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A Study on the Evolution of the “Bei” Series Induced by “Hua Bei”
.................................................................. Liu Yimeng ( 120)

Abstract: The words of the “Bei” family derived from “Huabei” are of great
linguistic significance. “Huabei”  originally a sentence is then directly
realized as a word. Such phenomenon shows that new lexical structures can
give new lexical and grammatical meanings to mood words with only
grammatical meanings. Moreover the anti-grammaticalization of “Bei” is
realized. “Huabei” has the pragmatic effect of homophonic pun which attracts
other businesses to follow suits and use the structure “X Bei” extensively. The
human brain which gives priority to the understanding of semantic information
the open social environment which promotes language change and the
characteristics of Chinese itself together promote “bei” to produce a new
relation between sound and meaning.
Key words: “Hua Ber'; “X Bei”; Antigrammaticalization

The “Mirativity” Nature and Negative Tendency of “Shenme” Exclamatory

Sentences: with a Discussion on Hierarchical Types and Constraints of

“Pragmatic Negation” «+---+--reeeerreriiiriinniiiiii. Zhang Ying ( 133)
Abstract: “Shenme” (what) exclamatory sentence is a special form in linguistic
typology of the world whose core meaning is to express “strong emotion caused by
mirativity . Based on migration patterns the construction developed pure
exclamatory usage for positive emotions  ‘negative ” usage for pragmatic negation
and negative emotion and so on. We examined nine types of exclamatory
sentences in Chinese all of which tend to express pragmatic negation and negative
emotion for many reasons. First many of the “Shenme” exclamations in languages
that express affirmation and positive emotions only accept degree explanations
which is also referred to as “quantitative surprises ”. However the Chinese
exclamatory sentence “Shenme” only expresses “qualitative surprises”  which
leads to its negative usage. Secondly we categorize the negative meaning into
seven types and the specific triggering factors for their expression of pragmatic
negation and negative emotion are explained. Statistics show that the factual

proposition is related to the position of turns and whether the previous discourse is
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quoted. Verbal phrases are usually in the first tum of the discourse and often
indicate that the behavior or situation concerned is true but unreasonable;
adjectives on the other hand are often used in subsequent sentences to show
objection to the judgment of the other person because the speaker consider them
counterfactual. More importantly native Chinese speakers use these formats in an
anti-alliance contexts even if the focus element is neutral or positive words.
Therefore the anti-alliance relationship is also the fundamental reason to explain
why Chinese language cannot achieve the balance between the affirmation and
negation and between positive and negative emotions.
Key words: “what” exclamatory sentence; Mirativity; Pragmatic negation;
Negative emotions; Qualitative surprises; The anti-alliance
The Interactive Tendency of the Iterative Construction N lai N qu( N
N ) coerrrm Wu Chunxiang Shi Youjin ( 156)
Abstract: Based on the difference between the participants and the semantic
type the iterative construction N lai N qu can be divided into two types: the
single-agent iterative and the multi-agent interactive iterative of which the
interactive repetitive type reflects the interactive tendency of the construction.
The component N of the single-agent iterative can be the subject of displacement
the tool of displacement the object or the speech content. The component N of
the multi-agent iterative can be tools of communication interactive objects or
interactive contents. The construction is solidified from the subjectverb
constructions N [ai and N qu. The process of constructionalization is facilitated by
the blurring of lai and gu both of which gradually changed from verbs of
displacement to iterative marks. And the semantics has undergone a process of
evolution from  + move + direction to - move + direction  to
— move  — direction . The evolutionary process of N lai N gu is subjected to
multiple suppression by the structure including both the suppression from the
structure per se and the suppression between its components. In addition the use
of interactive iterative is subject to the restriction of “multi-agent participation”.
The construction is still in the process of grammaticalization and its use is limited

by the context. Driven by subjectivity the highly grammaticized N lai N qu shows



