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Abstract. It is well-known that an English sentence withanplex predicate
modified byagain displays a repetitive vs. restitutive ambiguityke. English
again, Chinesegyou‘again’ modifying a resultative verb compound atsdnibits
a repetitive vs. restitutive ambiguity. However, @se differs from English in
that the position ofou ‘again’ is relatively fixed: it can only occur prerbally
but not postverbally. This study examines how tmbiguity of Chinesgouis
derived. Investigating the scope interaction betwemi ‘again’ and an indefi-
nite object, | argue that the ambiguityyafu ‘again’ is structural but not lexical.
| further propose thatou ‘again’ moves overtly as a last resort to satsflyF
requirement specific to Chinese.
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1 I ntroduction

It is well-known that a sentence with a complexdizate modified byagain (1) is
ambiguous between a repetitive reading and a udgétreading. The former presup-
poses that the subject has previously performedatiien denoted by the VP (la).
The latter presupposes that the result state Hddbéore. It either held from the very
beginning (1b) or came into being as a result ofiesmne else performing the action
(1c).

(1) Sally painted the wall white again.
a. Sally had painted the wall white before.
b. The wall had been white before.
c. Someone else other than Sally painted the watkevibefore.

There exist different approaches to account forambiguity of Englishagair
structural and lexical. The structural approachgests that the ambiguity arises be-
cause (1) has different possible syntactic strestsee von Stechow, 1995, 1996;
among others). The lexical approach instead arthegshe ambiguity has nothing to
do with the structure, but is a resultagain having different meanings (e.g. Dowty,
1979; Fabricius-Hansen, 2001; Jager & Blutner, 2000

Most of the previous studies focus on Engléfain and Germarwieder, which
can occur in different positions of a sentencethias paper, | examingou ‘again’ in
Mandarin Chinese. Like English, Chinese is alsceadhinitial language. Neverthe-485
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less, Chinese differs from English in that the posiof you ‘again’ is relatively
fixed: it can only occur preverbally but not postwaly (2).

(2) ta you tu-hong le (*you) na-ge beike _(*you).
she again paint-red Asp (again) that-CL shell gafa).
She painted two of the shells red again.

Like Englishagain however, Chinesgou ‘again’ exhibits an ambiguity between a
repetitive and a restitutive reading, which raites following question: How do we
account for the ambiguity? In this paper | argust thespite the preverbal position of
you ‘again’, its ambiguity is structural rather thaxical. The crucial evidence comes
from the scope interaction betwegru ‘again’ and an indefinite object.

2 Previous Analyses of English again

There are two main approaches to account for tHacity of Englishagainin pre-
vious literature: structural analysis and lexicalgses.

2.1 TheStructural Analysis

Under the structural analysis (see von Stechow512996, among othersagain
always denotes repetition, as shown in (3). Itoshices a presupposition that the
proposition (a set of events) expressed by P waa@dy true of another event e’

(3) Let P be a property of eventualities and let erbeeentuality.
[[agair] (P)(e) is defined only ife’'[P(e)=1&e’<e].
Where defined[[agair] (P)(e)=1 iff P(e)=1. (adapted from von Stech©®96)

A complex predicate likpainted the wall whitén (4a) can be decomposed into an
agentive event (wall painting) and a resultativaes{the wall becoming white). The
LF of (4a) is presented in (4b), in which the objs® the wallraises to semantically
bind the empty pronominal (PRO) subject of AP.

(4) a. Sally painted the wall white.
b. [the wall1 [ Sally [v [pt; paint kp PRQ white]]]] ]

1 There exists a naive pragmatic analysis to aralye ambiguity as well: We can treat the

repetitive reading as a special case of the résttueading, as the former entails the latter.
As far as | know, previous studies did not disdiresnaive pragmatic approach. However,
Beck (2006) and Klein (2001) proposed a more coraf@it pragmatic account to explain
the effect that focus has on the ambiguitpgéin
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Sentence-finahgain can potentially adjoin to different positions #b{, hence the
ambiguity ofSally painted the wall white agailf again adjoins to vP or higher, we
get the repetitive reading that Sally has paintedwall white before. If, on the other
hand,again adjoins to the small clause AP, the restitutivedieg is derived.

2.2 Thelexical Analysis

Contrary to the structural analysis, which argined there is only onagain, a lexical
analysis claims that there is more than again The idea can be traced back to
Dowty (1979), who account for the ambiguity by pidating a repetitiveagain, a
restitutiveagain, and some type-shifting in between.

Different forms of lexical analysis have been pragmb ever since. For example,
Fabricius-Hansen (2001) proposes that in additioexpressing repetitiomgain can
also express reversal of the direction (countectivaal again), which leads to the
restitutive reading.

2.3 TwoKindsof Restitutive Readings

So far we have been focusing on a two-way dichotofragain repetitive vs. restitu-
tive. Notice that both scenarios in (1b) and (1® eompatible with the restitutive
reading of (1), with (1c) entailing (1b). Some r@sders further argue that (1c) is a
restitutive reading independent from (1b), and idérived by adjunction afgainto
VP in (4) (Nissenbaum, 2006; Bale 2007; Dobler,800Q1b) and (1c) are called by
Nissembaum (2006) the low restitutive reading dma high restitutive reading, re-
spectively.

Here | summarize Nissembaum’s (2006) argumentvarfaf two restitutive read-
ings, which involves the interaction betwesgain and an indefinite object. Assuming
the LF in (5b), Nissembaum (2006) makes the folimmpredictions about possible
scope readings for (5a). First of all, for a lowtiitive reading (withagain adjoined
to AP), the indefinite object can never be intergdeinside the scope afgain, be-
cause it is base generated in Spec, VP. The piadist borne out: It is felicitous to
continue Scenario A with the sentence in (6a). 0$ege of pronoun in (6a) forces an
interpretation in which the same tree was painteg.bAs a contrast, (6b) does not
serve as felicitous continuation of the scenarioisTs expected assuming the struc-
tural analysis ofgairnt The usage of an indefinite object in (6b) foreesinterpreta-
tion in which a different tree was painted bluejahhcannot be derived via the struc-
ture in (5b). Although for the low restitutive thag, wide scope reading afain
with respect to the indefinite object is not avialiéa the indefinite object can be inter-
preted outside the scopearfain This is illustrated in (7), in which the treedipted
blue has to be previously blue simply because efuhiversal quantifier in the sce-
nario. Contrary to the low restitutive reading, fohigh restitutive reading, the indefi-
nite object can be interpreted inside the scopagafin (8) contains a scenario in
which | painted a different tree blue from someets. And it is felicitous to contin-
ue the scenario with a sentence hawdgginand an indefinite object.
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(5) a. Il painted one of my trees blue again.
b. vP

P V' again (repetitive)
£ N

DP Vagain (high restitutive)
one of my trees V AP.

o~

paint PRO1 blue again (low restitutive)

(6) Scenario A:One of my birch trees came up blue when it waspdirgg it later
turned white like the rest. But | liked the ideaddflue birch tree so much that...

a. | painted it blue again.

b. #l painted one of my trees blue again.

(7) Scenario BAIlI of my birch trees were blue when they wereisgpl they later
turned white like birch trees are supposed to hd.|Biked the idea of a blue
birch tree so much that...
| painted one of my trees blue again.

(8) Scenario C:One of my birch trees had been painted blue wheroved in. It
later died and had to be cut down. But | liked ttiea of a blue birch tree so
much that...
| painted one of my trees blue again.

The scope facts is compatible with the structurallygsis ofagain and challenge
the lexical analyses. Under a lexicalist accoumtthie extent the facts may be de-
scribed, there is no principled reason why only [twe restitutive reading with wide
scope ofagainis absent.

3 ThePuzzle: the Ambiguity of You in Mandarin Chinese

Like English, a Chinese sentence with a complexlipege modified byyou ‘again’
(2) is compatible with all three scenarios in @ifferent from Englishyou ‘again’ in
Chinese has a restricted distribution: it can adgur preverbally (2).

The structural analysis cannot be extended directighinese. On the assumption
that the complex predicate ends up in v, the plmlgrou ‘again’ would appear to
adjoin tovP or higher, thus only the repetitive reading ipexted.

The Chineseba-construction makes the ambiguity even more pugzlih ba
sentence witlyou precedingba also displays a three-way ambiguity (9). It is gfe
ly assumed in the literature thiaé is an overt realization of a recursive sma(ksee
Huang, Li & Li, 2009). Wheryou precede®a, it must adjoin to vP or even higher,
thus the restitutive reading becomes unexpected.
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(9) Zhangsan you ba men da-kai le.
Zhangsan again BA door  hit-open Asp.
Zhangsan opened the door again. (repetitig, restitutive, low restitutive)

Following Nissenbaum (2006), | examine how the ayuiby is derived by investi-
gating the scope interaction betwegeu ‘again’ and an indefinite object.

4  Scope Interaction between You and a Quantifier

Sinceyou ‘again’ yields a three-way ambiguity, when it irgtets with another scope-
bearing element, such as an indefinite objectethee altogether six logical possibili-
ties. Native speakers were presented with scenfoiosach of these possibilities and
were asked to judge whether bare sentencepandnstructions witlyou were felic-
itous. The judgment is summarized in Table 1: Akdings are available except the
low restitutive reading witlyou ‘again’ taking wide scope.

Table 1. Scope betweeyou ‘again’ and an indefinite object in Chinese

Low restitutive reading 3> you ‘again’ #you‘again'>3
High restitutive reading 3> you‘again’ you ‘again’>3
Repetitive reading 3> you‘again’ you ‘again’>3

For expository convenience, | focus on the follogvthree readings: a) low restitu-
tive reading withyou taking narrow scope; b) low restitutive readinghwiou taking
wide scope; c) high restitutive reading wytbu taking wide scope.

First of all, when the low restitutive reading rgeinded, the indefinite object can
be interpreted outside the presuppositiolyad ‘again’, i.e. the object in the presup-
position and assertion can be the same (10)-(119.b&construction has the same
interpretation as its corresponding bare sentence.

(10)Context Lisa had a bunch of red shells. Unfortunatelyeaft while they all got
very dusty and the redness faded. In need of twlosteells to decorate her
Christmas tree, ...

a. tayou tu-hong le gizhong liang-ge beike.
she again paint-red Asp among two-CL shell.

2 The test sentences in (10) and (11) involve étjvar markergizhong'among’. As a matter

of fact, native speakers were asked to judge seeserither with or without a partitive
marker for all the scenarios. It turned out wigen ‘again’ takes wider scope than the indef-
inite object, speakers tended to prefer sentendd®wt partitive markers. On the other
hand, they preferred sentences with partitive mari#enyou ‘again’ takes narrow scope.

For expository convenience, when concentrating @anarios in whichyou takes narrow
scope, | only present the judgment of sentencels pattitive markers; when focusing on
scenarios in whiclyou takes wide scope, | only present the judgmentafences without
partitive markers. 489
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b. ta you ba gizhong liang-ge beike tu-hong le.
she again  BA among two-CL shell paint-red Asp.
She painted two of the shells red again.
(11)Context John ordered ten pocket watches. Unfortunatdlypfahem had always

been open due to a manufacturing error. Yesterdagdt all his watches fixed
and closed them for the first time. Today, ...

a. ta you da-kai le gizhong yi-kuai huaibiao.
He again  hit-open Asp among one-CL pocket-watch.
b. ta you ba gizhong yi-kuai huaibiao da-kai le.
He again  BA among one-CL pocket-watch hit-open.Asp

He opened one of his pocket watches again.

For the low restitutive reading, although the indi¢éé object can take wide scope
with respect tg/ou ‘again’, but not vise versa. In other words, wileelow restitutive
reading is intended, the object cannot be integgretithin the presupposition gbu
‘again’. A number of my informants found the useyofi‘again’ odd in scenarios like
(12) and (13), especially compared with (10) arid.(1

(12)Context Zhangsan went to the beach and collected a lathife shells and two
red shells. When his wife cleaned the house, sbidexttally broke the two red
shells. Worried that Zhangsan would notice the apsh.?

a. #ta you tu-hong le liang-ge beike.
she again paint-red Asp two-CL shell.

b. #ta you ba liang-ge beike  tu-hong le.
she again BA two-CL shell paint-red Asp.

She painted two shells red again.
(13)Context John ordered many pocket watches. Unfortunatelyy of them had

always been open due to a manufacturing error.erfdal he got them fixed and
they closed for the first time. Toda$...

a. #ta you da-kai le yi-kuai huaibiao.
he again  hit-open Asp one-CL pocket-watch.

b. #ta you ba yi-kuai huaibiao da-kai le.
he again  BA one-CL pocket-watch hit-open Asp.

He opened a pocket watch again.

The reason whyou ‘again’ sounds infelicitous in (12) and (13) istrim®cause it
cannot take wide scope. As shown in (14) and @&gn a high restitutive reading is

intended, the indefinite object can be interpretéthin the presupposition ofou
‘again’.

3 The scenario is adapted from Dobler (2008).
490 “* The scenario is adapted from Bale (2007).
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(14)Context John and Jane had some white shells. Since thegied two red shells
to decorate their Christmas tree, John painted stells red. Unfortunately,
Jane accidentally broke the two red shells thatnJjpist painted. Therefore, ...

a. ta you tu-hong le liang-ge beike.
she again  paint-red Asp  two-CL shell.

b. ta you ba liang-ge beike  tu-hong le.
She again  BA two-CL shell paint-red Asp

She painted two shells red again.
(15)Context Jane and John bought five pocket watches. Jatkegdiout one pocket
watch, opened it and closed it. Later John needezhéeck the time. He wanted to
open the watch that Jane opened just now, but bielet find it. Therefore,...

a. ta you da-kai le yi-kuai huaibiao.
He again  hit-open Asp one-CL pocket-watch.

b. ta you ba yi-kuai huaibiao da-kai le.
He again  BA one-CL pocket-watch hit-open Asp.

He opened a pocket watch again.

The scope facts suggest that syntactic structyskajsng a role in the ambiguity of
you Let us take (16) as an example, whose LF is ptedein (17). The scope facts
would fall in place ifyou ‘again’ can adjoin to some lower projections sashvP or
XP in (17). Ifyou‘again’ can indeed adjoin to XP, it will give rise the low restitu-
tive reading. As the indefinite object is base-gatexl in Spec, VP, it takes wider
scope tharyou ‘again’, but not the other way around. On the othand, if you
‘again’ can adjoin to VP, with the high restitutiveading, the indefinite object can be
interpreted within the presuppositionyafu ‘again’. Under a lexicalist account, to the
extent the facts may be described, there is naipted reason why the low restitutive
reading with the wide scope pbuis absent.

(16) Lisi tu-hong le liang-ge beike.
Lisi paint-red Asp two-CL shell.
Lisi painted two shells red.

(A7)[ip...[vp Lisi Vv [vp two-shell 1 paintds F [xp PRQ red]]]]

5 Analysis

Following Ernst (2004), who argues that adverbsliaensed in their base positions
whenever the relevant semantic rule gives thenr fiveiper interpretation, | propose
thatyou can adjoin to some lower projections in (17), sasha small clause XP or
VP, which gives rise to the low restitutive readisgd the high restitutive reading,
respectively.

First of all, you can modify a small clause. This is attested byn€$e de
resultative constructions (18a). Following the gs&l of Tang (1997), which is
shown in (18b), particlele is base-generated in the head position of thetifumed
projection, and incorporates to V. Therd€as a whole undergoes V-to-v movemenétl.
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Sinceyou‘again’ can occur between the obj&ttangsarand the secondary predicate
ku ‘cry’ (18a), it has to adjoin to XP in syntax terile the correct linear ord@r.

(18) a. Lisi da-de Zhangsan you ku le
Lisi hit-de Zhangsan againcry Asp.
Lisi hit Zhangsan to the extent that Zhangsan caigain.
b. [ip Lisi v+da-dg [vp Zhangsan t+t; [p tj [You [xp PRQ ku le]

In addition to result-denoting XRou can adjoin to VP in syntax. This is demon-
strated by the Chinedga-construction (19a). Here | follow Kuo (2009), whogues
thatba is the head of an Applicative phrase, as illusttan (19bY. Not only canyou
‘again’ precedda (cf. (9)), it can also occur between ti@NP (the NP immediately
following ba) and the predicate (19). To derive the correadmorderyou ‘again’
has to adjoin to VP in the structure.

(19)a. wo ba Sara  you da shang le
I BA Sara again  hit hurt Asp.
I hit Sara so that she got hurt again.
b. [p WO v+ba [appie Saratc [you [ve t da ke PRQ shang le]] ]]

Furthermore, as Chinese adverbs in general ocemeprally in a bare sentence, |
postulate here that there is a PF-requirement ing8k, which requires adverbs like
youto be preverbd.

| propose a movement analysisyafu ‘again’ to account for its ambiguity. In a
bare sentence such as (16), when base-generate/ or XP-attached position,
you ‘again’ moves overtly as a last resort to sattbig PF-requirement. When it gets
interpreted, it undergoes LF reconstruction or s#imareconstruction (see Cresti,
1995; among others).

5 In fact, it is not clear whethgou adjoins to FP or XP. To answer this question, eednto

figure out the denotation of partiatee The answer will not affect our analyses. For &kpo
tory convenience, | assume in this paper thatjdias to XP, which denotes the result state,
and treat the functional heat® as semantically vacuous. This is in line with #ralysis
which analyzes the functional hedelas a complementizer (e.g. Wang, 2010).

Other analyses dfa-constructions (for example, treatif; as an overt realization of a
recursivev) are also compatible with my point here.

It has been widely observed that there exisestiction in Mandarin that a transitive verb
with an object cannot be modified by a post-verbahner expression (i). The verb has to
be doubled (i). The PF requirement proposed herg lmeapart of a broader (but unex-
plained) generalization about modifiers in Chinessisting VP-internal surface positions,
even when they are interpreted there (JonathanlBqlye).

(i) Wo pa shan *(pa) de kuai.
| climb mountain climb DE fast.
| climbed the mountain fast.



You again: How is its ambiguity derived? Ting Xu

6 Further Argumentsand Consequences

Under the movement analysis, several additionaepat follow directly. To begin
with, only the surface scope reading is availablemvyou precedes negatiomei

(20).

(20) a. ContextZhangsan didn’t clean the room last month. And...
Zhe-ge yue ta you mei dasao fangjian.
This-CL month he again  Neg clean room.

Again, he didn’t clean the room this month.
b. ContextZhangsan cleaned the room last month. But...
# the example in (20a)

Furthermore, neither high nor low restitutive remgdis available whegou ‘again’
immediately precedes negation (21a). In fact, foress the restitutive reading, a dif-
ferent lexical itenzai, which is generally assumed to denote repetitioinréalis con-
text, is used and it has to follow negation (21b).

(21)Scenario The door was open before (either from the vergit@ng or got
opened by someone else). Then somehow it got chyssdmeone other than
John. John wants to open the door but he was ted,tso...

a. #ta you mei ba men da-kai.
He you NEG BA door  hit-open.
b. ta mei zai ba men da-kai.

He NEG again BA door  hit-open.
He didn’t open the door again.

There exist a tradition to treat the negative pkatinei ‘not’ as a type of adverb
(see Chao, 1968; Li & Thompson 1981; Ernst, 1988suming Tang’s (1990, 2001)
theory of licensing adverbials, negative partictesy be licensed in an adjoined posi-
tion on a par with other types of adverb in Mandali this is on the right track, the
above patterns follow directly from Relativized Mirality (Rizzi, 1990), a well-
established syntactic constraint that bans moveroértn adjunct likeyou across
another adjunct.

7 Conclusion

In this study, | examine how the repetitive/resiitet ambiguity ofyou ‘again’ in
Mandarin Chinese is derived. On the surface, Ceimeses a problem for the struc-
tural analysis because the advgdu can only be preverbal. However, the scope in-
teraction betweegou ‘again’ and an indefinite object suggests thatahwiguity of
you ‘again’ must be structural rather than lexicaleTpuzzle can be resolvedyibu
‘again’ moves overtly and gets reconstructed eigtidiF or in semantics.
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