pre-posed to the sentence-initial positian sigategy of topicalization. In
(3c), the verb is duplicated between the two postverbal constituents,ome constituent
following each verb. In (3d}pa creates an additional position for the topicalized direct object.
All three structures aim to maintain only one constituent after each verb.
(B a ®y=l ;& FH 4 %4 o [= ~]

wo Yijing du le [naben shu ] [san tian ]

| have read-ASP that-CL book three day
‘I have been reading that book for three days.’

/ll

IR A T
na ben shu wo yijingdu le san tian
that-CL book | have read-ASP three day
‘That book | have been reading for three days.’

c.F E @Y #t oo oH oWz &
wo yijing du le naben shu du le £ an tian
| have read-ASP that-CL book read-ASP three day

‘I have been reading that book for three days.’

3



d. 2% oI FLOHD 4 ?{ =7 = =
wo Yyijing ba na ben shu du 'le san tian
| have BA that-CL book read-ASP three day
‘I have been reading that book for three days.’

However, there are some violations of the Postverbal Constraint suchdasikie object
construction (SVOIOd) (example 4), the location complement (exa®pleas well as the
postverbal PDC. For durative and frequentatives, Huang (1982) inctmgarae postverbal
constituent into the other. For the double object construction, Li (1990) inatedasne of the
postverbal constituents into the verb. She adopted Stowell’s (1981) propbdBadim¢orporation
([v'[v V NPZINP1] ), where the NP2 is incorporated into the verb as one constituent.

Both of their analyses focused on the interpretation of thetdit@ect not being an
independent nominal constituent so that only one constituent follows riheavel therefore the

Postverbal Constraint can hold. In the next section, | will reviegvipus studies on the

structures with two objects, which will lead to my analysis of postverbal PDC

@ W = [ - W a]
ta song [wo] [yige liwu ]
she give me one-CL present
‘She sent me a present.’

O A o L U
wo fang le [yixieshu ] [zaizhuoshang ]
| put-ASP some book at table-top
‘| put some books on the table.’

® = #H (M (iG] ] [%} ]
wo kan le [xiang ge xiaoshi ] [shu]
| read-le two-CL hour book
‘| read for two hours’



2.2 Two Objects

A construction with two objects is often a violation of the PostyeBimmstraint if both
objects occur in the postverbal position. Such constructions include the dohjaet
construction and the prepositional dative construction, also known as iienmeconstruction
(Sybesma, 1999:105). In the case of double object construction, HuaggLiLi(2009: 82-84)
adopted Larson’s (1988) theory and showed that in example (7), thoughndMNR are the
only constituents that can be heard, there is a phoneticallyacdl i.e. the V position) between

NP, and NR. Therefore, only one constituent follows each verb.

vP
N
HE1 v
he

(7) Double Object Construction zant /\

%
e

v WF
'I;U;I'I
t

IPs3
1 3 prasent

In the case of the prepositional dative construction, it is gdyematepted that in
Mandarin, the standard prepositional dative construction is representad(&, wheregei is
analyzed as a preposition, adding one external object to the argument strudtarecobt

(8) gei 10 Verb DO ( preverbal gei

However, Mandarin has syntactic possibilities for the prepositiomastauction as shown in

example (9).



(9) a. Verb D@eilO [ postverbabei

b. VerbgeilO DO ( V-geisequence

The status of the postverbal gei has been widely discussed by Céymézeticians, but
the basic idea is that if the postverbal gei is not a prepositien the Postverbal Constraint can
hold. Li (1990:101-105) argued that the prevedsilis preposition whereas the postverpeaiis
in fact a verb. Huang & Ahrens (1999) stated thatgiien these variations is not a preposition.
They suggested that tigeiin (9a) is part of a Serial Verb Construction (SVC), andyeién (9b)
is part of a complex predicate. Nonetheless, if (9a) is arthlggean SVC, both the verb and the
gei should be able to take aspect markers at the same timetlas $erial verb construction
shown in (10). But in fact, for the structure shown in (9b), the verb argktleannot take aspect
markers at the same time as shown in (11). Therefore, Zhang ($8§Qgsted that the
postverbabeiis not a SVC but still a preposition.
ORI TN SN I |

ta zhong le jiang mai le yi tai che

he win-ASP prize buy-ASP one-CL car
‘He won the prize and bought a car.’

(11) =y B - F B {f”—[ Tt

*wo xie-le ye shou ge geileni

*| write-ASP one-CL song for-CL you

‘I wrote a song for you.’

However, | argue that thgei in both (9a) and (9b) are of the same category—they are
both part of a complex predicate, or to be more precise, verbasaffiwill provide evidence in
later sections that in the structure of (¥piis nota preposition because (i) it is a representation

of the Vgei sequence through the account of verb duplication; (ii) it cannot takes@ect

marker; (iii) the postverbajei will transform into a Vgei sequence if the direct object is pre-



posed. In Larson work (1988:342), he proposed the following structure for thespi@nal
dative structure in Englsih (see example (12)), where theraesbs to the position and leaves

a trace in its original position.

(12) Prepositional Dative Construction /\

t FF

zent  to Mary
L

| adopt this analysis for the PDC in Mandarin because EnghshMandarin share
similar word order in such structure (see (12)). However, what is diffeentEnglish is the so-
called prepositiorgei. Gei is the Mandarin equivalent of the English preposition ‘to’. Unlike
English,gei can take many other syntactic functions in addition to a prepogftiat introduce a
nominal object to a verb. Such being the case, the syntactic sfafyes is pertinent to the
analysis of PDC is Mandarin. In the next two sections, | watas the syntactic function géi

and identify the characteristics of Mandarin PDC.

a3 B F - H F A
taji yifengxin gei rfnali
he send one-CL letter to Mary
‘He sent a letter to Mary.’



2.3 The Function and Category of Gei
Since the preverbgeiis usually analyzed as a preposition, | will begin my ansysih

the nature of prepositions. In Mandarin Chinese, prepositions sharerwoan features. One is
their historical origin as verbs (Huang, Li, & Li, 2009), and the ath#éreir demand for nominal
objects Chinese prepositions have their historical origins as verbs and some of them,geich as
can still be used alone as verbs in modern Chinese. In daetas a preposition—has
undergone an incomplete process of grammaticalization (Lee, 2008), duinich it has
developed from a content word to a function word but has still mainté@sedrbal meaning of
‘transfer of possession’. Another important property of prepositiotigtsthey can introduce a
nominal as their complement, which makes the preposigothe head of a prepositional phrase.
This property is also shared by verbs—both prepositions and verbs caa makeinal object
directly (Huang, Li, & Li, 2009). Given this syntactic and satr@asimilarity between verbs and
prepositions, the boundary between verbs and prepositions is not aleaysltlerefore, it is no
surprise that in the \gei sequencegei can be analyzed as a verbal affix and attach to certain
verbs to form a complex verbal predicate, or a compound verb. | valbrele on this in section
3.

The inability to take an aspect marker is what distinguigihegositions from verbs. In

. 1 .
Mandarin, the aspect markier usually either follows a verb or occurs at the end of a seate
Example (14a) shows that the preverpailis a preposition not a verb because it cannot take an

aspect marker.

! ‘Le’ in Mandarin marks the change of status. It can be seen as the Clynesdent of
English past tense or present perfect tense marker.

8



(14) a. =5 ?ﬁ R EN- 1 - Ff
*wo gei le ni jie yifeng xin
* | to-ASP you send one-CL letter
‘| sent a letter to you.’

gl

b. 2y & | l'ﬁ {ﬁ Tt
?wo jie yifeng xin geile ni
?l send one-CL letter to-ASP you
‘| sent a letter to you last summer.’

I
wo ba yi feng xin jfgei le
| BA one-CL letter send-to-ASP you
‘I send a letter to you’

o o MO EA
|

gl

d. =y —E ?ﬁ R =
wo jie geile ni yifeng xin

| send to-ASP you on-CL letter

‘I wrote you a letter.’

However, there is no consensus on whether an aspect marker edtadhed to the
postverbalgei. The postverbatjei in (14b) creates grammatical ambiguity if attached with an
aspect marker. However, if the direct object (yiefeng xin(a letter)) is pre-posed in thm
construction as in (14c), the sentence is then perfectly granamaficis suggests that the
postverbalgei itself does not function as an independent verb, and therefore shouldlymedn
as part of a complex verbal predicate because it can take ect asgrker when attached to a
verb. In addition, the postverbal gei is not a verb either becanaaribt appear in the V-not-V
guestion (the equivalent of Yes-no questions in English) form as othedavia verbs do. For
example,

(a5) = jpz T Pz f?
ni chih bu chih fan

you eat not eat rice
‘Do you eat rice/ will you eat?’



(16) *f  Hy [’% {ﬁ T oA ™M

*ni sie sin geibu geita

*you write letter to not to him

‘Will you write him a letter?’

In sentence (15), the verthih (to eat) occurs in the format of A-not-A to form a
interrogative sentence. However, in sentence (@6éj),cannot appear in the A-not-A format,
which implies that the postverbgeiis not a verb. Therefore, | argue that sentences (14b) and
(14d) share a similar underlying structure, which is thge\sequence, where the prepositgsi
should be analyzed as part of a complex verbal predicate becathse \igei sequence, the
aspect marker cannot be attached to only the verb itself butredteequence (see example (17)).

| will provide a detailed account for the structure of the postvediah the next chapter.

(17) a.fV-le gei NP2 NP1 b[V gei-le NP2 NP1

2.4 The Nature of Mandarin PDC

As in English, in a Mandarin PDC, the indirect object is thendéd recipient of the
direct object and the PDC phrase is usually headed by the prepggit As for the placement
of PDC in Mandarin, it can take either a pre- or postverbaliposiln this thesis, | study the
different placements of PDC in Mandarin varieties. To cledeline the target variants, | hereby
propose that the target PDC structure has the following syntactic chatigeri

(i) the target PDC is not obligatory to the sentence struckurether words, since the
function of the PDC is to add an additional argument to the argurtrantuse of a verb, the

absence of the PDC will not affect the grammaticality of a sentence;

10



(if) with the presence of the PDC, it is grammatical to havellipsis of the direct object,
such as example (18) where the ellipsis of the direct objes wot affect the grammaticality of
(18b) as long as sufficient context is given.

These syntactic characteristics will rule out structuteh s (19) and (20) where they
apparently share a similar structure with the target P2C((18)), but differ in that the deletion
of the prepositional phrase does affect the grammaticality cghence as shown in example

(20D).

(18) afs 7 @ - ATk
ta gel wo dao le yi bei shui
He to me pour-le a cup water
‘He poured a cup of water for me.’

CHERN TR
ta dao gei wo
he pour to me
‘He poured a cup of water for me.’

(19) agh2 TR -
yisheng geiwo da le vyizhen
doctor to me give-ASP a shot
‘The doctor gave me a shot.’

bARE T v~ 4
*yisheng da le yi zhen
*doctor give-le a shot
‘The doctor gave me a shot.’

(o) afk # A I B B
Mei mei gei mama chui chui bei
Sister to mom massage back
‘Little sister gave mom a massage on her back.’

b.HfkFE L fi
*meimei chui chui bei
*Sister massage back
‘Little sister gave mom a massage on her back.’

—m
—

11



Both sentences (19) and (20) have a preverbal prepositional phrase hyatiesl
prepositiongei. However, these prepositional phrases are different from thet 8DC because
these sentences would be ungrammatical without the prepositional phrasesiggiersts that the
prepositional phrases are obligatory in the argument structure gétheas opposed to adding
one external object to the verb, which is always optional. Sentengalgilshares a similar
structure with the target PDC on the surface, but it does not &lothe ellipsis of the direct
object with the presence of prepositional dative phrase. Therefore, senténsea(&4 ruled out.
(21) afy {f”—[ Nk R Bl

ta gei wo shang le yi tang ke

he to me give-ASP one-CL lecture

‘He gave me a lecture.’

b. *9 F35EY

ta shang gei wo

he give to me

‘He gave me a lecture.’

In summary, the PDC is the mechanism of adding an externakdhdbject to the
argument structure of a verb. In Mandarin, a prepositional dativegiwa type of prepositional
phrase headed by the prepositgai, and it is usually in the form dfgei + indirect objed,
which can occur in both pre- and postverbal positions while the nyagidrithe prepositional
phrases can only occur in a preverbal position. In this chaptesgcusd the nature of Mandarin

PDC. | first argue that the prgeiis preposition whereas the postverbal gei is a verbal affix, and

then identify the syntactic characteristics of the target PDC.

12



3. Syntactic Analysis of the Postverbal PDC Variant

In this chapter, | will detail my account of the postverbal PDGcsaire. | have claimed
that the postverbajei serves as a verbal affix as part of a complex verbal preditatill
continue to argue that the postverbal PDC is in fact a regegs® of verb duplication for the
following reasons: (i) the postverbgei can attach to a verb to form a complex verbal predicate;
(ii) the postverbal PDC structure is an apparent violation of dstvErbal Constraint, and verb

duplication is also triggered by the violation of the Postverbal Constraint.

3.1 Whatis the Postverbal PDC?

Although both pre- and postverbal PDC can be found in the speech of diffeardarin
varieties, it is generally accepted that the preverbal PDC strustilme standard form because a)
most of the prepositional phrases that indicate movement or direityicana@ preverbal, and b)
postverbal PDC is considered to be a violation of the Postverbal @iah$8ybesma 1999:1-2).
In a broader sense, in Mandarin, preverbal structures are uakdast all prepositional phrases
that indicate movement and directionality. For instance, a preverabsitional phrase can be
directly ahead of a verb, such as in sentence (22), or it cabelgre-posed to a sentence-initial

(i.e. pre-subject) position for topicalization, such as in sentences (23) and (24)

i

AN - N
wo geita xie le yifeng xin
| to her write-ASP one-CL letter
‘I wrote her a letter.’

T

i

(23) W R
Weéit a woxi & le yif éng xin
To her | write-ASP one-CL letter
‘For her | wrote a letter.’

T
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(24) 1§ i;gﬁ 52 B I O

Cong slﬁu ian wo maile yi ben xin shi

From bookstore | buy-ASP one-CL new book

‘From the bookstore | bought a new book.’

Previous studies (Huang C.-T. J., 1982; Huang & Ahrens, 1999; Sybesma, 1999; Li Y.-H.
A., 1990) have shown that the postverpaiis syntactically different from the preverbal one—
The postverbabei to some extent maintains the verbal features and meaninganéfer of
possession’ while the preverlggdiis a preposition.

To properly define the postverbal PDC structure, recall thaation 2.4 | identified the
syntactic characteristics of the PDC: (i) the absencéeibstverbal PDC does not affect the
grammaticality of a sentence; (ii) the presence of postv&bals allows for the ellipsis of the
direct object; (iii) postverbajei selects a subclass of verb to which it attaches. Huangr&nsh
(1999) demonstrate that the combinationgef with its host is restricted-gei can only be
attached to a transitive verb. In addition, not all verbs are cdrigatith prepositions in
forming a compound verb. In Chinese, the use of a preposition, often naetermined by the

compatibility of the verb with the preposition. Therefore, | witbpose an ‘ellipsis test’ as a

diagnostic tool for the compatibility of verbs and prepositions.

The Ellipsis Test

Given that prepositions in Chinese are historically derived fronbsyein Modern
Chinese a verb can form a complex verbal predicate-~tgei sequence—by affixing a
preposition, such aga gei(to call) in example (25) andao gei(to pour water for) in example
(26). When the direct object ellipsis occurs, the postvegbiahnd the verb will form a ‘\ger
sequence as in sentences (25) and (26). The ellipsis of the aliject serves to test the

compatibility of the two. The postverbal PDC is only allowea iferb is compatible with a
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preposition in forming a complex verbal predicate (i.e. a compound vétbjhe ellipsis of the

direct object.

7

tay

B

(25)a.”y 7 F%ﬁ:ﬁ, ;
wo da dianhua g
| make phone to you

‘I will you give you a call.’

T

(D«

In 1

b5 T E

wsda g & n 1

| make-to you

‘I will give you (a call).’

COERA I N A

wo dao bei shui gei ni

| pour CL-water for you

‘I will get you a cup of water.’

CESAN I

wo dao geini

| pour-to you

‘I will get you (some water).’

In sentence (27b), the ellipsis of the direct object makes thterse ungrammatical,
which implies that the verb cannot form a complex verbal predigdtethe prepositiorgei.
Therefore, the prepositional dative phrase headedebyn (27a) is not the target PDC and
cannot take the postverbal position as shown in (27c). Recall theanmpée (25) and (26), the
ellipsis of the direct object does not affect the grammatycafithe sentence. This suggests that
the verb and the preposition are compatible in forming a compound verb, go@positional
phrase is therefore seen as the target PDC. In sentence (27)ghatheellipsis of the direct
object makes sentence (27b) ungrammatical, which suggests thathlde (to give a shot to) is

not compatible with the prepositiagei in the ‘V-gel sequence, and the prepositional phrase

headed bygei cannot be seen as the target PDC.
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@naf £ iH 7 4
yisheng gei wo da zhen
doctor to me give shot
‘The doctor gave me a shot.

b. ¥ % 7 %ﬁ =y
yisheng da gei wo
doctor give to me
‘The doctor gave me (a shot).’

c. Tt 75 A 5
yiisheng da zhen gei wo
doctor give shotto me
‘The doctor gave me a shot.’

3.2 Postverbal Variation: Verb duplication

In this section, | will propose an analysis of the postverbal PD@tste for the
Postverbal Constraint violation. Ramsey(1989:105) suggested that thenkP@l@$ an empty
predicate in the lower part of the sentence, and ‘the empty ptedscan counterpart of particles
like back off andout. For exmaple,

(28) <= A 2

Zhangsan [song [yi ben shu [0 [gei lisi 1M

Zhangsan give one-CL book to Lisi

‘Zhangsan gave Lisi a book.’

In example (28)¢ is the empty counterpart of the particle ‘away’, zwd in Mandarin.
Ramsey(1989:105) assumed that the particle moves to incorporateeimtatiix V. Therefore,
in the PDC, the direct object is the subject of the phrase emtteddhe VP. However, this
contradics Larson’s (1988) analysis that there is an empty verae¢ preceding the
prepositional dative phrase headedday (see section 2.2). According Larson, the verb raises
from theV position to the highev position leaving an empty trace in the origivaposition.
Therefore, based on the analyses of both Ramsey(1989:105) and’'4 419&8), | argue that

there is an empty predicate preceding the prepositional dativeepbrasit is an empty verbal
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predicate. This analysis is also supported by the common phenomenorb afupdication in
Mandarin.

Recall that Sybesma (1999) mentioned three possible constructionsathée triggered
by the Postverbal Constraint violation (see section 2.1), one of whérb duplication, also
known as verb-copying. In modern Mandarin, verb duplication is a common wdiwsirwhere
a verb is duplicated after its direct object when followed by dsr (Tai, 1999). Tai (1999)
divides verb duplicaiton into six categories based on the function @fdierbial complement:
duration complement, descriptive complement, frequency complementiofocaimplement,

direction complement and resultative complememt. The following are sommplesa

(29)a. %y =% = R =
wo shui jiaoshui-le hen jiu [duration complemeit
| sleep sleep-ASP very long
‘I have slept for a while.’

b.fy #w  H72 f AL R
ta pao bu pao de hen kuai [descriptive complemeht
he run run de very fast
‘He runs fast.’

e S G A K
WO qu mei guo qu guo liang ci [frequency complemeht
| go USA go-ASP two time
‘I've been to the US twice.’

i m F m h RS IS
ta xie zi xie zaiheiban shang [location complemeipt
He write word write on blackboard top
‘He wrote on the blackboard.’
Data adapted from (Tai, 1999, p. 99)

Therefore, | suggest that the postverbal PDC is also a remgserdf verb duplication

for the following reaons: (i) there is an empty predicate eebtwthe direct object and the
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postverbal dative phrase; (ii) the postverbal PDC, on the surfage/jasation of the Postverbal

Constraint. For example, in sentence (30), the wel{to write) is copied between the direct

object and the prepositional dative phrase. The duplicated verb is phipetimpty, but

syntactically it forms a compound verb with the followige (i.e. the ‘V-gei’ sequence). This

accounts for (i) that the postverlggi can take an aspect marker for some mandarin speakers

(see example ((14b)); (ii) that some of the prepositional phse®ot occur in the postverbal

position (because not all prepostions are compatible with the empbyiveformaing an

compound verb); (iii) the apparent violation of Postverbal Constraint.

(30)

200 A FANNE
wo xie Yye feng xin [xie ] geini
| write one-CL letter [write ]to you

‘I wrote you a letter.’

This being the case, the postvebral PDC is not a Postverbal &onstolation but an

empty verb duplication. With an empty verb preceding the prepoditiatave phrase, the

postverbal PDC would be the only constituent that follows the duplicatgdyeverb. The

Postverbal Constraint thus holds. Moreoever, this also explainsevhg verbs allow for both

the pre- and postverbal PDC structure whereas some verbs alloanffprthe preverbal

prepositional phrase. With the empty verb immediately precedingrémositional phrase, a

postverbal PDC is possible only if the empty verb is compatible with the jgrepas forming a

compound verb. The following are some examples of verb duplication in the postverbal PDC:

(31)

B - F B I A
wo chang yi shou ge [chang ] gei ta
| sing one-CL song [sing ] to him

‘| sang a song for him.’
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B2 ® @ - H FANE <
ta xie ye feng xin [xie ] geiwo
he write one-CL letter [write ]to me
‘He wrote me a letter.’

-

In sentences (31) and (32), a duplicated verb is inserted imnigdakewing the direct
object to generate a VOV structure; however, the duplicated veghasetically empty.
Therefore, the postverbal PDC is the only constituent followingdth@icated empty verb. In
cases where the duplicated verbs are not compatible with the ifigposforming a compound
verb, the postverbal prepositional dative phrases are not allowed. Tdveriglis an example of
such:

@ adftk A BE EE g

Meimei gel mama chuichui bei

Sister to mom beat back
‘Little sister gave mom a massage on her back.’

b. b 242 U R e
Meimei chuichui bei [chui ] gei mama
Sister beat back beat to mom

‘Little sister gave mom a massage on her back.

—m\L

COBEME ¥ AE BB
meimei chui gei mama
sister beat to mom
‘Little sister gave mom a massage.’

d. bk 24 fi
meimei chuichui bei
sister beat  back
‘Little sister gave mom a massage.’
In example (33), based on my analysis, the prepositional dative phrasdedheygei

cannot take the postverbal position and therefore is not a targebB&ause (i) the verb is not

compatible withgei in forming the Vgei sequence as in (33b); (ii) it does not allow for the
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ellipsis of the direct object as in (33c); (iii) it is ungmaatical without the prepositional phrase
as shown in (33d). All of these yield a consistent result: theopittonal phrase as in (33a) does
not have the syntactic features of the target PDC and theredoreot occur in a postverbal
position. This analysis of the postverbal PDC structure sugitipegtthe postverbaei (example
(34a)) and the \gei sequence ( example ((34b)) have a similar syntactic functiorerbal affix.

In both (34b) and (35)gei is attached to the immediately preceding verb, and a postverba
prepositional dative phrase is possible only if the verb is compatiibte gei in forming a

compound verb.

(34) a.Verb DO gei IO [ postverbabei]
b.VerlgeilO DO [ V- geisequencé
(35) Verb DQV] geilO [ postverbabei]

Furthermore, the analysis can also be extended to other prepogtioasés of the same
category, namely, prepositions that express the idea of moven@uating gei (to), xiang
(toward/from),wang (toward), andcong (from). In sentence (36), the verbo (to do), or the
duplicated verb¢’, is not compatible with the prepositiovei (for) in forming a compound verb,
and therefore in this sentence, the postverbal prepositional phrase is not allowed.

@6)a.fv Ky i o A% el
ta wei wo zuo le henduo shi

He for me do-ASP many thing
‘He has done many things for me.’

b.¥y fit o 2% Hj o T
ta zuo le henduo shi d wei wo

He do-ASP many thing ¢ for me
‘He has done many things for me.’
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Take another prepositiongiang (to/toward), for example: in example (37), the
prepositional phrasgiang bei(toward north, ‘northwards’) can take either a pre- or postverbal
position because it allows for the ellipsis of the direct objestirf (37b)) and it is compatible

with the verb in forming a compound verb, namely, thgeVsequence.

(37)a.f = B
ta xiang bei kai che
he toward north drive car
‘He drove northwards.’

by Bl o
ta kai xiang bei
he drive toward north
‘He drove northwards.’

ety W f e I
takai ch & ¢xiang b  &i
He drive car ¢ toward north
‘He drove northwards.’

In example (38), however, since the vehbd(to show) is not compatible withei and the
ellipsis of the direct object is not allowed, the prepositional phraaeed byiang (to) cannot

take the postverbal position.

(38)a.%y [FIJ A
wo xiang ta zhi jing
| to him show respect
‘I show our respect to him.’

b. =5 = {9
*wo zhi xiang ta
*| showto him
‘I show my respect to him.’

c.®y & A ¢ [ {9
*wo zhi jing ¢ xiang ta
*| show respect ¢ to him

‘I show my respect to him.’
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Example (39) below is the tree diagram that shows the synt&taticture of the PDC.
The verb raises from thé position to thes position, leaving a empty trace before the postverbal
dative phrasre, and the empty trace is where the verb is copiedodieeZ has an EPP feature
[uN*] (a strong uninterpretable N feature) that looks for a noun. Thasfasmal uN feature,
which is not associated with a thematic role and has no thetéoraksign (Adger, 2003:251).
Therefore, the subject he moves to the Specifier position. The nodetike ather hand, has a
[uP*] feature that moves thgei phrase up to the YP position, which explains why most of the
prepositional phrases in Mandarin are in the preverbal position, aasvideberconstruction
and theba-construction.

However, in Mandarin, theuP*] feature is not always strong. Mandarin speakers have
the choice of not moving the prepositional dative phrase up to adjoin to thevefyiefding the
PDC appearing in the postvebral position. In other words, for Mandaeaksrs, the placement
of the PDC is floating, and | further hypothesize that the nfagior that influences speakers’
choice of the PDC placement is speakers’ home vernaculagsy &ith other social factors. In
the next chapter, | will give a brief introduction of the Chindsdects and discussion the

subtrate influence of dialects on Mandarin varieties.
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In summary, | argue that the postverbal PDC is a representativertmfduplication,
where an empty verb is duplicated between the direct object and ttwverpat PDC. | also
propose the Ellipsis Test to assess the compatibility of thearst the postverbal PDC—if the
ellipsis does not affect the grammaticality of a sentence, tthe postverbal PDC is allowed.
This analysis also applies to other prepositional phrases. A piepakjhrase can occur in the
postverbal position only if the preposition is compatible with the wvedorming a compound
verb. In the case of the PDC in Mandarin, since the placement Bxfecan be either pre- or
postverbal, | further propose that that the PDC is a floatingtsteuthat can be either adjoined
to theV position, or can be raised to the left of thgosition. Mandarin speakers therefore have

the option of keeping the PDC in this base position or moving it tiethef v (i.e. YP, see (39)).
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In the following sections, | will show that the choice of pre- postverbal PDC is influenced by

speakers’ home vernacular(s) and other social factors.

4. Sociohistorical Background

4.1 Chinese Vernaculars—Languages or Dialects?

Chinese dialects are typically defined somewhat differefityn American English
dialects. American English dialects are generally mutuatelligible with one another, and so
are most dialects of other well-studied languages such asaBeamd French. However,
speakers of different Chinese dialects, in some cases, may aloielie understand each other at
all; phonologically, they can be different languages. For example, sbuthern dialect
Taiwanese—the home vernacular of the majority of the people inahaitand Taiwanese
Mandarin, a variety of Mandarin spoken by most of the Taiwanese pem@emutually
unintelligible.

In other words, in Chinese dialectological terminology, the dedalialects’ are
defined on sociopolitical grounds not on linguistic grounds. The idea of diaers to any
regional vernaculars that are not Mandarin. Such being the casbeseeregional vernaculars
considered languages or dialects? From a linguistic point of wiew;hinese ‘dialects’ could be
considered different languages, just as French and Italian ilRdineance language family
(Ramsey, 1989). However, from a sociopolitical point of view, then€da vernaculars are
considered one language because they are spoken by a singlemgfo@common cultural
heritage and, moreover, there is a single set of standards fovrithen language generally
accepted by Chinese speakers (Ramsey 1989:16-18). There is atsuneondy accepted

standard spoken dialect: Mainland Standard Mandarin. According to Z{®20@5:439),
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Mainland Standard Mandarin (MSM) takes the Beijing Mandarin phonalbgigstem as its

norm of pronunciation and modern vernacular literary language as its norm of gramma

4.2 Dialect Geography and Isoglosses

The first scientific classification of the Chinese dialects was propgosEeB7 by Li Fang-
Kuei. This classification was based on a single criteriba:divergent development of Middle
Chinese voiced stops into distinct phonemes in China’'s spoken modern sdigdecman,
2004:181). Based on Li’s study, Yuan (1961) proposed the following dialect groups:
1.Mandarin 3.Xiang 5.Hakka 7.Min
2.Wu 4.Gan 6.Yue (Cantonese)

Without rejecting this scheme, Norman (1988) proposed a new set of diagaatures

for categorizing the Chinese dialects that takes into account pharadayntactic and lexical

featureé. Ramsey (1989), in his book ‘The Language of China,” adopts this clatisifiand

provides an atlas of Chinese dialect isoglosses (see Figure 1).

2 Norman (2004:181-182) used the following criteria to classify Chimesalifferent dialects: 1.
The third-person pronoun ia or cognate to it. 2. The subordinative particlde®r cognate to it.

3. The ordinary negative lsu or cognate to it. 4. The gender marker for animals is prefesd,

in the word for ‘hen’'muji. 5. There is a register distinction only in §hi@g tonal category. 6.
Velars are palatalized before7. Zhan or words cognate to it are used for ‘to stand’. 8. Zou or
cognate to it are used for ‘to walk’. 9. Erzi or words cogtat¢ are used for ‘son’. 10kangzi

or words cognate to it are used for ‘house’.
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Figure 1 The Chinese Language: Basic North-South Division (Ramsey, 198§u28 5)

As shown in Figure 1, the Chinese dialects are divided betweeNdrth and the South
(Ramsey, 1989). The South has long been inhabited by the ethnic Han Ghirersas the
North is home to relatively more recent settlers who werendated by the Han people through
frequent contact and intermarriage. Given that language chaag#as and gradual process, it
is probably not surprising to find that the northern dialects dneranified while the southern
dialects are more divergent, especially in terms of their phonadogly lexicons (Norman,
2004:20-26; Ramsey, 1989:183-186).

The northern Chinese varieties, usually known as Mandarin dialects, areilgrapaken
across the Yellow Plain and the Huangtu Plateau. The dialestdsx@all the way southwest
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across the provinces of Sichuan and Yunnan. As mentioned in the previaas, décidern
Standard Chinese is based on the speech of the educated residenjs@f(Bamsey, 1989;
Zhang, 2005), but the fine line between Modern Standard ChineseeBeijing dialect is not
always clear (see also Zhang 2005:439 for discussion).

The southern varieties— also referred to as ‘non-Mandarin dialegtRamsey (1989:
21)—are spoken in the area southeast of the Yangtze River. Unlikeemoxtarieties that are
generally mutually intelligible, southern dialects are not.rétoee, the southern dialect group is
further divided into six subgroups. They are briefly introduced aswsll with a map (Figure 2)

showing the geographical distribution:

— Wu ({}d) dialect—spoken in the southeast costal area, around Shanghai and Zhejiang
province

— Gan {i#) dialect—spoken in Jiangxi province

— Xiang (ff) dialect—spoken in Hunan province

— Hakka (% %) dialect—widely scattered form Sichuan to Taiwan

— Yue (#)) dialect (also known as Cantonese)—spoken in Guangong and Guangxi provinces as

well as Hong Kong

— Min () dialect—spoken in Fujian province and coastal areas of the South as walvag T
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Figure 2 The Southern Chinese Dialects (Ramsey, 1989:23 Figo’ure 6)

3 For interpretation of the references to color in this and all other figures atlter iie referred to
the electronic version of this thesis.
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Notably, the provinces of Sichuan, Yunnan, and Guizhou are geographazated in

the South, but their dialects are categorized as those of ttieeNoprovinces. Moreover, in my

pilot stud)f1 with people from Sichuan province, | discovered that though the dialeathna®
province is phonologically similar to the northern varieties, ityistactically closer to the
southern dialect group in terms of the PDC placement. Thus, inefesrch, | will further
divide the northern dialect group into North and Southwest. The Southveegi gomprises
Sichuan, Yunna and Guizhou provinces. Based on this classification of CHiakszs, | will
recruit subjects from each of the eight dialect areas inasgarch. They are: northern dialect
area, southwest dialect area, Wu dialect area, Gan daabsxt Xiang dialect area, Hakka dialect

area, Yue dialect area, and Min dialect area (Table 1).

Table 1 Chinese Dialect Classification

Categories Dialect areas

Northern dialect area Northern dialect area

Southwest dialect area Sichuan, Guizhou, and Yunnan
provinces

Wu dialect area
Gan dialect area
Xiang dialect area
Hakka dialect area
Yue dialect area
Min dialect area

Southern dialect areas

4.3 The Current Sociolinguistic Situation in Mainland China
Mandarin is the official spoken language of the People's Repuldibioh (PRC). Since

the 1950s, the Chinese government has been active in promoting Mandarin, inttiediegign

4 In the pilot study (Peng 2010 ms), | interviewed 10 Chinese infornantgrious dialect
backgrounds respectively. The interviews were concerned with sibgdwoices of pre- and
postverbal PDC in both Mandarin and their home vernaculars. | diecbtieat unlike other
northern dialect speakers, informants from Sichuan province did not shafeeepce for either
pre- or postverbal PDCs.
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and the promulgation of a new phonetic system, Hanyu Pinyin. By 2006, €loffegals
reported that about 53.06 percent of the population in China could commumitaiie(Institute
of Applied Linguistics, Ministry of Education, 2006).

Most Chinese speakers grow up speaking their home vernacular(sMamdiarin
simultaneously. Since Mandarin was originally a Northern dialeds phonologically more
familiar to the people in the North than in the South. Mandarin isrgignenutually intelligible
with Northern dialects whereas the Southern dialects are phonolpgieay different from
Mandarin. In other words, speakers of the so-called Southern digemttonese, Min dialects,
Wu dialects, etc.) are either bilingual or have standard Mandeira second language.
Schoolchildren in the south acquire standard Mandarin at the fadé gThey use Mandarin in
school and speak their home vernacular(s) outside school (Ramsey, 1988128 use their
home vernaculars for local businesses and daily informal conversaidrwi show in section
4.4, Mandarin has developed regional varieties due to substrate iefliremc speakers’ L1
dialects. Moreover, given the bilingual situation of Mandarin andtandiive vernacular, it can
be inferred that Southern Mandarin varieties vary from Standanddid Mandarin to a greater
degree, compared with their Northern counterparts. In the nexbrsettwill use Taiwanese
Mandarin as an example of how a vernacular Southern dialect (Somtimroan have syntactic,

phonological, and lexical influences on Mandarin.

4.4 The Mandarin Variety in Taiwan
In this section, | use my native variety of Taiwanese Mandasira a&ase study to
demonstrate the dialect diversity of Mandarin, and to develop some hypetigout the origins

of PDC variation.
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4.4.1 Sociolinguistic Setting of Taiwan

Taiwan is an island separated from the southeast coast of Ma@itama by the Taiwan
Strait. Statistics for Taiwan’s current ethnic distribution@ravailable and in any case ethnicity
is difficult to determine in modern Taiwan because of extensntermarriage. Huang
(1995:319-353)eports that in the early 1980s the population was composed of fourettajar
groups, each of which has its own language, given in parenthesesofigfnas (Austronesian

languages), 73.3% Southern Min (Southern Min) people, 12% Hakka (Hakka), and 12%

Mainlanderg (Mandarin). Except for the aborigines who have been on the islanskevVeral
thousand years, the rest of the population was originally from Mainhina. The Southern
Min and the Hakka emigrated from the Southeast coast of China arQngea@rs ago, and the
Mainlanders fled to Taiwan from various provinces of China after ¥8%h the Mainland was
taken over by the Communists.

The relation between China and Taiwan is rather complicated. Thougkvidety
recognized as an independent country internationally, Taiwan haswits president and
government that are different and independent from that of the PeBgleihlic of China. The
relationship is referred to in English as ‘Cross-StraitaRahs’, a neutral term that does not
involve the legal or political status of their respective govemnimeln addition, due to the
different political ideologies of the two governments, Taiwanese pemi move more freely
than Mainland Chinese between Taiwan and the Mainland for the purptsevedf academic

exchange, and business.

> Mainlander refers to Mainland Chinese immigrants who moved to Taiwan etdhaf or after
the Chinese Civil War in 1949.

31



Mandarin has been spoken in Taiwan for more than 60 years, and is now spaken b

majority (89.970/9) of people in Taiwan (Ke 1991:5). The remaining minority incluthes

elderly who were educated under Japanese rule before 1945 (Kuo, 2005). Maradabeen

taught in schools since 1945 when Taiwan was res7td)0eﬁ‘,hina at the conclusion of World
War 1l. Mandarin was promoted and even imposed by the government thrdwgh esducation
to the local residents in Taiwan where the majority of peeple spoke Southern Chinese
dialects— Southern Min and Hakka. Mandarin was taught and learneskeasral language for
the second generation after the civil war. Because of thessuot¢ehe Mandarin movement in
Taiwan, Mandarin has served as a lingua franca in Taiwan,satite ilanguage not only of
school, but of government, media and many everyday interactions (Teng, 2002:23%¥)1lirdth
generation, the boundary between the ethnic groups was no longerbelssuse of the
intermarriage between the groups, and Mandarin has become the dolantargge on the
island.

Taiwanese Mandarin differs from Mainland Standard Mandarin ilexison, phonology
and syntax. In particular, the following are examples of featof Taiwanese Mandarin: (i) the
retroflex sounds in Standard Mandarin are pronounced as alveoltatpéfiacates or fricatives
in Taiwanese Mandarin (Kuo, 2005), (ii) in example (40), the struofuigeHobj+complement]
illustrates the innovative function and the grammaticalizatiogesfin Taiwanese Mandarin,
which is not observed in Standard Mandarin (Lee, 2008), and (iii) @raf#l) shows thatou
(have) has developed the function of an aspect marker in Taiwkteestarin (Tseng, 2003;

Ling, 1991; Kubler C. C., 1981).

® ke (1991:5)
! After the Sino-Japanese War (1894-1895), China ceded Taiwan to Japan undertyhef Trea
Shimonoseki in 1895.
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(40) B RLf Ay M BT
Zhenshi you gei ta jingya
Really have give it surprising
‘It made me surprised.’

GOSN -

wo you kan guo zhe bu dianying

| have see-ASP this-CL movie

‘I have seen this movie.’

These differences have likely arisen through two factorsstlyi through normal
linguistic divergence due to a long period of social separation andaitai independent
economic and cultural identity, which | describe in section 4.4.2, anddigcthrough substrate
influence from local Taiwanese languages and dialects, whielsdribe in section 4.4.3. Both

are relevant to understanding how variation in PDCs has come aboutjnb®tiwanese

Mandarin as well as in other mainland varieties of Mandarin.

4.4.2 Divergence from Mainland Mandarin

From the end of the Chinese Civil War in 1949 until 1987—when the Taieanes
government allowed limited family visits—Taiwan was disconneatewh iMainland China. The
political tension blocked the contact of people on both sides, includingspomndence or any
means of telecommunication. Although the majority of Taiwaneseviendland Chinese were
geographically and politically isolated from one another, those liowggseas were able to mix
freely. More recently, the gradual alleviation of the tension hasased the contact across the
strait. From 2008, negotiations began to restore transportation, commedceommunications
between the two sides.

During the period of separation, Taiwan has developed a varietysthi#ferent from

Beijing Mandarin. According to Cheng (1985:372), three forces hé&apesl Taiwanese
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Mandarin: (i) a drift towards the features that are univecs@lhiinese as a whole (see examples
in section 4.4.1); (ii) the tendency to borrow from local dialectaative languages; (iii) the
tendency to adopt features that are simpler and more regular. $oMiheji.e. Taiwanese), to a
large extent, has contributed to the formation of Taiwanese Man@dreng, 1985: 372; Teng,
2002:233). Taiwanese Mandarin, therefore, can be defined as a moftuhe linguistic
structures of Southern Min and Mandarin (Teng, 2002).

The example of Taiwanese Mandarin infers that in differeeasaof Mainland China,
Mandarin is diverging from the Mainland standard, and developing aviateties. Mandarin
speakers have a tendency to carry over the features of thesreymacular(s), which is one of
the major forces for the divergence of Mandarin (Cheng, 1985). Inetktesection, | will again
take Taiwanese Mandarin as an example to discuss the substhaémce from regional

vernaculars.

4.4.3 Substrate Influence

The influence from one’s first language (i.e. the home vernacular)sesand language
is referred to as substratum influence (Sankoff, 2003; Thomason &msaufl1988:21), or
interlanguage transfer (Gass & Selinker, 2008), which in this isathe influence of a speaker’s
home vernacular(s) on Mandarin. Growing up speaking home vernasgleakers of Mandarin
are usually either bilinguals or have standard Mandarin as a secwuthd@. As a result, the
Mandarin they speak is influenced by their home vernacular(s) anddvatoped into new
varieties. In addition, since the vernaculars influence the clobigariants in Mandarin at the
speech community level, even monolingual Mandarin speakers will betedf by the local

vernacular(s) of their community.
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Taiwanese Mandarin has been influenced by local dialects suSlwkern Min and
Hakka. Kubler (1981, 1985) describes the Taiwanese Mandarin variety as dirmutisome of

language contact with preexisting local languages. He found thah wpeaking Mandarin,

native speakers of Southern Min tend to substifgjewith [s], and to substitutgz] with
[dz] before vowels. Syntactically, the use yu/meiyou(have/ not have) as auxiliaries in

Taiwanese Mandarin is said to be due to the influence from SoutheriikMbler, 1985:162).
Southern Min speakers are conscious of the correspondence betweg@ot) in Southern Min
(42a) andneyou(not/ have not) in Mandarin (42b), and tend to translate word for womtjraye

the syntactic structure of (42c). (Examples are from Kubler 1985:162).

(42)a. ™ £l 0 2 (Standard Mainland Mandarin)
ni kanjiantale me you
you see  him-ASP not have
‘Did you see him?’

b.iar F £ 132 (Taiwanese Mandarin)
ni you kandaota meiyou
you have see him not have
‘Did you see him?’

c.i 7 £l SR (Southern Min)
Li u khuaki: 1 bou

You have see him not
‘Did you see him?’

The lexicon of Taiwanese Mandarin is also subject to the influeh@outhern Min.
Table 2 shows some examples of such. The equivalents of ‘bicymisinessman’, and ‘to cook’
in Taiwanese Mandarin employ the corresponding morphemes in Soulerrinstead of

morphemes in Standard Mandarin, although the morphemes are deaBiz®y Mandarin

phonology.
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Table 2 Lexicon Influence from Southern Min

Standard Mandarin Southern Min Taiwanese Mandarin English Gloss
tseints"y /F1iEE K'tak'ja teiau ta ts"y /Il Bicycle

san ran /iy * te"on li lap syn i rog /% i * Businessman

tsw fyen /it B tsu tSaj tsu tear /# % To cook

4.5 Standard and Local Varieties of Mandarin

In summary, the evidence for substrate influence from Southern Mimaomanese
Mandarin suggests that Mandarin has developed different variste®nly in Taiwan, but in
different areas of Mainland China and Hong Kong, in part becausg a&wea has its own local
dialect(s). Thus, local divergence from Mainland Standard Mandallikely to be to some
degree externally motivated through language/dialect contact. Hoviardarin varieties must
also have undergone normal internal language change over time, thtbaglsame
sociolinguistic mechanisms as any other dialects previouslestuslich as pressure from above
and below within the community (Labov 2001), association of certain feawith local
reference groups (Eckert 2000) and so forth.

Thus Mandarin varieties are not only influenced by local non-Mamdkeiects, but also
(as Ling 1991 also found), by each other. Zhang (2001, 2005) demonstratesstisatertainly
true of the local Beijing variety of Mandarin. Zhang shows Bgjing ‘yuppies’ have adopted
Ga'ngtéi(Hong Kong and Taiwan) tone features to demonstrate their costaopt. With its
export of popular culture, Taiwan is known to the mainlanders for #t@smopolitan lifestyle
and urban identity’ (Zhang, 2005:434). In addition, the local Beijing vaaeMandarin is also
important in shaping the local varieties. Beijing, as the ahpity of China for the past six

centuries, is the political and cultural center of the country (ldor2004:246). As the language
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of government and public affairs, Beijing Mandarin is consideredtéimelard code used in mass
media broadcasting all over the country (Chen, 1999:53). Therefdlres present study, | also
anticipate the influence of the Beijing variety of Mandarin@gional Mandarin varieties, which
can be more clearly observed from the Southern varities becausdiffieeyfrom the Nothern

varieties to a greater extent.

5. Hypotheses

| will investigate to what extent speakers’ choices of varismiandarin are affected by
their home vernaculars and by their attitudes to other dialacthe Mandarin-speaking
community, especially Beijing and Taiwan, as well as other sogigktic factors. | hypothesize
that the influence of home vernaculars is at the speech commewdly éven for individuals
who do not speak any of the local vernaculars, their choices -oapdepostverbal variants are
still influenced by the vernaculars of their home communities. Sdeal factors that | will
describe, on the other hand, affect the choice of variants at théirailevel. An individual’s
preference for the pre- and postverbal PDC variants will likelynfluenced by the following
social factors: gender (section 0), age (section 5.3), frequeneypaisure to other varieties

(section 5.4), and language attitude toward other varieties (section 5.5).

5.1 Subjects

Thirty subjects with various dialect backgrounds were recruitezugffr my personal
network. They were offered refreshments for participation. There welaiwanese Mandarin
speakers and 24 Mainland Mandarin speakers (Table 2). For the mairdauacrivi speakers, 8

were from the Northern dialect area, 8 from the Southern diateatand 8 from the Southwest
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dialect area (Sichuan, Yunnan, and Guizhou province). The ratio of mafemales in each
subgroup is 1:1. All subjects were required to have received formeataiu in their regions of
origin at least to the age of 16 in order to ensure that tldyacquired idiomatic use of the

Mandarin variety of their area.

Table 3 Number of subjects

Male Female
from Taiwan 3 3
from Northern dialect area 4 4
from Southern dialect area 4 4
from Southwest dialect area 4 4

5.2 Gender

Gender is a crucial factor in the sociolinguistic studies oflfstratification and change

(Labov, 2001). In linguistic change from abg,vavomen usually adopt an incoming prestige
form at a higher rate than men (Labov 2001:274). For example, womdmeledloption of the
new (r)-pronouncing norm in New York City (Labov 1966a); in Belfdst, raising of &/ from
[a] toward[€] in neck, desk, etc. is favored by women (Milroy & Milory 1978:35&jomen are
usually more conservative than men in the choice of variants, andtfevgrestige forms in
careful speech.

The preverbal variant of the PDC is considered the standartigprésm in the Beijing
variety of Mandarin/MSM and is expected to be evaluated as 8 Btandard by all Mandarin
speakers. Among the speakers who are from areas where thebaré¥eC is not the favored

form in their local vernaculars, females are expected to shstwoager preference than males

8 Linguistic change from above refers to “the importation of a new prdstagigre from outside
the speech community, or the re-distribution of forms with known prestige valles thi¢
community” (Labov 2001:274).
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for the preverbal PDC when speaking MandaRacruited informants were categorized as either
male or female, and the male to female ratio is 1:1 for saplkr-group of dialect area (i.e.

Northern, Southwestern and Southern).

5.3 Age of Contact

It is commonly believed that older second language learneryg eargileve the native-like
fluency that children learners do (Gass & Selinker, 2008). Theretfwe earlier in life a speaker
has contact with another variety, the more likely the speaker will acquivariaat. Nonetheless,
it should be noted that in the present study, it is difficult torobmbformants’ contact age
because speakers were mostly recruited on a college campus. #dibaif the informants
(n=14/30) had their first contact with other varieties between the ag@ds2s.

In the present study, | hypothesize that people who have had earltact with different
Mandarin varieties will acquire the PDC variant of another wansbre easily. For example, a
Taiwanese with early exposure to Northern Mandarin varietikdaimore likely to acquire the
preverbal PDC. As mentioned in section 4.4.1, Taiwanese have matenfreé¢ movement than
Mainlanders and are expected to have had more face-to-faeetcaith Mainlanders than vice
versa. However, Mainlanders will have had access to Taiwanesdaka via study abroad or
mass media, such as TV and the internet. Both types of contadtendiscussed in the next

section.

5.4 Frequency of Input

Frequency of input is crucial in explaining sociolinguistic &&oin and language change
(Ellis, 2002). “Difference between individuals results from theffeding histories of input”
(Ellis, 2002: 170). Ellis (2002:144) stated that the acquisition of grammar ithesficy-biased
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abstraction of regularities out of many thousands of constructionspandiadual’s pattern of
syntax is determined by interaction and associations of the mgnrbene’s social network
(2002:164). In fact, individual differences in grammatical accepalpidgment directly reflect
the pattern of the frequency-biased abstraction in one’s lingegbierience, and more recently
read sentences are judged to be more grammtically acceptable (Luks&lds, 1998).

In this study, | examine two common types of input of the targ&ma: social network
and media exposure. According to Milroy (2003:549), social networkhés aggregate of
relationships contracted with others’ and should be seen as ‘the idgnamaerlying speakers’
interactional behaviors’. Through interaction with one another, individuakspewill possibly
accommodate to different features of the others’ speech (illydd@B6), and the more they talk
to each other, the more they will talk alike (Ellis, 2002). | defimedia exposure as language
input from media (TV, radio, internet, etc) to which a speaker is exposed.

It is noteworthy that althought Taiwanese have better oppadsinid interact with
Mainlanders face to face than vice versa, the asymmetrical apjim$ do not suggest that
Taiwanese Mandarin are more influenced by the Mainland Mandargtiearthan the other way
around because these face to face interactions only occur dupsigwhich are usually short
and infrequent. In contrast, some Mainland Mandarin speakers are riyegenposed to
television broadcasts from Taiwan, which can potentially influghe& language use at the
individual level, though the role of the broadcast media in languagation, and especially
television, has long been disputed (Stuart-Smith, 2006).

Essentially, together with social network, | hypothesize that tloee nfrequently a
speaker is exposed to different Mandarin varieties—whether thragi setwork or through

media exposure—the more likely the speaker will acquire the wén@ant. | expect the effect of
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social network to be stronger than the effect of media exposurke Iprésent study, a social
network rating was assigned to each speaker. The rating Yeatated using the responses to
the following questions:

— Do you attend any groups in which speakers of different Chinese varietlaglaye

involved (e.g. a church, a sports team, or a student association, etc.)?
— Do you attend the same classes or work in the same workplace as at ledsineee C
people who speak a different dialect from your own?

— Do you live in a neighborhood with a sizeable Chinese/Taiwanese population?

— Do you voluntarily involve yourself with Chinese students/coworkers in yeartime?
And for each of the questions, the respondents were given the following choicssvef:a

— No.

— Yes, with 1-5 Chinese involved.

— Yes, with 6-10 Chinese involved.

— Yes, with 11-15 Chinese involved.

— Yes, more than 16 Chinese involved.
The social network index was calculated as follow: 1 point for imémts who chose ‘no’; 2
points for ‘1-5 people involved’; 3 points for ‘6-10 people involved’; 4 pointsXdrl5 people
involved’; 5 points for ‘more than 16 people involved’ (see appendix for suuwestions 81-84).
Each question was weighted equally. The sum of the points for eatife dbur questions
represented the individual's social network index score. The minimum possildersb, with
1 point for each question, and the maximum possible score was 20, with § favirgach

guestion. A low score indicated the speaker had little contdbtspeakers of other Mandarin

41



varieties, and a high score indicated greater contact with sgeatkether Mandarin varieties. |

discuss the media exposure evaluation and rating in a later section.

5.5 Language Attitude

Language attitude is a listener’s underlying beliefs abogppeaker’'s group membership
(Preston, 2003). People’s attitudes towards languages or their varoften reflect their
perceptions of the speakers of these languages (Preston, 2003). Iwottsr a language
variety is given the social characteristics with whichspeakers are associated. Ling (1991)
studied the variety of Mandarin spoken by the overseas Mainland Cldossaunity. This
community mixed regularly with expatriate speakers of Taisariandarin. She showed that
speakers of different Mandarin varieties were associated difflerent stereotypes and
presuppositions. For example, Taiwanese Mandarin was associ#tdokimg soft, wealthy, and
elegant, while Standard Mainland Mandarin was seen as beinglpnatirable, and kind
(1991:34). Ling (1991:50) found that Mainland expatriates’ positive attitod&aiwanese
culture had facilitated their accommodation to Taiwanese Manghonologically and lexically,
and in general the longer a Mainland Chinese stayed in contéicilaiwwanese Mandarin, the
more (s)he favored the Taiwanese Mandarin variety, which in affected the adoption of
features in Taiwanese Mandarin.

At the time, Taiwanese Mandarin was considered by mainlatalées a prestige variety
because it was associated with a socioeconomically more advemcenunity than China, due
to the impact of Taiwanese cultural products since the e@8@sl( Zhang 2005:437). Exported
from Taiwan and Hong Kong, such pop music, films, and TV dramassesgiesl ‘a prosperous
modern cosmopolitan lifestyle and a new urban identity’ (Zhang 2005:B8djteen years after

Ling’s study, with China having become one of the world’s most important ergergonomies,
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Zhang (2005:431) also observed that Chinese young professionalsgvorkiomeign companies
in Beijing now speak a “new variety” of Mandarin, which is chaazed as a mixture of
Mandarin, English, Cantonese, and expressions from Taiwanese Matigameason being that
all these languages index a modern, metropolitan identity. By euitithsng among these
languages, speakers can portray themselves as they wishdenb&ed. Speakers’ subjective
evaluation of Mandarin dialects, especially with regard to tieative prestige, will therefore be
considered in the present study.

In the realm of dialect contact, Trudgill (1986:39) also argues ‘thaa speaker
accommodates frequently enough to a particular accent or dihlectthe accommodation may
in time become permanent, particularly if attitudinal factors are falamt&uch being the case, |
hypothesize that an individual is more likely to adopt the non-stampaetgerbal variant of the
PDC variable if the speaker has a favorable attitude towardatietyw In other words, speakers
with substrate-influenced post-verbal PDC are more likely topuseerbal PDC if they have a
favorable attitude to Beijing/MSM/Northerners.

In order to measure speakers’ language attitude, the informmargsgiven an empty map
of Greater China and asked to draw boundaries where they thought Mandarispoken
differently. They were also asked to label these areds thatir own impressions, thoughts, or
stereotypes of the people who live in each one. However, qualitatalgsis of the maps falls

outside the scope of this thesis, and will be reserved for future work.

6. Methodology

In order to examine the spontaneous production and perception of PDCpé&akers of

different Mandarin varieties, | administered a survey to cobeapirical data in support of my
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hypotheses. The survey consisted of and was conducted in the orderfafoteng sections:
elicitation tasks, acceptability judgments, map labeling, ananodeaphic questions.
Demographic questions were given at the end of the map task to ayqubssible interference

with the previous tasks.

6.1 Elicitation Task

The elicitation task was geared to elicit the actual productiche target variants. All
the responses were typed down on a computer for later analysiselititation task was
conducted in the form of one-on-one, face-to-face interviews. There Wéaeget sentences and
11 filler sentences as well as 2 picture description questidms.s€ction was designed to elicit
the following transitive verbs that are commonly used with the t&B€: na (to take),zhun
bei (to prepare)da dian hua(to call),ji (to send)dao (to pour),fa (to send)song(to take, to
bring), dai (to bring),mai (to buy). In order to collect enough target variants for latedysis, a
valid sample has to contain at least 5 target variants, inclyatisg or preverbal PDCs. If an
informant failed to produce at least 7 target variants, thpkeawould be seen as invalid and the
informant would not be qualified for the remaining tasks. Thirty valid sampliescedlected out
of 33 participants.

Since the verlbang(to help) is a common substitute for the target PDC in sonss @ass
shown in (43) | sometimes explicitly asked the informants to avmiduise of the verbang(to
help) to increase the number of target structures elicitasladt usually the case that when an
informant was told not to use the vdxéng(to help) as in (43a), the target PDC—either (43b) or

(43c)—was elicited.
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@3)a® #  m f Ok
wo bang ni dao bei shui
| help you pour-CL water
‘I will pour the water for you.’

b.% 5t BOAF
wo gei ni dao bei shui
| to you pour-CL water
‘I will pour the water for you.’

c.? fF ok A
wo dao bei shui gei ni
| pour-CL water to you
‘I will pour the water for you.’

6.2 Acceptability Test

The acceptability test aimed to elicit speakers’ judgmentseotences with pre- or
postverbal PDCs. In the acceptability judgment test, the informamésasked to rate the written
sentences on a scantron form on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 beingmek¢ unnatural’ and 5
being ‘perfectly natural’. The ratio of targets to fillersswva3—20 targets consisting of 10
preverbal and 10 postverbal PDCs, and 60 fillers (i.e. sentences witeoBDC). All tokens
and fillers were normalized at a length of 10-13 characters.

Generally, sensible answers are given to judgments on sentafcdaiown
grammaticality. However, a syntactically grammatical sec¢ can be rejected for pragmatic or
lexical issues (Henry, 2004). Therefore, before starting themiresoject, | carried out a pilot
test to make sure all the sentences were free of pragoralixical issues. | also mentioned
explicitly to the informants during the test that (i) being natom@ans you can imagine yourself
saying that sentence to express a similar meaning aadaisé about how much you like the
sentence; and (ii) that they should not judge the sentence byatsngel directed subjects to

look at sentence (44) for an example. | told them that even if their ownhradmever cooked in
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her life, they should have no reason not to judge it as a gramlyatoarect and natural

sentence.

(44)

A S O~ puE
mama wei quan jia zhu le yi dun wancan

mom for all family cook-ASP one-CL dinner

‘Mom cooked dinner for the family.’

Fillers create general background against which the experimemi@nses are judged.

According to Cowart (1996), using a mixed filler list as opposedl poire list can increase the

overall ratings on tokens substantially. Therefore, though no speo@dures are required for

generating filler sentences, the best strategy is toamgbalanced list of fillers that includes

approximately equal numbers of sentences at a wide range of acceptahikty (Cowart, 1996).

For this study, | constructed 60 fillers with various levels afeptability. The fillers were

constructed based on the following schemes, with 20 fillers in each categor

The ‘ba’ construction The ba construction is a strategy of topicalization in which an

object is pre-posed to the pre-verbal position precededabiyrhe object ofba is the
affected item in the event described (Huang, Li, & Li, 2009). Hanehe occurrence of
bais not always obligatory in such topicalized sentences. In sasescthe omission of
ba makes the sentence ungrammatical whereas in other takesinot. Fillers of this
type were constructed based on the grammatical usm ahd the non-use dfa in
topicalized sentences. The latter were expected to have a teotbe of acceptance
because Mandarin does have the mechanism of pre-posing the objectsentirece
initial position.

Verb duplication In Mandarin, verbs—if followed by two constituents—are duplicated in

the position between the two constituents. Fillers of this type ¢amfsiie grammatical
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use of verb duplication and the nonuse of verb duplication where it issaege$he
acceptance rate of the latter is expected to be fairly low.

The use/misuse of the particle ‘suti. Mandarin, the occurrence of the partisigois

optional in most sentences. The usesob is sometimes considered redundant in an
informal setting. Therefore, | adopt the partideo to construct fillers of moderate

acceptance rating.

6.3 Map Labeling

The purpose of this task was to conduct a qualitative study of theigeants’ language
attitudes toward Mandarin varieties. To connect their social assumaptith the regions where
the speakers are from, Preston (2003) suggests that it is use$ul iespondents to draw maps
of where they think varieties are different. In the map labekatjan, the informants were given
an empty map of Greater China and asked to draw boundaries Wwhgtbddught Mandarin was
spoken differently. They were also asked to label these ardghsthair own impressions,

thoughts, or stereotypes of the people who live in each one.

6.4 Demographic Questions

The demographic questions were primarily concerned with informadiafect
background and the social factors mentioned in sections 5 above, incledider gage of first
contact, social network, media exposure, and their home diaseetsAppendix for a full list of
guestions). The last question specifically asked the informants #mmutse of the pre- and
postverbal PDC variants in their home vernaculars. | would therdferable to make a
connection between their home vernaculars and the Mandarin \sathetie speak—whether the

choice of one variant over the other is influenced by speakers’ home vernaculars.
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7. Result, Data Analysis and Discussion

In this section, | will present and discuss the statisticallteesf the data collected. For
both the elicitation task and the acceptability judgment tesil] (iwcompare the results within
groups to investigate informants’ choices of the pre- and postventahtgain each dialect; (ii)
compare the results between groups to find whether there are regionahdéi®im choosing the
pre- and postverbal variants.

As for the statistical methodology, | will use the Wilcoxonnsignk test (Wilcoxon,
1945) for within-group comparisons and Wilcoxon rank-sum test (Wblcp%945) for between-
group comparisons. The sign-rank and rank-sum tests are ofteasuattdrnatives to the paired
Student's t-test to assess the population medians of the twedrstahples when the population

cannot be assumed to be normally distributed. All the results vedcalated using R version

2.13.0 (2011-04-13)

7.1 The Elicitation Task

7.1.1 Statistical Result
The following three major structures were produced in the elicitatsbn ta
(45)a. S 4gei+ 1.0, +V + D.O-0
b.S+V+D.O. gei+ I.O.

c. S+ta+D.O. +Vgei+ I.O.

Structure (45a) is the preverbal PDC, and (45b) is the postverbal PDC. St(dst)ris

the ‘V-ger sequence, which | also categorize as the postverbal variant becauséeit ia result

9 Copyright (C) 2011 The R Foundation for Statistical Computing
10 1.O. stands for indirect object, and D.O. stands for direct object.
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of object pre-posing. If a non-target structure was elicited, the infdsmgere asked ‘What else
can you say?’ in order to increase the likelihood of eliciting the target \arigme following is

the result of the elicitation task sorted by the informant’s dialect backd:

Table 4 Elicitation Task: Taiwan (N=6) Table 5 Elicitation Task: N@N=8)

#11 postverbal  preverbal % preverbal # postverbal preverbal % preverbal
018 5 4 44 003 O 9 100
006 5 0 0 007 O 7 100
020 12 0 0 019 O 11 100
027 9 0 0 030 1 11 92
028 12 0 0 012 1 6 86
029 6 0 0 004 1 4 80
Sum 49 4 g’ 010 3 7 70

022 4 7 64
Sum 10 62 86
Table 6 Elicitation Task: South (N=8) Table 7 Elicitation Task: Southwesg)(

# postverbal preverbal % preverbal # postverbal preverbal % preverbal
013 2 8 80 002 1 4 80
021 3 7 70 025 3 9 75
005 2 4 66 032 2 6 75
023 4 4 50 024 3 8 73
017 8 6 43 026 3 8 73
031 8 4 33 008 4 4 50
016 10 5 33 015 4 4 50
001 5 1 16 011 5 3 38
Sum 42 39 48 Sum 25 46 65

Table 8 Total % preverbal for each dialect region

Dialect area  North Southwest South Taiwan

% preverbal 87 64 50 8

11 . . .

The column annotates the subject number. Since the informants’ names and personal
information are required not to be disclosed, | numbered the informants for the caneesfie
data presentation.

12 The number is obtained by 49/49+4=8%
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Table 8 summarizes the result of the elicitation task: comgéte informants of different
dialect backgrounds, informants from the Northern dialect dneas @ higher probability of
spontaneously producing the preverbal PDC than their Southwesternrpattstefollowed by

the informants from the Southern dialect area.

Comparisons within groups

In order to assess the statistical significance of the tlatsed the Wilcoxon sign-rank
test (Table 5) to determine whether, for each dialect group, tresesignificant difference in
producing the pre- and postverbal PDC. In this and the tables to folleimgke asterisk *

indicates a result that was statistically significant at the p < 0.05 level

Table 9 Wilcoxon sign-rank
test Elicitation Task

Dialect Area P-value

North 0.014*
Southwest 0.058
South 0.865

Taiwan 0.036*

Table 9 above shows that for Taiwanese speakers, there is acamgndifference
between their percentage use of each variant (p = 0.036).Wafaihe post-verbal PDC is the
majority variant. Only 4 preverbal structures were produced outeo53 target tokens elicited.
In addition, it should be noted that the informant who produced the four preRP&6Ga came to
the U.S. at the age of 16 and had had intensive exposure to theatepd@inland Chinese
community. This suggests that Taiwanese Mandarin speakers generallyhéapostverbal PDC,

and early exposure to other Mandarin varieties may indeed help speakecquire the
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postverbal variant. In contrast, informants from the Northern dialeszt have a statistically
significant preference for the preverbal PDC (p = 0.014).

However, informants from the Southwestern dialect area did not significant
preference for either pre- or postverbal variants (p = 0.058). Boitld be noted that the p-
value is very close to the critical value 0.05, and more than halbuth@esterners (5 out of 8)
produced 73-80% of the preverbal PDC, which suggests there ia stijht tendency in this
region for using the preverbal PDC.

The Southerners’ case is relatively more complicated. AlthoudileT@ shows that
informants from the Southern dialect area produced more postverlzaitgahan the preverbal
ones, statistically, there is almost no difference in produdiagpte- and postverbal PDC (p =
0.865). Though for Southerners there was no significant difference in pngdilng pre- and
postverbal PDCs, it would be interesting to see if southernersllpghueduced significantly
more postverbal PDCs than their Northern counterparts. Therefotlke inext section, | will

make a comparison between groups.

Comparisons between Groups

Taiwanese informants (see Table 4), who were geographically disstnt from
Northern (Beijing) influence, clearly showed a stronger praferdor the postverbal PDC than
the three mainland dialect areas in China. Looking just at those diakect areas, | used the
Wilcoxon rank-sum test (Wilcoxon, 1945) to assess if there amifisant differences in
producing the PDCs because the answers cannot be assumed to be normally diistribute

Let the likelihood of spontaneously producing the preverbal PDC var@nthe
informants from Northern, Southern and Southwestern dialect aregdpandc respectively.

Recall that the result of the elicitation task was a>owlth Northerners producing 87%
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preverbal PDCs, Southwesterners producing 64% preverbal PDCsoatlteigers producing
50% preverbal PDCs (see Table 8). Table 10 shows the reshi Witcoxon rank-sum test for

between-group comparisons:

Table 10 Comparison between groups: elicitation

*indicates statistically

Groups p-value onificant diff ,
significant difference in a

a, b (Northern, Southern) 0.005* Wilcoxon rank-sum test,

a, ¢ (Northern, Southwestern) 0.027 p <0.05

b, ¢ (Southern, Southwestern) 0.113

Informants from the Northern dialect area produced signific%l%ti}ore preverbal PDCs,
compared with their Southern counterparts. Southwesterners lieniadre but their preferences
are more similar to those of Southerners than Northerners. Howeveaignificant difference
was observed either between the Northern and the Southwestern grobyetfween the

Southwestern and the Southern group.

7.1.2 A Regional Breakdown of the Elicitation Results

In general, high percentages of postverbal PDCs were elicgadthe informants of the
Northernmost dialect region, Northeast China: the informants Bbenyang (n=1), Tianjin
(n=1) and Jinan (n=1) produced 100% preverbal PDCs. Moving south down teifing Brea,
the postverbal PDC started to emerge but the preverbal structsirstilvéhe primary structure
elicited. The informant from Hebei produced 92% preverbal PDCs ladnformant from

Beijing produced 70% preverbal PDCs.

13I adopt the Bonferonni correction here for the multiple comparisons, accoodivigch the
hypotheses should be tested at a significant level of 0.05 /3=0.01667 (the new crileptoal
maintain the same error rate as in a single hypothesis test.
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Continuing farther south to the central part of China, to regions asicAnhui and
Sichuan Province, an approximately equal number of pre- and postverBal wée elicited,
with the informant from Hefei (n=1) producing 64% preverbal PDGs)jiNg (n=1) 66%, and
Sihchuan province (n=8) 64% on average. In the Southernmost diglectre postverbal PDC
was the dominant structure elicited. An average of 48.9% prevedias Were elicited among
the 8 Southern informants. Finally, very few postverbal PDCs weariedl from Taiwanese
Mandarin speakers. In general, there is a gradually decreasieggmce for the preverbal PDC

moving from the North to the South. Figure 3 shows the proportion of tkierpeg PDC out of

. .14 .
all the target variants elicited The percentile represents the percentage of preverbal Ridks e

informant produced during the elicitation task.

14 Number of Preverbal PDC elicited/total number of pre- and postverbal PR{@=deli
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Figure 315 The Proportion of Preverbal PDC Elicited by Individual Informants

7.2 Acceptability Judgment

Speakers’ perception of variation can be very different from #netiral production. In

this section, | will move on to the acceptability judgment sk if informants’ opiniaabout

pre- and post-verbal PDCs are consistent with their production of PDCs in traiefidiask.

15 The background map is adapted from Google Maps. http://maps.google.com/
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7.2.1 Statistical Result

In the acceptability judgment test, informants were instructedt&20 target sentences,
including 10 preverbal and 10 postverbal PDCs, on a 5-point Likert sithlé@ Wweing extremely
unnatural and 5 being perfectly natural. The 20 target sentencegiweamevith 60 fillers for the
purpose of distraction. Participants were usually more focused onnumgtecal fillers. They
often asked questions and spent more time on fillers, and appearedrtavsae of the special
significance of the target sentences. This strongly sugffesttPDC placement has mwert
sociolinguistic value for Mandarin speakers.

In this section, | will (i) compare the results within groupsde & informants prefer one
variant to another; (ii) compare the results between groups tbteeee are regional differences
in judging the pre- and postverbal PDC, and if these resultsoaststent with the elicitation
task results. Table 11-Table 14 displays the results of the aoitigptest sorted by the dialect
area where the informants are from. Each informant’s aveatigg of pre- and postverbal PDC

is given to the right of their informant number and gender.

Table 11 Acceptability Test: Taiwan Table 12 Acceptability Test: North
# gender| preverbal] postverbpl # gender| preverball Postverial
06 F 2.4 4.6 03 F 4.3 4.6
18 F 3.8 4.8 04 F 4.9 4.7
20 F 3.9 4.4 07 M 4.4 3.4
27 M 3.4 4.9 10 M 4.3 4.4
28 M 2.6 4.2 12 F 4.3 4.1
29 M 3.1 4.7 19 M 4.4 2.7
median 3.25 4.65 22 F 4.1 4.6
30 M 4.9 4.7
median 4.35 4.5
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Table 13 Acceptability Test: South Table 14 Acceptability Test: Southwest
# gendernl preverbal | postverbal # gender| preverball Postverbal
1 F 4.1 4.6 2 F 4.9 4.9
5 F 4.9 5.0 8 F 4.0 4.6
13 M 5.0 4.8 11 M 3.7 4.4
16 F 4.8 5.0 15 F 4.3 5.0
17 F 4.5 5.0 24 F 4.6 4.9
21 M 3.8 3.8 25 M 5.0 5.0
23 M 4.1 4.7 26 M 4.8 5.0
31 M 3.9 4.2 32 M 4.1 4.5

median 4.3 4.75 median 4.45 4.9

As shown is Table 15, in judging the preverbal PDC, there seelms &otendency of

decreasing preference from the North to the South.

Table 15 Overall rating in the acceptability test

North Southwest South Taiwan
Preverbal 4.49 4.43 4.39 3.20
Postverbal 4.01 4.79 4.64 4.60

Comparison within groups

Table 16 Wilcoxon signed-rank test: acceptability

Area P-value
North 0.44
Southwest 0.036*
South 0.062
Taiwan 0.036*

Table 16 is the result of the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. It shomether a statistically
significant difference was found between the average ‘natusalnaisng for pre- and post-
verbal PDCs for speakers in each dialect region. For Taiwathesayerage ratings of pre- and

postverbal PDC are significantly different from each other.rinfmts from Taiwan judged the
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postverbal PDC as being more natural than its preverbal countevpart is consistent with the
result of the elicitation task (see Table 4).

As for the informants from the Northern dialect area, the rdiffee between the median
judgment values for preverbal and postverbal PDCs is not significaetefbre, informants
from the Northern dialect area do not find either one of the pre-verbal evgrbsi PDC variant
to be more natural than the other, a result that is in contréseitchigher rate of production of
preverbal PDCs than postverbal PDCs in the elicitation task.nftvemnants from the Southern
dialect area did not show a significant preference for eitliethe variants, either. This is
consistent with the results of the elicitation task. Finallyprmiants from the Southwestern
dialect area showed a slight preference for the preverb@l RDich again is inconsistent with
the result of the elicitation task. Table 17 below summaribesoverall result of both the
elicitation task and the acceptability judgment. Informants frdma Northern and the
Southwestern dialect areas showed inconsistent results abmsslicitation task and the

acceptability judgment test.

Table 17 Preference for pre- and postverbal PDCs across tasks

Elicitation Acceptability Result
North pre no preference inconsistent
Southwest  no preference post inconsistent
South no preference no preference consistent
Taiwan post post consistent

Comparison between groups

In this section, | will compare the regional differences imgathe pre- and postverbal
PDC by using the Wilcoxon rank-sum test. For informants fromthdon, Southern and

Southwestern dialect areas, let the ratings of preverbal b&D&1, b1, and cl respectively, and
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the average of postverbal PDC be a2, b2, and c2 respectively.IBatlenmarizes the result of

the Wilcoxon rank-sum test.

Table 18 The Wilcoxon rank-sum test :
Comparison between groups (Acceptability Test)

Preverbal PDC Postverbal PDC
Comparison  p-value Comparison p-value
al, bl 0.7105 a2, b2 0.0804
al, cl 0.8733 az, c2 0.0342
b1, cl 0.9159 b2, c2 0.7054

Although the results comparing the average ratings of prdveb& is Southern <
Northern < Southwestern (bl<al<cl, see Table 15), the Wilcoxon rankestisuggests that
there are no significant differences between any of them Tadée 18). In other words,
statistically, there is no significant regional difference in judging thegvbal PDC.

Comparing the average ratings of postverbal PDC, the result is
Southwestern>Southern>Northern (c2>b2>a2, see Table 15), with noicaighiflifferences
between them, either. This again suggests that statistitahe are no significant differences in
judging the postverbal PDCs. In summary, statistically, at tmeepgon level, there are no
significant differences among informants of all three mainlaatedis in judging the pre- and
postverbal prepositional dative construction. Only in Taiwan was th&rerag preference in the
judgment task for one of the PDC variants (postverbal). On the mdjniaformants judged
postverbal and preverbal variants to be equally acceptable. Howevammants from the
Southern dialect area did rate the preverbal PDC lowest (&veatigg=4.39), compared with
their Northern and Southwestern counterparts (average ratings=4.49 andedpktively),

which is consistent for Southerners preference in production for preverbal PDCs.
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Substrate Influence: A Summary

In this section, | will discuss the extent to which elicitationl gudgment results were
consistent, and what | do or do not find surprising with my hypothesahstrate influence. In
order to examine the substrate influence on the production and perceptRIDCofl asked
informants if their home vernaculars have a preference for gitleeror postverbal PDC (see
appendix for survey question 91) because it was difficult (or even sigh@sto find this
information in the existing literature. Though the results of thedgments are not expected to
be accurate since people are bad at giving metalinguistienation, they do provide some kind

of guideline. Table 19 summarizes the result of the question:

Table 19 Result of survey question 91:
Does your dialect allow for both preverbal PDC structure and postverbal PD@sPuc

Dialect area Preference for Both pre- and post- Preference for post-verbal
pre-verbal PDC verbal PDC possible PDC

North 4 4 0

Southwest 2 6 0

South 1 3 4

Taiwan 0 0 8

Looking at the answers to question 91 (see Table 19), none of theeidotiome
dialects favor the postverbal PDC. Southern home dialects, on thehatiterhave a stronger
preference for the postverbal PDCs, compared with the Northern ldadsof the Southern
informants (n=4) indicated that their home vernaculars favor thegrbal PDC and 3 of them
indicated non-preference, especially the Southernmost three diaMuois-Hakka, and Yue
(Cantonese). And the major dialects in Taiwan—Southern Min, and Hakka—altowyfor the
postverbal PDC. Recall that in the elicitation task, | found thertetis a gradually decreasing

preference in general for the preverbal PDC moving from théhNorthe South. Judging by the
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answers given to the question about home dialects, this also happerfettypeflect the use
of PDCs in regional home dialects (see Table 19). Thus | conthadleny hypothesis about
substrate influence has support.

At the perception level, only Taiwanese showed a strong prefeiretioe judgment task
for one of the PDC variants (postverbal). All the informants from the mainland judgeénbas
and preverbal variants to be equally acceptable. This suggestothatdialects do not have a
strong influence on Mandarin speakers’ judgments of PDC placemigtanidarin. One possible
exception was informants from the North, who rated the postverb& PBwest (average
rating=4.0111, see Table 15), which is consistent with the survey questidratOMdrthern
dialects favor the preverbal PDC structure (see Table 19).

Across the production and judgment tasks, both Taiwanese and Southern nmtdorma
showed consistent results, yet for different reasons. Geographacallpolitically distant from
Beijing, Taiwanese informants are primarily affected dmpstrate influence and not by the
Mainland Standard Mandarin, and therefore it is not surprising thabtteaved consistently in
both tests, showing a strong preference for the postverbal variantvelpweuthern informants
are under pressure from both substrate influence and the Beijingnc#ldkat | discussed in
section 4.5. These competing influences result in a high level camokerfor both pre- and post-
verbal variants.

Southwestern informants, with relatively neutral substrate infRiefi@. pre- and
postverbal PDC are generally equally acceptable in Southweditdects), surprisingly judged
the postverbal PDCs to be more acceptable than the preverbal ones, which cattnbuked to

substrate influence. Thus, while the influence of substrate non-Mardlal&cts can be used to
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interpret the production results, they cannot explain why people rhadedgments that they

did. In the next section, | will resort to social factors to account fontensistencies.

7.3 Demographic Questions: Social Factors
In this section, | will discuss the effect of social factorsluding gender, age, and social

network, at both the perception and the production levels.

7.3.1 Gender

In section 5.1, | hypothesized that Northern female informants showdfavger
postverbal PDCs because females tend to be linguistically coaservative than males. Given
no substrate influence of Southern dialects, female informants freMdrth and the Southwest
should show a lower level of preference for the non-standard postwibgalthan their male
counterparts. Therefore, | will control for the effect of substirsitaence on Mandarin by only
looking at the effect of gender on the two northernmost varieteedNorthern and Southwestern
dialect areas).

| adopt the Permutation Test to assess the significance of rgdiffi#ence in both
producing and judging the postverbal variant. Table 20 is the redhk giender effect from the
Northern and the Southwestern informant groups, tested by both the &emist and the

Wilcoxon Rank-sum test.

Table 20 The Gender Effect

p-value: the north p-value: the southwest
acceptability elicitation acceptability elicitation
preverbal | postverbal preverbal postverbal
Permutation Tesf 0.589 0.258 0.492 0.906 0.653 0.94
Wilcoxon 0.3688 0.3807 0.4596 1 0.8817 1

61



Statistically, there is no significant difference betwé¢orthern males and females at
either the production or perception level. However, it is noteworthyfah#te acceptability test,
the Permutation Test p-value for the preverbal PDC (p-value=0i&88yher than the p-value
for the postverbal PDC (p-value=0.258). This suggests that compatedheipreverbal PDC,
there is a greater gender difference in judging the postveib&l. Males rated the postverbal
PDC higher than females, compared with the difference in the rbedvBDC, which were
relatively similar. This suggests that males show a highesl lof acceptance than females in
judging the postverbal PDC, which is the non-standard variant.

In the case of the Southwestern dialect area, the resulhés samilar. At the perception
level, males and females in the Southwestern dialect argsotighow significant difference in
judging the pre- and postverbal PDCs. Similar to the result ofNibkthern dialect area,
compared with the insignificant difference in preverbal PDC, #relgr difference is larger in
judging the postverbal PDC. Male informants rated the postveialltgher than their female
counterparts, which suggests that females are slightly more eatigerthan males in the face
of the non-standard variant. In addition, it should be noted that in the pstsdnt since the
non-standard postverbal PDC is the preferred variant in Taiwanasgakia which is regarded
as a prestige variety (Zhang, 2005; Ling, 1991). The postverb& RDtherefore not a

stigmatized form, so that the gender effect is not clearly observed.

7.3.2 Age
As for the age of first contact, | hypothesized that people who hastesarlier contact
with different Mandarin varieties will acquire the PDC variahbther varieties more easily (see

section 5.3). For example, if a Taiwanese has early and freqoatact with people from
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Beijing, the person will more likely adopt the preverbal varibagain will control for the effect
of substrate influence on Mandarin by only looking at the age effe¢he two northernmost
varieties (i.e. the Northern and Southwestern dialect areas).

Recall that in the Taiwanese group, only one informant produced 44% pieRBx®@an
the elicitation task, while the remaining group members produced &% rpal PDC (see Table
4), and the informant indicated that he/she had had relatively@artact with other varieties at
the age of 16. Also, Northern and Southwestern informants with eaniyaat demonstrated
higher acceptability for the postverbal PDC. In the Northern gredprmants 03 and 22 had
early exposure (before the age of 16) to other varieties, anefdhee showed higher levels of
acceptance for the postverbal PDCs than the preverbal ones. Inothiew&stern group,
informants 008 and 015 also had early exposure (before the age of l@gtentiMandarin
varieties, and demonstrated significantly higher levels ofpeanee for the postverbal PDC (see
Table 14). Thus, early exposure to other varieties appears, aseskgde increase the likelihood
of adopting the variants in those varieties. (For regression analysige effect, see section

667.3.4.)

7.3.3 Social Network

In section 5.4, | hypothesized that a speaker’s choice of variaalsisfluenced by that
speaker’s social network. Informants were given 4 questions regdhdiim social network (see
section 5.4), and the individual informant’s social network index isuherstion of the points
from each question. Table 21 to Table 24 are the survey result aidia rsetwork questions.
NI stands for ‘social network index’. The minimum possible NI sésr, and the maximum
possible score is 20. The higher the score, the more contadlespas with speakers of other

Mandarin varieties.
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Table 21 Social Network: Taiwan Table 22 Social Network: South
" Pre- Post- | %pre- NI " Pre- Post- % pre- NI

verbal verbal | verbal verbal verbal verbal

006 2.4 4.6 0% 5 001 4.1 4.6 17% 11

018 3.8 4.8 44% 17 005 4.9 5 67% 11

020 3.9 4.4 0% 12 013 5 4.8 80% 13

027 3.4 4.9 0% 5 016 4.8 5 33% 19

028 2.6 4.2 0% 5 017 4.5 5 43% 12

029 3.1 4.7 0% 5 021 3.8 3.8 70% 18

023 4.1 4.7 50% 11
031 3.9 4.2 33% 12
Table 23 Social Network: North Table 24 Social Network: Southwest
" Pre- Post- | % pre- NI " Pre- Post- % pre- NI

verbal verbal | verbal verbal verbal verbal

003 4.3 4.6 100% 13 007 4.9 4.9 80% 12

004 4.9 4.7 80% 7 008 4 4.6 50% 17

007 4.4 3.4 100% 9 011 3.7 4.4 38% 18

010 4.3 4.4 70% 10 015 4.3 5 50% 6

012 4.3 4.1 86% 11 024 4.6 4.9 73% 1P

019 4.4 2.7 100% 7 025 5 5 75% 7

022 4.1 4.6 64% 17 026 4.8 5 73% 13

030 4.9 4.7 92% 10 032 4.1 4.5 75% 8

Social Network v.s. Elicitation

| ran a regression analysis of the social network indiceshan@drcentage of preverbal
PDCs elicited from each informant (Table 25). Only Taiwan shoavethnificant correlation
between social network and the percentage of preverbal Pieceh-the more a speaker has
contact with other Mandarin varieties, the more likely the speakeproduce the preverbal
PDC. However, since there was one Taiwanese informant producingr@d®bal PDCs, with

the remaining group members producing 0% preverbal PDC, it mighteseilh of early contact

. . . 16
(see sections 7.3.2), instead of social networkAs for the Northern, Southwestern, and

Southern groups, no significant correlation was observed, which sutjgssiis the case of the

16 . . .
Ideally one would need to carry out a multifactor analysis to test forfiéatsedf the social
factors independently, but this falls outside the scope of the thesis.
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PDC, having speakers of other Mandarin varieties in one’s sodwaiorie has no or little

influence on one’s production of preverbal PDCs.

Table 25 Regression: Social network v.s. elicitation (%preverbal PDC)

North Southwestern South Taiwan
P-value 0.244 0.558 0.787 0.037*
Multiple R- 514 0.060 0.013 0.705
squared
Correlation -0.466 -0.246 0.115 0.840

Social Network v.s. Acceptability

The following is the statistical regression analysis of théasoetwork indices and the
level of preference for the preverbal PDC. The difference leetwaverage ratings for the
preverbal PDC and the postverbal PDC represents the preferenite fpreverbal PDC: the
higher the value is, the more an individual informant favors the preverbal PDC.

According to Table 26, the Northern dialect area showed a sigmificorrelation
between social network and the preference for preverbal PDC yp=aD408<0.05). For
Northerners, without the substrate influence of southern dialects, dhee one is exposed to
other varieties, the higher level of acceptance one will hawholld also be noted that the p-
value for Taiwan is 0.09352 (larger than 0.05 but smaller than 0.10), whichsmeathe
significance level=0.10, statistically, there is a significantelation between social network and
the preference for preverbal PDC as well. In the case of Southwestern aner$didlect areas,
the correlation is not significantly observed because informantstfrertwo areas did not show
preference for either of the variants in the previous elioitaéind acceptability judgment tests.
Therefore, it is reasonable that statistically there isigiificant relation between social network

and acceptability judgment for informants from the Southern and Soudmwekalect areas. In
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conclusion, social network indeed influences the choice of pre- ¢vepbal variant, and the

influence of social network is stronger at the perception level than at the prodecgbn |

Table 26 Regression: Social network v.s. Acceptability

North  Southwestern South Taiwan
P-value 0.041~ 0.751 0.281 0.094**
Multiple R- 0.529 0.018 0.190 0.546
squared
correlation -0.728 -0.134 0.435 0.739

7.3.4 Media Exposure
Media exposure was measured by asking the informants ‘Do yew wétch Taiwanese
television programs?’ (see appendix for survey question 90). The mfitsmvere given the

following choices of answer:
@ No.
@ Yes, but no more than five hours a week.
@ Yes, 5-10 hours a week.
@ Yes, 10-15 hours a week.
® Yes, more than 15 hours a week.

The number of the choice represents the frequency of contact.réaiergthe number is, the
more frequent one had been exposed the Taiwanese television profpaassess the influence
of media exposure on the perception and production of PDC, | put all of the mainlandérsrtoge
and ran a regression against media exposure. Table 27 is theigmdlyariance (ANOVA) of
social factors against the acceptability test, and Table d8amst the elicitation task. In both
tables, | also include age of contact, and social network scoredssatheir influence for all of
those mainland speakers across dialect areas.

66



Table 27 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Table: Acceptability

Df Sum Sq Mean SgF value  Pr(>F)
Media 2 1.96 0.98 4.067 0.036*
Age 3 0.608 0.202 0.841 0.49
NI 1 0.104 0.104 0.431 0.52
Residuals 17 4.098 0.241

Table 271 Coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error Pr(>|t))

factor(Media)2’ -0.687°  0.264 0.020*
factor(Media)3 -0.635 0.382 0.115
factor(Age)2 0.035 0.220 0.876
factor(Age)3 -0.212 0.624 0.738
factor(Age)4 -0.655 0.555 0.254
NI -0.024 0.036 0.520

Table 28 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Table: Elicitation

Df Sum Sq Mean SgF value  Pr(>F)
Media 2 0.332 0.166 3.565 0.051*
Age 3 0.048 0.016 0.34 0.797
NI 1 0.034 0.034 0.74 0.402
Residuals 17 0.793 0.047

Table 28-1 Coefficients:
Estimate Std. Error Pr(>|t))

factor(Media)2 -0.251 0.116 0.046*
factor(Media)3 -0.286 0.168 0.107

factor(Age)2 -0.064 0.097 0.520

factor(Age)3 -0.088 0.274 0.752

factor(Age)4 -0.143 0.244 0.565

NI -0.014 0.016 0.402

**p-value<0.01, *p-value<0.05

17 . . . .
The number 2 represents the choice No.2 in the survey question—watehweanése for no
more than five hours a week.

18A speaker’s level of acceptance for the postverbal PDC iglatdd as ‘the average rating of
preverbal PDC- the average rating of preverbal PDC’. The |theevalue is, the more one like
the preverbal PDC. Thus a negative correlation coefficient steyted higher Taiwanese media
exposure correlates with a higher judgment value of post-verbal PDCs.
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Overall, media exposure has a significant effect at both thegern and production
level, and it is the only social factor that shows a sigaifiaesult in this multiple regression.
According to the tables above, it has a greater influence on dteptability test than on the
elicitation task. More importantly, the coefficients (see Tédel and Table 28) confirm the
direction of the effect—a high Taiwanese media exposure scardates with a high judgment
value of post-verbal PDCs. Interestingly, according to Table 27-1,himgtdess than 5
hours/week of Taiwanese television program raises the judgment ofatbe postverbal PDC
variant the most. Watching more than five hours, however, does ndicsigtly increase the
acceptance level of the postverbal variant, compared with watlgsadghan five hours. In other
words, certain amount of media exposure indeed helps to improve thealnass’ of a non-
native variant.

On the other hand, age of contact and social network do not have signifib@ence on
both tests for mainlanders as a whole, which again supports the claim thatrspeerception is
more easily influenced than their actual production, so at the percdevel there are more
factors that come into play, resulting in the inconsistency bettireeproduction and perception

where the pre- and postverbal PDC variants were judged to be equally blecepta

7.3.5 Summary

In this section, | will summarize the competing and complemeniatyences of
substrate influence and social factors on PDC variant choicee loase of syntactic variation, |
have—though through anecdotal evidence from non-linguist informants—showhelege of
contact and social networks do not have a comprehensive effect amamts across the
Mainland, but only regional or restricted influence on individuals. Ordglimexposure has a

comprehensive effect on informants of all mainland dialect areasddition, social factors in
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general have stronger influence at the perception level thdre garoduction level. Therefore,
the perception of variants is influenced by more factors than tougtion, which results in a
higher level of inter-individual variation within a group.

The inconsistency between the results of elicitation and accefytatasks for
Northerners can be accounted for by the competing effect of debstfluence and social
factors. At the community level, substrate influence plays aiaruole in producing the
preverbal variants. However, the effects of social network andfagentact counteracted the

substrate influence in judging the PDC variants at the individual. Informant 03 and 22, who

rated the postverbal PDCs significantly hig]l'?dhan the preverbal ones, had the highest and the
second highest social network indices, respectively, among tletBexh informants, and both

of them indicated early exposure to other varieties (beforagheof 16). Therefore, it can also
be inferred that what the informants think they would say can hedéerent from what they

would actually say.

In the Southwestern group, informants 008, 011, and 015 show clear meé?éor
the postverbal PDC in the acceptability judgment task. Inforn@08sand 011 have the highest
and second highest social network indices, 17 and 13 respectivelgh wigans the two
informants had relatively intensive exposure to different Mandanieties. Also, informants
008 and 015 had early exposure (before the age of 16) to different Mandasaties, which
increases the likelihood of being influenced by speakers of other varieties.

Media exposure also influences the choice of PDC variants. [Fahelmainland

informants, Taiwanese television programs show a greater effettte acceptability test than

19 The rating for postverbal PDC exceeds the rating for preverbal PDC [ast018 points.
20 Their ratings for the postverbal variant exceed the preverbal variantdast0.6 points.
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the elicitation task, both effects being significant. This provideeasonable account for
mainlanders judging postverbal PDCs tolerantly, with no signifiddfgrence between the pre-
and postverbal variants across all dialect areas.

In summary, the influence of social factors on individual infomte do account for the
inconsistency across the elicitation and acceptability judgmstst t&ocial network and age of
contact influence individual speaker’s perception of variants: the fmeguently one is exposed
to a different variety the more natural the variety sounds. ybheger a speaker has contact
with a different variety, the more natural the variety soumtiss further suggests that linguistic
perception is different from production: in the case of syntactiatiam, the perception of

variants is more easily influenced by social factors than simply th&agomfluence.

8. Conclusion

Syntactically, the postverbal PDC is an apparent violation of theHelPostverbal
Constraint in Chinese syntax. However, based on Larson (1988) ansh&y(E999)’s studies, |
argued that there is an empty verb duplicated between the direct abd the prepositional
dative phrase, and therefore the postverbal PDC is not a violatibe Bfostverbal Constraint. |
also suggested that the PDC can be attached either to thefrigatduplicated empty verb or to
the left of v’. This floating structure allows Mandarin speak&rsproduce both pre- and
postverbal PDCs.

In the realm of sociolinguistics, the use of the PDC in Mandarin is infaebyg speakers’
home vernaculars, along with other social factors. For speakersamdavin, at the production
level, the choice of pre- or postverbal PDC is primarily influednag their home vernaculars. In
the elicitation task, the probability of producing preverbal PDsS seen to gradually decrease

from the North to the South. This appears to reflect the ueed®DC in regional dialects, at
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least according to my informants. Informants who were napiealers of Hakka, Yue and Min,
the Southernmost three dialects, had a strong preference for therpasPDC while native
speakers of the Northern and Southwestern dialects favored the pteRBXG in general. In
addition, the substrate influence affects the choice of variantsab@ycommunity level, not at
an individual level. For example, four of the Taiwanese informauaicated preference for the
postverbal PDC even if they do not speak any dialects at all.

However, at the perception level, home vernaculars play a muchripsstant role in
judging sentences with pre- and postverbal variants. In trepgatslity test, informants from the
mainland did not show significant difference in judging the accdijiyabf pre- and postverbal
PDCs. The postverbal PDCs are equally acceptable to informainss altalect areas. Although
there are individual differences among the informants, no signifieggional difference was
found between groups on the Mainland. Taiwanese informants, howevee|yaptieferred the
post-verbal variant in the judgment task. This shows that they aresomgwhat influenced by
the Beijing standard language norms.

Therefore, | turned to social factors to account for the incemsigt between the
production and the perception of the PDC variants. The age of cadeaiet, network and media
exposure are all responsible for the discrepancy between the fiodaicd perception of the
PDC. Individuals with early exposure to different varieties demaiestr higher level of
preference for the non-locally-preferred PDC variant at botpeéheeption and production level.
| have also shown that for Northern informants there is afsignt positive correlation between
social network and the level of acceptance for the postverbal PDC.

Moreover, speakers’ preference for the pre- and postverbal vagamisonly influenced

by speakers’ home vernacular(s), but also speakers of otreatdvin varieties. Given the strong
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political and cultural influence of Beijing, informants from theughern and Southwestern
dialect areas have also developed high level acceptance fqrekerbal PDC. Taiwanese
Mandarin, through the broadcast of its popular television programs,hasca significant

influence on all Mainlanders, especially at the perception levs. 8xplains why even Northern
speakers developed a high level of tolerance for the postverbal 2 Déhder effect, however,

was not clearly observed in this study because the non-standardripalstxeriant is not a

stigmatized form, but males did show a slightly higher levehaufeptance for the postverbal
PDC.

In summary, for Mandarin speakers, there is no overt sociolinguadtie attached to the
placements of PDC variants. Variation in the placement of the iRDAandarin is substantially
constrained by the substrate influence of speakers’ regional vernatldamsver, when asked to
make overt judgments about the naturalness of pre- and post-verbalR&8iGland respondents
showed considerable tolerance for both variants, while Taiwaresgwndents exhibited a
significant preference for the postverbal variant. Under the infRiehsocial factors, as well as
Standard Mainland Mandarin and Taiwanese Mandarin through telepigigrams, informants
from across the mainland showed high level of acceptance in gutlggnpre- and postverbal
PDC. Taiwanese media exposure is the only factor that has a compreh#astvenenformants
across the Mainland—a positive correlation between Taiwaneseangegiosure and the
judgment value of postverbal PDCs, but certain amount (5-10 hrs/week in this stagppstire
helps to improve the ‘naturalness’ of a non-native variant.

Thanks to the wide penetration of new media channels, exposure tovatleties of
Mandarin might be increasing for speakers of all dialecthiofiigh the Chinese state promotes a

single standard Mandarin, it is clear that Mandarin is ajrediderse, and that varieties of
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Mandarin will only continue to acquire new social meanings, asdheyeard more frequently

by more people in more places.

Suggestions for improvement

In the present study, the sample size is rather small. Dneredne extreme value can
affect the statistical result considerably. Given the simihple size, if one informant has a
relatively different background from other informants in the samé&ct area, the informant
may affect the result of the area to a large extentrdetasample size would also allow for the
use oft-test, which is under the assumption that the two compared populatitovs hormal
distribution. In addition, since not all the Southern dialects favor #needsal PDC, it will make
more sense to further divide the Southern dialects into two groups badbé preference of
pre- and postverbal PDCs, which will make the substrate influeh&outhern dialects more
clearly observed. Sociolinguistic value

As for the measurement of social network, it is difficult toedlidata for the numbers of
the varieties that the informants were actually exposed tmubedviandarin speakers are usually
not very aware of the varieties that they are exposed to, nariban to identify the numbers of

different varieties since there are so many different Mandarin \emieti
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Appendix- Survey Questionnaire

ﬁ’FjIZIﬁ‘I/ F[Jﬂ ‘J’ﬁ}lﬁy @Uiﬁﬂ jgjﬁﬁl?"l: IEU |
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This research aims to examine the use of respondents’ native language.

There are three parts to this survey: an elicitation tadlogse an acceptability judgment section,
and a map labeling section. They will be in the form of an intervnemitiple choice questions,
and a hand-drawn map, respectively. The questionnaire will notreegou to provide any
personal or confidential information. Please answer the questions honestly lmmdésttof your
ability.

51— #55 : FEHEFPPIEE Part One: Elicitation Task

ﬁ_‘

F R - B PR FES o lﬁﬁfmﬁlpiakﬁ flro "ﬁ"’ﬁ?&?ﬁ’ %ﬂﬁf?ﬁ} IR -
A PRI AT | PS¢ & SR ST it b
This is a one-on-one interview. You will be given several scenario questions, usagss the

guestions with complete sentences. (Note: Questions will not be presented tts snlgec
written form.)

No. | Questions
v GRS E S ,":»F[LJFJJ IRk “'ﬁf'_q\ 3':%' BR IiFEJFIﬁ—; it I’«ujf[l??n FVTEJ
L | PR e W}aﬁm¢’~ﬁ S e ?

" | You get a call from yourjﬁend asking for a document by emasltéils you all the
information you need and you are willing to help. What would you say?
AN BV F W USR] RS PR o
b BEAEERET o Ui SO 2
2. | Right before you leave class, a friend invites you over for dinieu. don't really
want to go because you want to spend some quality time with youlyfaVhat
would you say to your friend?
g o OB 1 o U B 2 VB - oy B TS 2
3. | Your mom is asking you to confirm the time and the number of pamitipfar a
dinner tonight at a restaurant. What would you say in response?

SRLEIS Al st EEL A B A A 5T BE S AR B A g AR
rn\rfbr “Ex o '?;Lr:l F[jEJ,J yﬁb :

L1 will explicitly tell participants not to uskang(to help) to increase the chance of using of AP
structure.
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Today is Graduation Day. You are leaving your good friends. You wagvéoyour
best wishes to one of them. What would you say to him or her?

R - Ry ﬁﬁw (BT, (505 :#F' (OB HR o SR pUS FERTY
i oo P fJ#‘xﬁa.ﬁPﬁ R A Pofy ERGELPYEL ? You need
an article as a reference for an assignment. You know that yend fnas the articl
and you would like him/her to email it to you. What would you say to your friend

1%

~NJ

fﬁ\‘ﬁ‘i%‘%ﬂ%{‘?‘” :H”F_f FLfE:FSI i f[#i%]!}?ﬁ?;apg ) f«‘ﬁ%[ﬁr’ﬁ(ﬁfjéﬂ & > I'Eﬂr’ﬁ(ﬁfléﬂ
éﬂzﬁ ,:[:7 ,j:/%‘\ ’ rn\rfbf‘Eﬁf"‘[Hl r‘f‘%]li&‘?

You get a call at home. It is from a relative. He is lookimgyour dad, but your dad

is not at home. What would you say to the relative in response?

fay tlﬂ;{/ﬁla@p_ S A IR o (ERLE - SRR R T lﬁ”ﬁ s Ay
%——ﬁﬂ Hp Mgfuﬂ &l *@mfrﬁp?

You are going to have a dinner with a bunch of friends, and you areaiéithgvfor
one last person. You happen to be the only one who has the person’s.riinag
would you say to the other people’7

e FERE FE) S SROFIES o RSB 12 B gD
e S AT Lo

Someone asks you patrticipate in a survey on your way to school. You are almo
and won'’t be able to help with the survey. What would you say in response to th
person who asks for help?

5t late
e

R F N IR R R S < S
You are a guest at a close friend’s house. If you feel like having a cup of wiade
would you say to the host?

10.

B - € [PV R g A B S PR gy

B bl R 9

Spt 7?2
Your friend wants to grab a meal with you after class, but you already have plan
What would you say in response?

S.

11.

T FVHERL IR S0 R PP USSR ?

Your mom wants you to contact a relative who you have not seen for a long tim
However, the only contact information you have is his/ her email address. What
would you say to your mom?

OSBRSS ERT ) R s
r

(D

12.

AR TR - PR e R OIS RV

S PIMECEEL A ERE - ZEEE  (ERLEEIRE Y (W E FEFUT fares iif'

£ P ey f EY e ?

At the check-in counter of an airline, the clerk tells you that yigint is cancelled
due to the bad weather, and that they have already rescheduled drigithérfyou.

Obviously, the rescheduled flight does not suit your schedule. What wowlsay to
the airline staff?

13.

— i B JF[JF - EIE'%I— (EESEI AT IEUEURREN Y *J’;LFSH’[E%IJ ép%ﬂ,l’l’f‘eﬁﬁbgfj
ENaL SRR ‘Eﬁi F?ﬁr (A RL 2

A friend back Eome has wanted an American brand name bag for a iduilevould
like to buy the bag for her as a birthday present. What wouldefbber about the

134

good news?
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14.

5 SR TSR AR S A E
eSS R 2

You are attending a casual get-together with your friends, buargolate. Everyon

is waiting for you. What would you say to apologize?

1%

15.

G R I T PR o R RNZE R B
TR SRR RIRT I o o PR e 2

You are visiting a friend at the hospital. He is in bed. He neetisé some medicin
but the glass is empty. You feel like doing something to help. Woald you say tg
him?

16.

(el 23— P15 o Pe@ S B EEE o o SR PRSP R A SR - )
[ AR B RS o P R SRR 7

You are visiting a friend that you know very well. He is going to pick you up at the

airport. However, the flight is delayed for an hour due to a blizzard. You want to
the friend and let him know about the delay. What would you say on the phone?

call

17.

far : . j\j\g'.&ﬁlngﬁ FUF 7“ ;f Pa@}i , Iﬂi_,ﬁ 7 ;;:D %&«g’!—i y FJ’T[ _Yu_ﬁgﬂ gn;
A o RN LT B e

You are going to have dinner with a friend after class, but you are not sure wine
class will let out. You would like to keep in touch by text. What would you say to
your friend before class’7

N you

18.

PEUHS TSGR 5 JHS B RS T RL AU o e e R 2
You are talking W|th a friend. Your friend just said something §@ do not
understand. What would you say to ask him to explain?

19.

R e v (B ﬁ&ﬂ@@j* AR ;[pr( B MR E S ﬁ
LR ?

Your friend comes to visit. He has a sore throat and starts tdc¥og know you
have some hot water available. What would you say to him?

20.

for T LTS PROf % PR » (ERLA S ™ BEE VI - R EE - o BT
PLE 9 S 2

You are eating with your friends, but you have to leave early. Wbald you say ta
the other people’>

21.

R T P ﬁilL LR P P
i £5 o (ERLACRH 3 wﬁjﬁd’ﬁ B3

You just met your friend and he forgof to take hIS jacket with himmwhe left. He
called and told you that he will come back and pick it up. Howewer aye willing to
drop his jacket off at his place. What will you will tell him?
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22.
%@“ﬁﬁwu%%

o T IR JE
> J HH o :
Please describe the picture on| |
the right with complete ¥
sentences. Feel free to use as| = §
many sentences as necessaryl, 1

23.

%W' TR g
’?‘“?EUI%IW% i =i th%

fﬁ: SENII %IH— (5N

fE”HJ_’ °

Please describe the picture on
the right with complete
sentences and guess who they
might be talking to. Feel free tg
use as many sentences as
necessary.

Figure 5 Picture for EI|C|tat|on (2)

BYZ #1537 ¢ 0% W Part Two: Acceptability Test

B A T Rl i Sl XV o g Gl L
2] B R f b o @Lw=iw4%@¢ﬁNWH%%%oJtm’ﬁfﬁwﬂﬂﬂﬁg'
S g gk s gen gDy L
R 2 '\@_‘FZJBETE'%’ FIe T rﬁiﬂﬂqﬁl F'/IF Kl

[ 5 F e PR R ORI« SRR OB e

In this part of the survey, you will be rating sentences undewen giontext. Based on how
natural they sound to you and what you would say in your everyday ldaselrate the
following sentences on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being extyeom&hatural and 5 being
perfectly natural. Please note that the criterion for this j@hgns ‘how natural would the
sentence sound in your own speech?’ Please respond to the sentestesbasir personal use
of the language and native intuition. Please provide your ratingafcn numbered item in the
corresponding space on the provided scantron form.
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T AL (S S92t oot 1 o D LR O DTS
ifwlww T+ P AL AT S 1 P UFIE -
Scenario: In judging the following sentences, pretend you are talking to dreoskor a family

member about something trivial. There is no stress or tension. You may use castia#peec
informal language.

Filler Typel: Lack of ‘ba’ where it is obligatory

1. P78 M=k - He spilled the water and his clothes got all wet.

2. ISP HES R 47 L. =c“”“ - | put the textbook into my bag so that | will
not forget to brlng it.

3. hT Ny o (O IR o It will rain this afternoon. Remember to
close the WlndOW beFore you leave.

4, |*‘1'§Jif,ﬂpmh i —TEJ}’E:}T g+ - He ate all the food so he is not hungry
anymore.

5. 9y MEIEE F T@év‘ﬁ‘]f~ i - My brother irritated my mom and was punished
for it.

6. P9l 4T - o RG]0 - He was no longer angry after he punished his
child.

7. THeIRER «ﬂi]‘%&ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁ 1" = | have already done the homework for tomorrow.

8. I r I Jﬁﬂj[{j\l_fl:é S o | will give it to you in class this afternoon.

9. P%Eﬂ%ﬁﬂﬁﬁ fize s ﬂﬁ}ifﬁ”?’ - | overturned a bowl of rice at dinner.

10. APABBEHAYE (57 | = fgfi 7o - My sister broke the bow! while doing dishes.

11 Pl I e TRURERE IEE T[] ~ £/ + - Do not impose your ideas on other people.

12. ¢4 =l o =ofd > e~ 7 - He was in such a rush that he put his shirt on
inside out.

13. IS T Bige ey R X5 (i - Please get the materials ready for the
presentation in the afternoon.

14 BEHRHE 1N PR =" — 21393 E 34 - The mother held the crying child in her arms.

15. pPageLsp R J%ﬂifﬂﬁ% 1"« He spent all the money he had on him.

16.75=1sfel = = HFAIA 5" - I have run out of patience.

17 ZGRF U #‘7'*%}7(& i~ - The sudden rain drenched the clothes.

18. Po4=IRE || qug?ﬂﬁ{: "« He messed up everything.

19. ¢ HL’Zﬁ”lﬂf HEWIL S - You even forgot that there is an exam tomorrow.

20. F'F - iﬁl#lﬁF%% [Fﬁ,aia > I must finish my final paper tomorrow.

Filler Type2: (Lack of)Verb duplication where it is necessary

1. PuRad B S 32~ ELH e He runs so fast that no one can keep up with him.
2. t&F;?;FPﬁEﬂ H S ﬁkézfﬁ ¥l o My sister sings so well that everyone likes to

listen to her smglng
3. FYPEAHEH SUGES > L7 B~ - 1 did very poorly on the exam yesterday so |
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was really unhappy.

4. BPRA US> ST A - She wrote so slowly that she couldn't even finish
her homework.

5. Yz ERHE Sk > —~ NIz - My brother ate so quickly that he was finished
in no time.

6. 9 EH AR PRIEETF 0 - He was so exhausted from reading that he even
fell asleep .

7. F5 A LR o SUHE LT - have been to Japan twice and | like it a lot.

8. M I EIMY B BELAEEIP - He wrote on the blackboard to make things clear
to everyone.

9. E=H = i 'J‘E\JJ‘ » THIRRLILEL o | still feel tired after sleeping for 3 hours.

10. 7S e o7 ff 'J‘E\ﬂji%'_liéé Fi5¢ - I have been doing homework for 5 hours but
haven't finished yet.

11, f9 B E > —~ [rdeiiiE 7 - He went to bed as soon as he got back from the
tiring class.

12. 252 ZS Pl g 7 L o It was a long journey.

13. 5~ hL F > IVEEREE i (L o Itis the weekend today so | woke up late.

14. PR B9 % FE T el £ - Don't watch TV too late. You have to go to
class tomorrow.

15. & &% 3 ¥ 4L -~ - Dad is reading the newspaper very intently.

16. Pﬂ%’ﬂﬁﬂfﬁ L= - The neighbor is singing very loudly.

17. & &= YT (=7 (B Sk - Dad is tired from working every day.

18. 71 ME A ElfJ?EﬁfJ’tl - He plays piano very well.

19. ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%‘%? H ("= - Mom enjoyed talking on the phone.

20. 17 %‘F&ﬂmﬁ?ﬁéﬁﬁ%‘%ﬁﬁ?' "L % - She has been practicing piano in her room for a
long time.

Filler type3: the use of topic marksuo

iﬁﬂiﬁﬂﬁﬁ’?ﬁﬁﬁ%‘ﬁj - This is where he got married.

PRLES A = #AY & . He is the person that | loved for 3 years.

RIS 1= pY -~ % - Too many people died during the war.

i L E 25 ARG - < - This place is all | long for.

PIRE VS T 7~ B - What he thinks is different from what | think.
FIBERLES Bl #7519 & - He is the person that | am looking for.
PEI=HiERL P B A 14777« Tomorrow is the day he will set out.

EIERL AT SaiUELN © This is the reason he gets angry.

iﬁﬂf ﬂ?}*ﬁﬁ’ﬁjﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁ - These are the problems that the government is most
concerned with.

10. P H OO 15 Ee £ - He died in that accident.

11. P [Rupf RITRLTS 797 1 29 - What we don't see is the time he spent.

12. P FrE i pRL i fL T 2 DIEERE] - What he pays the most attention to is the amount

©oOoNOOA~WNPE
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of time you'‘ve spent.
13. 255 Z[fiufli=2 2 [~ - | did not see that you care.
145—&’1’»&%7&';{'«& qu > This is what | want to know.
15. CL2 1 T IR ATE 2V - Often, things are not as good as they may appear on
the surface
16.55 5% < WERLTS 25 o h FF?EE'EIE J - This house is what | have wanted for many years.
17, PFIAIERL e R =T X puf 157 - Tomorrow s the day you've long awaited.
18. 5 P EJFVRLES T E\ﬂjﬁﬂiﬁ“ﬁ > What you don’t see is how much effort he puts in.
19. ﬂ’ﬁ"gtﬁﬁf ﬁﬂﬂ"'ﬂ\ﬁ’?ﬁl%lﬁﬂﬁﬁ ? Are you sure that these are what you want?
20. B[ ECY AR 7 EL% - Things are much different from what | thought.

Token 1: Preverbal PDC structure

1. 5% NEER - Z5a5 57 - - Are you thirsty? | will get you a cup of water.
2. H]FHiEeER “"”& “Ei @[S - This world is unpredictable--have you
purchased a health insurance package for your kids?

3. YT N o TYAG F“‘#IFJ»' > It is raining outside. I'll get you an umbrella.
A PP ’/'F[[El ﬁ*"lﬁf - | went to his place for a meal, and brought some
food with me
Pﬂ,ﬂl*‘jéﬁl fﬁ"’“&[ﬂ'ﬁi > | just emailed him. He will get back to me.
Rk 2~ F7 % o Little sister brewed mom a cup of tea.
i&?— rﬁlbﬂqﬂ *3EHI{5 o 1 will text you later.

1H' \{”‘[fﬁj 1~ [P - 1 have prepared a gift for you.
VA ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁi 1"~ §=AfH - | wrote mom a card.
10. f9EhEZpZ s - J'EIEUF%,H |%ﬂ“qfl - He invited me to a dinner and had me bring

over some wine.

»

© o ~NOo O

Token 2: Preverbal PDC structure

1. P8~ = ~75%% - Grandma knitted me a sweater.
2. EJHF%'T'T“F%”—@??& He will call me next week.

3. 5 *Q - ﬁij\'ﬁ > | will write you a letter tomorrow.
4. % BSIdTRs E'jf‘ﬁ > | will call you after class.

5. I'*HE‘E*f 3 iE;ljff“:j:ﬂ He gave me a call yesterday.
6 [k
7
8

é<} é<} [pli\' Eﬂer ‘T'ﬂ{ Y - Dad bought a gift for me on his way back.
FEBIE- I=P S [{”ff& He sent me a postcard from the US.
. 7}@4 i EJJ‘ o = R Lp%’ﬁf& - Grandma gave me a red envelope on New Year’'s
Day.
9. FE— ﬁhﬂaﬁ@[_ﬁﬁ”\ o | will text you later.
10. 45T - I["ig?fq*i&?ﬂ?u% Mom bought a new cell phone for little brother.
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5 _:ﬁlzj-} . f&%ljﬁl%ﬁ@ﬁﬁ‘ Part Three: Map Labeling

PP AR E VAR R A RS A P T [ﬁjf‘j@?’iiﬁ]ﬂi‘ﬁ@ BROF] G 3k o
%EH*W?HﬂWf’%QMiﬁmﬁﬂﬁﬁ%@WWW%fﬁkﬁﬁoﬁiﬂéﬁm
ﬁ%f%w’ﬁ%ﬁfﬁ%%ﬁ@ﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂmm%ﬁﬁkﬁﬁoﬁ@'@ﬁﬁw@
o RN 2T IR -

This is to understand your personal impression of the differeme€hivarieties in the Greater
China Area. You will be given a map of the Greater China Arezaseldraw boundaries where
you feel people speak Mandarin Chinese differently and writebiddor each of these areas.
To label these areas, please write down any impressions, thougsitistemtypes that you have
of the region. When you finish the map task, please answer the question that follows.

Figure 6 Map for the Labeling Task

AL I 00 00 e S0 O A 1 2 2 i

i 'ﬂ‘?ﬁﬁl"’ BRVE L ?

This is a scenario question. A friend of yours is thinking about stgdgbroad and asks you,
‘what are your thoughts on studying Chinese in Taiwan instead afland China?’ What

advice would you give to your friend?
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This section is to understand your social network, or how integrated you are opth frem
different regions. Please mark on the scantron to answer the question.

B1. PRl A6 S I I R © SRR RS0 R BT
Frd IH e

Do you attend any groups in which speakers of different Chinese varietieglayeimolved
(e.g. a church, a sports team, a student association, etc.) ?

O No.

O Yes, 1-5 people are involved.

O Yes, 6-10 people are involved.

O Yes, 11-15 people are involved.

O Yes, more than 16 people are involved.
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Do you attend the same classes or work in the same workplace as at ledsinese @eople
who speak a different dialect than your own?

O No.

O Yes, 1-5 people.

O Yes, 6-10 people.

O Yes, 11-15people.

O Yes, more than 16 people.
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Do you live in a neighborhood with a sizeable Chinese/Taiwanese population?

O No.

O Yes, 1-5 people.

O Yes, 6-10 people.

O Yes, 11-15people.

O Yes, more than 16 people.
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Do you voluntarily involve with Chinese students/coworkers in your free time?

O No.

O Yes, 1-5 people are usually involved.
O Yes, 6-10 people are usually involved.
O Yes, 11-15people are usually involved.
O Yes, more than 16 people involved.
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The following questions serve to understand your personal background including gender, |age
and dialectal background in order to analyze the influence of social facttie variation of
language.

85. [EPUTERIEL @ flifE @ ¥ %

What is your gender@ Male (2 Female

86. [EPu=F &Eh(D 16-20i7% @ 21-255% (3 26-30i7% @®30-35m% & 355%) ) i
What is your age® 16-20@ 21-25@ 26-30@ 30-35G Over 35

87, [ A 1B WA 19~ o g L
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How old were you when you first had intense contact with speakers of anotle¢y vaChinese?
@ Younger than 1%) 16-203 21-25® 26-30% Over 30
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Do you speak a regional dialect (with native proficiency)?
@D No (@ Yes, | speak a Northern dialegt Yes, | speak a Southern dialect.

89. LTt F P flst 0 F w2

O =7 B
O E-IFH%EIE&'
Qii— J IEIJ-'I
O ﬁaiﬂj DE&:
Q iﬁ' i ,Eﬁh

%Eﬂj ,Eﬁh
QEFJE”B ,Eﬁh
O Bk 5

What dialect area in China are you from?

(@O Northern dialect- Yellow Plain and Loess Plateau
(@ Southwest dialect area- Sichuan and Yunnan province
(® Wu (1) dialect-southeast coastal area, around Shanghai and Zhejiang province
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® Gan &) dialect- Jiangxi province

(® Xiang (ff) dialect- Hunan province

(® Hakka (% %) dialect- widely scattered from Sichuan to Taiwan

(™ Yue () dialect- also known as Cantonese, Guangong/ Guangxi province, Hong Kong
Min ([£1]) dialect (Taiwanese) - Fujian, coastal areas in the South and Taiwan

90. %F} *F{ %E 1\&1 ﬁ%g&gu%ﬁgm‘*g
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Do you often watch Taiwanese television programs?

@ No.

@ Yes, but no more than five hours a week.
@ Yes, 5-10 hours a week.

@ Yes, 10-15 hours a week.

® Yes, more than 15 hours a week.
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Does your dialect allow for both pre-verbal PDC structure and post-verbal R2@ist? (Note:
In the Chinese version, | give actual example sentences in both the pre-verbahd past-
verbal PDC structures.)

@ Both structures are allowed.

@ Only pre-verbal PDC structure.

3 Only post-verbal PDC structure.

@ Neither of the structures are allowed.

Y e R (e

This is the end of the survey. 1lhank you for your participation!
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