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QIANG Xingna, Non-specific and specific expectations in counter-expectation situations: A case study of
Jjingran and pianpian

A division of non-specific and specific expectations (hereafter NSE and SE) exists in counter-expectation
situations. In modern Chinese, propositions (hereafter P) expressing counter-expectation often involve two modal
adverbs, jingran and pianpian. JingranP entails the existence of NSE, mostly covert and reducible to a generic
sentence. Pianpian-P, on the other hand, implies and necessitates the existence of a SE, either overt/covert or
partly (c)overt, which could be restored in forms of speech acts expressing intention or desire contradictory to
the P. From the perspective of propositional attitude, an addressor, by uttering jingran, only passively
acknowledges the factivity of P but does not accept it as a belief. According to the theory of information
territory and information entitlement, the addressor of jingran-P is less knowledgeable toward P than those
addressing counter-expectation situations marked by gishi. Besides, jingran, and partially pianpian, may indicate
main clause phenomena for their speaker-oriented involvement.
Keywords: counter-expectation, non-specific expectation, specific expectation, propositional attitude, territory of

information, factivity

YU Kejun, A comparative study of voiced initials in four Chinese versions of the Da shen zhou

The Nilakanthadharant ( Dharani of the Bodhisattva with a Thousand Hands and Eyes Who Regards the
World” s Sounds with Great Compassion) is an important text of the Vidyadhara school of esoteric Buddhist
teachings. Many eminent monks of the Tang dynasty, including Zhi Tong, Bodhiruci and Vajrabodhi have
translated it. The Dunhuang manuscript P.3920A also contains a translation of this text. This paper focuses on
one dharani of the text, the Da shen zhou, and compares the voiced initials in its Sanskrit version with those
in the various Chinese versions, in order to investigate the development of voiced obstruents and sonorants as
well as the phenomenon of devoicing during the Tang dynasty.

Keywords: Da shen zhou, Zhi Tong, Bodhiruci, Vajrabodhi, P.3920A

LI Jiaolei, Two cases of tone sandhi in the Xiang dialect of Lengshuijiang ( Duoshan) area: The
influence of immigrants’ dialect from the Jiangxi province

This paper analyzes the distribution of two cases of tone sandhi in the Xiang dialect of Lengshuijiang area.
It indicates that: Tone 24 occurs at the beginning of monosyllabic and polysyllabic words but never at the end
of polysyllabic words; Tone 45, however, complementarily appears at the end of polysyllabic words but not at
the beginning of monosyllabic and polysyllabic words. Since similar cases are also found in certain dialects of
the Jiangxi province, it is suggested that these cases of tone sandhi may have been resulted from immigration
and initiated by the immigrants from the Jiangxi province. In addition, features of such patterns of tone sandhi
are analyzed as well.
Keywords: Xiang dialect, Lengshuijiang dialect, tone sandhi, historical immigration from the current Jiangxi

province to the Xiang area
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