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Introduction

® Which-constructions
=> the use of English which in code-mixing speech in Chinese.

(1) Cantonese
{ERB|EREZE which EsEREE o (T. C. Leung (2001), p.58)
Keoi gin-dou bou dinwaa [ which keoi waa soeng mai] wob5.
3SG see-ASP CL telephone WHICH 3SG say want buy SFP

‘He has seen a telephone, which he says he wants to buy’

(2) Mandarin
% RERARER whichBREE (Social media)
Changjian de zhiyou Yuenanfen [ which wo bu xihuan].
common DE only Vietnamese.noodle WHICH I  not like

‘Only Vietnamese noodle is common, which I do not like’

® This talk discusses the semantic contribution of which.
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Backgrounds of which-constructions

© Which-constructions receive very limited attention in the literature.
® But examples in Cantonese have been noticed in 1990s.
G)RIEFEEMWER > which does not mean FMAE °  (Chan (1993), p.9)

Ngo m-tungji keoi ge jigin, [which does not mean ngo zang
I not-agree 3SG GE opinion WHICH DOES NOT MEAN I  hate

keoi.
3SG
‘T do not agree to his opinions, which does not mean I hate him’

® There are speaker variations, and which-constructions are most acceptable
among college students.
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Backgrounds of which-constructions

® Recent internet searches reveal that the prevalence of which-constructions
may be underestimated.

® More than 400 instances in Cantonese and Mandarin are collected in
Nov-Dec, 2022,

¢ from the internet of different sources, including forums, social network
services, blogs, interviews, etc.

¢ Although which-constructions have not been documented in Mandarin so
far, they are commonly spotted on the internet.
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Backgrounds of which-constructions

¢ Cantonese examples:

T E A S FERIER ERE - whichH BIREBSAE |

S BINGEERTT EIRIHIE— 2 which B SEARBBEFEAES
HBRREFEDREEGA - HARNDERES positivelBEELR » which FAERFERA -
RI——EEBERABELETAEIE - thZnotices —A&E » Which H5EZA -
EREEAN - FRBEE sel KENEEN » which B2 EEM S EREKIAEE
EARRHNCERIIMBARIFHSAL, R, Python, Tableau (whichFZ EBEBIZH L),
WEEEN BRI Wifi routert84)), whichE RIS RE A

BF LR BB EMEAE - whichB#E 2EHEA

https://www.openrice.com/en/hongk
https://www.openrice.com/en/hongk
https://www.facebook.com/FormSac
https://www.facebook.com/Montess
https://hk.sports.yahoo.com/news/2
https://www.onmygrad.com/questior
https://www.carousell.com.hk/p/links
https://blog.ulifestyle.com.hk/article/

AR 905 HrkRik - MBIFRAETET R/SIBHEMIA—RES AT (which HRIRESME]) > 914 MUESB( https://www.hkitalk.net/HKiTalk2/thr

{E&ER G Tfiller 7 A A~ which HE1§#R:E

REIREEFABERR, which EHEIER?S

BKE R AE 4 Mplastic £i& » RiFHHSTFmagic BE—E1 > in which EXIERAM

REEMET RABHE - whichELLKEER

EISHIBIEL  —EMATLCHCRIZASEIE - whichElE % - —FRKIEESHE - R—ABTRESOM -
#Bhehe A7z FiTiE EBSRISFEL: - whichERRIBFT KAIREEIEFRF BRI RIE I

{BEig poEl{R#f Fselfie » + AL A85|{Eex reply story E{EattentionO:-) » which{E S IHE

Day6 NEB—BEithedit 75, (MR 2 A Z R M, whichfEfscale(Z K172

ERRREERFHEERINE whichERSE

ERER, IR —EEEZHA... which ERFEBER.

https://beautytalk.com.hk/ZE4/

https://www.openrice.com/en/hongk
https://m.facebook.com/kingjerenter
https://www.instagram.com/p/CiFUV
https://medium.com/@rwaterblow/&
https:/lihkg.com/thread/332838/pag
https://lihkg.com/thread/2743190/pa
https://blog.ulifestyle.com.hk/article/
https://m.hkgolden.com/thread/6164
https://community.she.com/topic/20:

BB EFRET A FANE 5B KRR 95 — W5 AR F 3, whichtbiEfERE  —ESATEIME 2 A, BREILRHA CIEA  hitps:/hyacinthlam.wordpress.com/
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Backgrounds of which-constructions

© Mandarin examples:

P2.2 i RSI & 38.5, which EM{# &R i HARRED B L FHi8%% https://crocodileson.wordpress.com

NFTREAH L5 » MBFRRNE S CHRANBKRE » whichERBFBEIERRAIAR © http//www.sqxb.com/2022/sqyj_1114/2808.html

Millions of REE7R 1% Ewhich B 4245 i https:/blog.wenxuecity.com/myblog/47609/201112/7251.htrr
life is a struggle when ERMEEWEH S EERWBSAE https://x.com/baeksmuurf/status/170655846699810454072s=
Jellycat £1&/)\f » [which{4R T REBEOE - 1 http://xhslink.com/Kma9sv

Here, HEFEEARIBIF which 2 REEM https://crocodileson.wordpress.com/tag/E & +/

Gay Times2 55781t 2hEILGBTAITHEA(E » 2hEIGayEiIcon » (Which ELE 387 https:/ppfocus.com/hk/0/faf2ef1e1.html

fill RRIGE RIEL » MEMEE IR which EEZI T EHES) https://cremosin69.rssing.com/chan-67966132/all_p4.html
CICRISEMATEIRSEN (whichlERMER T ) - https://www.uscardforum.com/t/topic/34284/477 ?page=24

ChinaRffopenaif2 }tiREZAISEER » BSEEERRIBER AL MY » [which fRIEMAT Y https:/x.com/Aer0_X1/status/16432991473643069442s=20
Ben|a)f9E1 R FK AR BN ZEIEAG E 7 3 SEZGHIM T 3XLE[in whichiEEZARANEE H A/ https:/weibo.com/7832640538/4957152180963151
Angelica RossZ&/REmma Roberts#1Billie Lourd (whichfttfRZ3R) #B2KEFREHA https://weibo.com/7811626607/NKEPjrXQr
AHEEROMIA TR WETEER (WhichEERHMESEBRNRME) WA - https:/www.freckistudio.com/journal-ch/discounting-ch
BAERUMIHTIE F[whichithiB98 ELa 4t AY]

BHENRRZEEwhich (RRRHRZEEE https://exchristian.hk/forum/viewthread.php?tid=3494
MEIRFZBat—WWE|WW—Bat » whichfREIHXRERER T HERRK https:/lantheo.lofter.com/post/39d362_b5e91dc
BIMIBMRBRATHER » whichRIRIIFES T RRENA R https:/zhuanlan.zhihu.com/p/45486279

Rt IERE ZBwhichHERSEBRBIM - https://movie.douban.com/review/12969947/2dt_dapp=1
EREE—AFNRMBEHERIBTFERL (which}R BB ENRMEMARRAERD https:/m.weibo.cn/status/49582822056273752jumpfrom=we
FEE S ZANTLERIIEIRwhichFTTRIRARE] https://x.com/evelyn6162/status/14602663854483537982s=
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Backgrounds of which-constructions

Remark: which-constructions do not exclusively appear in written forms.
@ K. W. Leung (2010) recoreded 20 spontaneous/naturalistic examples in a
dairy kept for three months.

(4) FHEBIASPACE W4t AL campus * which {E{AIEAERE R0 o
T am talking about the SPACE campus in North Point, which they cannot
reach’

@ An interview transcript in this 2015 HKU BA thesis:

(5) HEZHE%AAvalues RIS, in which
HETUEIEH Edevelop —fEcreative...critical thinking "%

‘(Tt) includes values, which can foster their creative thinking.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 8/43
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Backgrounds of which-constructions

© ] therefore assume that which-constructions has gradually become part of
Chinese.

® Most of the reported data today are based on these instances, with slight
modifications in some cases.

® Unacceptable cases are based on three native speakers who self-identify
themselves as users of which-constructions.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 9/43



Not relative clauses Semantic properties Analysis Consequences Conclusions References

00000000e [e]e]e]e] 00000000000 000000 0000000 [e]e]e}

Goals

¢ Targue that which is lexically borrowed from English, and it introduces a
parenthetical clause.

® which-constructions involve no relative structures, contra syntactic
borrowing as suggested in T. C. Leung (2001) and Chan (2022).

® Which-constructions are similar to English clausal parentheticals.

(6) We do not need to begin with the children - [they will follow] - but with
the adults. (Blakemore:2006)

¢ The difference is that which denotes an overt parenthetical force
operator in the sense of Koev:2022.

® But it similarly introduces a proposition that is projective, declarative and
non-obligatorily at-issue.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 10/43
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Not relative clauses

¢ Earlier characterazations suggest that which-constructions involve a
postmodifying structure (Chan 1993).

® K. W. Leung (2010) explicitly argues that

“The relative construction follows English grammar, forming a post-
modifying relative clause with an English relative pronoun which pre-
posed to the beginning of the clause" (p.63; emphases mine)

¢ Tt has been taken as an instance of lexicosyntactic transference (Li 1999;
K. W. Leung 2010; Chan 2022).

¢ Lexical borrowing of the relative pronoun which
® Syntactic borrowing of the post-modifying relative structures of English

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 12/43
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Not relative clauses

® However, at least two observation show that which-constructions should
be differentiated from relative structures.

@ Gap-less cases: there is no gap in the which-construction. Rather, it is
merely discourse-related with the host clause.

(7) (EARAEARTREREWE whichEE LK (C], Forum
Keoi m-hai housik cyulei ni-di  si [ which keoi wui gei
3SG not-be know handle this-CL thing WHICH 3SG will quite

sitdai].
disadvantaged

‘S/he doesnt handle these things well. S/he would be quite disadvantaged.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 13/43
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Not relative clauses

@ Cross-utterance cases: they can be used sentence-initially (and contain a

different SFP).
8) a FIEBIRABE—KE o (K. W. Leung 2010, p.35)

A: Ngo teng-gwo nei jung-gwo jatci wo3.
1SG hear-EXP you use-EXP once SFP
‘T heard you using (it) once..]
b. which is 77 "] REWE o
B: [ which is mou honang ge3].
WHICH IS not possible SFP

‘which is impossible.

® As such, which-clauses introduce a propositional meaning distinct from
the matrix clause, rather than contribute to modification (LeeTTM:2025).

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 14/43
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Semantic properties

¢ The propositional meaning brought along with the which-constructions is
conventionally triggered.

® Moreover,

@ it is projective

@ it is illocutionary independent

@ it is obligatorily discourse-new (not presupposition)

© it disallows any binding relations from the matrix clause

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 16/43
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@ Projective

¢ The content in which-constructions. escape the scope of different
operators.

¢ E.g, It projects from conditional clauses.
9) HRAllenA HE-FL (which #RA)... [M], Blog
Ruguo Allen you shi ge zinii [which ta meiyou], name

if Allen have 10 CL children (WHICH he not.have), then
‘If Allen had 10 children (he didn’t), then’

¢ The which-construction contradicts the antecedent clause, but it does not
give rise to infelicity.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 17/43
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@ Projective

® When embedded under intensional contexts with an epistemic agent, the
content are still oriented to the speaker, but not the matrix subject.

(10) FTEAYER Peter €& » which (EFEE€E3| -
E BRI 5 o
Aaming daamsam Peter zou-zo wuizoeng, [ which keoi m-wui
Aaming worry Peter be-PFV president WHICH 3SG not-will

syun-dou], wui ling go zouzik mou-saai zicize
elect-able will make cL group lose-all supporter

(Lit.) ‘Aaming worries that Peter serving as the president, which he will
not be elected, will make the group lose all its supporters.

© It still indicates that the speaker thinks that Peter won'’t be elected as
chairperson.
® The which-RC is interpreted beyond the scope of daamsam ‘worry’.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 18/43
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@ I[llocutionary independent

® Which-constructions can occur after SFPs, and contain a different SFP.

(11)  RMIFEeE52F which 1R E & AR L [C], Forum
Nei disausai m-gongzeng wo3 [which nei zigei jiging
You CL skill not-clean SFP  WHICH you self already

singjing-zo laal ].
admit-PFV SFP
(Lit.) ‘Your skills are not good enough. Which you also admitted already’

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 19/43
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@ I[llocutionary independent

¢ Matrix = interrogative
which-constructions = declarative

(12) RAREBRA—ASEE (whichBMFZER) (M) Social media
shi-shi-shi yao xian you yi-ge xinzhitu (which wo conglai mei
be-not-be need first have one mind.map WHICH 1  never

hua-gwo)?
draw-EXP
(Lit.) ‘Do (we) need a mind map first, which I have never drawn?

® Which-constructions are thus be illoculationarily independent from the
matrix clause.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 20/43
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® Discourse-new

® Unlike presupposition, which-constructions introduce disource-new
information, and obey a triviality condition.

* Presupposition allows the presupposed to be discourse-old/ trivially
true.

(13)  [Context: The speaker said that Mr. Wong is a linguist.]
o[RS EE T 2 A —EES 2% -
Ji  tunghok dou zidou Wong Lousi hai jat-go jyujinhokze.
and student all know Mr. Wong be one-cL linguist
‘And all students know that Mr. Wong is a linguist’

¢ Although the presupposition is trivially true in (a), it is felicitous.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4
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® Discourse-new

¢ However, when the content in which-constructions is trivially true in, it
results in infelicity/redundancy.

(14)  [Context: The speaker said that Mr. Wong is a linguist.]
# BB EZHE - which h—EEEE2X
REMEETLE -
#Dong geize fongman Wong Lousi, [which hai jat-go
when repoerter interview Mr. Wong  WHICH be one-cL

jyujinhokge], geize ge taaidou hou jausin.
linguist reporter GE attitude very friendly

(Lit.) ‘When the reporter interviewed Mr. Wong, which is a linguist, the
attitude of the reporter is pretty firendly’

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 22/43



Introduction Not relative clauses Analysis Consequences Conclusions References

000000000 [e]e]e]e] 00000000800 000000 0000000 [e]e]e}

® Discourse-new

® One more difference with presupposition: the projection of presupposed
content can be blocked if it is entailed by the conditional antecedent
(Koev:2022).

(15) a. Hillary regrets she kissed Obama.
(presupposed: Hillary kissed Obama)

b. If Hillary kissed Obama, then she regrets she kissed him.
(Not presupposed: Hillary kissed Obama)

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 23/43
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¢ The content in which-constructions remain strongly projective depiste the
presence of an entailing conditional antecedent.

(16) a. MTEARMEED > which @R AEHK °
Aaming soeng zou lousi, which wui saujan-zyunging.
Aaming want be teacher WHIHC will be-respectable
‘Aaming wants to be a teacher, which is respectable’
b. #MREERE AL - FTRARMEE - which @2 ABH °
#Jyugwo lousi  wui saujan-zyunging, Aaming soeng zou lousi,
if teacher will be-respectable = Aaming want be teacher
which wui saujan-zyunging.
WHICH will be-respectable
‘If a teacher is respectable, Aaming wants to be a teacher, which is
respectable’

® The speaker is both certain (in parentheticals) and uncertain (in
conditionals), hence infelicitous.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 24/43
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® No binding

¢ The anaphors in which-constructions cannot be bound by an antecedent in
the host clause.

(17) *&E2EFREKITEY > which FEEZRHM -
*Meige xuesheng dou gen wo dazhaohu, which wo qishi ren-bu-chu
every student all to me greet WHICH I indeed recognize-not
ta.
3SG

(lit.) ‘Every student greeted me, which I didn’t really recognize (him).

(18) *@REZHMTAECE > which HAB A ERH LT -
*Wuizoeng  doze soujau wuijyun, which dou jung zigei ge fongfaat
Chairperson thank all member WHICH all use self GE way

bong-zo-sau.
helped

(lit.): The chairperson thanked every members, which contributed in his own
way.’

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 25/43
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Analysis
The desiderata for which-constructions
¢ Syntactically, they are not relative structures.

® The which-constructions are only discourse-related to the host clause.
® which does not function as a relative pronoun.

¢ Semantically, the proposition introduced by them

@ is projective

@ isillocutionary independent

© is obligatorily discourse-new (not presupposition)
@ disallows any binding relations from the host clause

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 2
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Analysis
© ] propose that which-constructions are indeed clausal parentheticals.

® Which in which-constructions

¢ lexically borrowed from English

¢ semantically bleached, losing anaphoricity

® used as a functional morpheme that introduce a Force Phrase
(cf. the illocutionary approach to parentheticality; Koev:2022)

® Note that the borrowing involves a particular lexical item, rather than a
whole paradigm of relative pronouns in English.

® *who, *when, *where, etc.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 28/43
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Analysis

¢ An illustration:

(190 ERF|FESE which EFEBER ° (T. C. Leung (2001), p.58)
Keoi gin-dou bou dinwaa [ which keoi waa soeng mai] wo5.
3SG see-ASP CL telephone WHICH 3SG say want buy SFP

‘He has seen a telephone which he says he wants to buy

® The sentence contains two Force Phrases.

(20)  [Forcer1 Dprcr [he has seen a telephone]
[Forcer2 Whichpge; [ he says he want to buy ] ] ]

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 29/43
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Analysis

¢ The meaning of which, as a parenthetical force operator
(which introduces a propositional referent, restricts its value to the content of its prejacent,

and asserts its content.)
(21) a. [which] = Ap. P-DECL (D)

b. Parenthetical operator (p-DECL)
P-DECLY () for Ip A ¢, Ac+p
(¢ + p commits the speaker of (the referent of) context ¢ to the

proposition p)
© It contrast with a root force operator in an at-issue condition.

(22) Root operator (r-DECL)
R-DECLY () for Ip A ¢, Ac D p

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 30/43
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Analysis

® Derivation

(23) a.  [Forcer1 R-DECLY; [cp he* saw phone
[ForcePZP'DECch [CP he* says want buY ] ] ] ]

b.  dp A see,(x,phone) Ac D p A
dq A say,(x, want.buy.phone) A ¢ + q

¢ In the next section, I will discuss some desirable consequences of this
analysis.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 31/43
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Consequence #1: declarative parentheticals

© Given which is an overt declarative operator, the parenthetical clause is
always declarative.

© It is unable to host an interrogative clause.
24) “E=H > which {EHREEEE - RAHKE -
*Go sigei which keoi giu me meng waa2, datyin  siusat-zo.
CL drive WHICH 3SG call what name SFP suddenly diappeared
(lit.) “The driver — which what is his name - disappeared suddenly’

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 33/43
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Consequence #1: declarative parentheticals

¢ Different from English clausal parentheticals, which can be interrogative.

(25) The driver — what was his name again? — had disappeared.
(p.c. Daniel Plesniak)

® Note also that replacing which with a pause improves the sentence.

(26) fEEIH > O ErYrELEE - RAMEE
Go sigei, [@ keoi giu me meng waa2], datyin  siusat-zo.
CL drive 3SG call what name SFP  suddenly diappeared
(lit.) “The driver — what is his name - disappeared suddenly’

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 34/43
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Consequence #2: non-obligatory at-issueness

© The semantics of which has left at-issueness open.
© While clausal parentheticals are typically not-at-issue, it is not a must.
@ Clausal parentheticals can be denied.

(27) @H/—®MBHAM > which [EMFREER
A: Cyun-coeng dak jat-zoeng toi  hai ji-jan-toi, [ which
whole-venue only one-cL  table be two-person-table WHICH
keoidei zung sik-gan zyucoi.
they  still eating main.course

(Lit.)) A: ‘There is only one table for two people in the venue, which they
are still having the main course!

(28) Felicitous continuations

a.  B: No, they are having deserts. denying the parentheeticals

b. B: No, there are two such tables. denying the root clause

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 35/43
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Consequence #2: non-obligatory at-issueness

@ Clausal parentheticals can also serve as an answer.

(29) [In response to the question “Why don’t you say a word?"]

HEITERE » which RATERE £ -

gin si houfukzap, which ngo mou me zingsan heoi
CL matter complicated WHICH I not.have any energy to
gong.
talk.about

“The matter is complicated, and I don’t have any energy to talk about it.

¢ Clausal parentheticals are open for at-issueness.

® It is root clauses that must be at-issue.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 36/43



Introduction Not relative clauses Semantic properties Analysis Conclusions References

000000000 [e]e]e]e] 00000000000 000000 [e]e]e]e]e] o) [e]e]e}

Consequence #3: the size of the parenthetical clause

© Given that which introduces a Force Phrase, it is predicted that the
proposition can accomondate various CP-level elements.

@ Focus projection
(30) T—FMIAEER » which EEKRE A review Social media
Haa jat-bou zauhai maai daancong, [ which  [Focusp
Next one-step be buy jumping.bed WHICH
lin daancong dou jau review]] .

even jumping.bed also have review
(Lit.) “The next step is to buy jumping bed, which even jimping bed has
reviews.
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Consequence #3: the size of the parenthetical clause

@ Speaker-oriented adverbs, presumably in the EvalP, can appear within
which-constructions as well.

(31) "% A#Bhigh BAREMEHfingF (whichiFE(EEIEEpenlight)
Social media
Di  namjan ciudaai dungzok fing sau, [which [gyp houzoi
CL.PL man  great.extent motion wave hand WHICH luckily

keoidei mou lo-zyu penlight]] .
they  not.have holding penlight

(Lit.) ‘The men are waving their hands at full, which luckily they are not
holding any penlight.
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Concluding remarks

® Iproposed to analyze which-constructions as clausal parentheticals.

¢ The illocutionary approach to parentheticality (Koev:2022) accurately
captures the syntactic and semantics properties of the constructions.

® There is no need to invoke the two-dimensional approach (Potts 2005),
which in turn lends support to a unidimensional semantics (Schlenker
2013, 2023).
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Concluding remarks

Other implications

® On parentheticals. Parentheticality in Chinese can be grammaticality
marked, thanks to lexical borrowing from English.

® On code-mixing. There is no syntactic borrowing at all. The relative
pronoun which is lexically borrowed as a functional morpheme that
introduce predication (pace K. W. Leung 2010; Chan 2022).

¢ | Link to slides: www.tinyurl.com/Lee-which

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 41/43



Introduction Not relative clauses Semantic properties Analysis Consequences Conclusions

000000000 [e]e]e]e] 00000000000 000000 0000000 [e]e]e}

References |

| Chan, Brian Hok-Shing. 1993. “Code-Mixing in Hongkong Cantonese-English
Bilinguals: Constraints and Processes.” CUHK Papers in Linguistics 4:1-24.

| Chan, Brian Hok-Shing. 2022. “Constructional Borrowing From English in
Hong Kong Cantonese.” Frontiers in Communication 7 (May): 1-13.

Leung, King Wui. 2010. Lexicosyntactic transference in Cantonese-English
code-switching: the case of which-relatives. MA thesis, University of Hong
Kong.

Leung, Tsz Cheung. 2001. An optimality-theoretic approach to Cantonese: English
code-switching. MPhil thesis, University of Hong Kong.

Li, David C.S. 1999. “Linguistic convergence: Impact of english on Hong Kong
cantonese.” Asian Englishes 2 (1): 5-36.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 42/43



Introduction Not relative clauses Semantic properties Analysis Consequences Conclusions

000000000 [e]e]e]e] 00000000000 000000 0000000 [e]e]e}

References 11

- Potts, Christopher. 2005. The Logic of Conventional Implicatures. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Schlenker, Philippe. 2013. “Supplements within a unidimensional semantics II:
Epistemic status and projection.” In Proceedings of NELS 40, edited by
Seda Kan, Claire Moore-Cantwell, and Robert Staubs, 167-182. Amherst:
University of Massachusetts at Amherst.

Schlenker, Philippe. 2023. “Supplements without Bidimensionalism.” Linguistic
Inquiry 54 (2): 251-297.

Lee (CityU) ICFAMC-4 43/43



	Introduction
	Not relative clauses
	Semantic properties
	Analysis
	Consequences
	Conclusions
	References

