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ABSTRACT
This paper argues that fouzé and burdn have a modal-like semantics and
furthermore that their semantics need to be modelled by means of Segmented
Discourse Representation Theory, because they involve discourse structure and
rhetorical relations. Given a discourse 71, fouzé/buran n2, where 1 and n2 are
clauses, 2 is interpreted given —m1. These two discourse connectives realize the
following discourse effects. First, they introduce —m: into the discourse,
represented as a Segmented Discourse Representation Structure. Second, —m1 and
m1, Where the latter is present in the discourse but the former is not, show a
contrastive relationship. Third, either that 2 is a result of —z or that 71 and 72 are
alternatives, depending on whether it is fGuz¢ or buran and whether —r1 and 2 has
a (loose) causal relationship. In addition, a few more details are under discussion,
e.g. which clause is negated when 71 consists of two clauses, what role the set of
propositions where —m1 is true play when =1 is a question or an imperative, how
huozhé ‘or’ on the one hand and danshi/késhi ‘but’ on the other differ from
fouzé/buran. Finally, the differences between these two connectives are presented.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Discourse connectives! are lexical items, whose primary function is to
connect discourse segments, which are defined in (1), based on Segmented
Discourse Representation Theory (for short, SDRT), a theory proposed in
Asher and Lascarides (2003):

(1)  R(o, B) is adiscourse segment if and only if:

(@) o and B are two clauses, which are connected by an
appropriate rhetorical relation R.

(b) o is a clause, but B is a discourse segment, or the other way
around. o and P are connected by an appropriate rhetorical
relation R.

(c) Both avand B are discourse segments. o and 3 are connected
by an appropriate rhetorical relation R.

(d) Nothing else is a discourse segment.

(1) is a recursive definition of discourse segment. The smallest
discourse segment is composed of two clauses. Then, a clause and a
discourse segment or two discourse segments can be combined to form a
new discourse segment.

The primary function of a discourse connective is to connect discourse
segments and therefore it has a unique syntactic feature: it does not go
with a single clause. Fouzé and buran are two discourse connectives in
Mandarin Chinese (hereafter, Chinese). They have to connect clauses and
cannot stand alone with a single clause. See below.

! Please note that a discourse connective does not have to be a conjunction, although a
conjunction can function as a discourse connective. In Chinese, the syntactic category of a
discourse connective might be an adverb. But, we do not discuss this issue because it does
not affect our analysis in any way.
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(2) a Ni gankuai  huijia, fouzé/buran  mama
2" sG? hurry go.home FOUZE/BURAN Mom
hui danxin  de.

EPI worry Prc
‘Hurry and go home! Otherwise, Mom will be worried.’
b. #Fduzé/buran mama  hui danxin  de?
FOUZE/BURAN  Mom EPI worry Prc

As shown in (2a), fozé and burén connect two clauses: ni' gankuai
huijia ‘you hurry and go home’, and mama hui danxin de ‘Mom will be
worried’. However, in (2b), only one clause is there, i.e. mama hui danxin
de ‘Mom will be worried’. As a result, (2b) is at least infelicitous, if
grammatical at all.

Fouzé and buran are interchangeable in some cases, but not in others.
In Xiandai hanyii babdi ci zéngdingbdn ‘Eight Hundred Words in Modern
Chinese: Extended Version’, Lii et al. (1999) define these two lexical
items in the following way: fouzé = ruguo bu zhéyang ‘if it is not so’;
buran = (i) ruguo bu zhéyang “if it is not so’ or (ii) yinjin yi shang wén
Jjiaoti de qingkuang ‘introducing an alternative to the preceding discourse’.
Given these two semantic definitions for fouzé and buran, two
generalizations might be reached. First, fouzé, burdn and rugus bu
zhéyang “if it is not so’ seem interchangeable. Second, since huozhé ‘or’
also introduces an alternative, buran and huozhé ‘or’ should be
interchangeable. However, the complete picture is not so simple. See the
examples below.

2 The abbreviations used in this paper include: 1%.sG for the first-person singular pronoun,
2" s for the second-person singular pronoun, 3'.sG for the third-person singular pronoun,
Asso for an associative marker, byN for a dynamic modal, cL for a classifier, epi for a
future epistemic modal, DuRr for a durative aspect marker, PRG for a progressive aspect
marker, Prc for a sentence-final particle, Q for a question particle.

3 In this paper, # is used to indicate infelicity.
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(3) a. Gai Xié xing le, burdn/fouzé/ragud
should write letter Prc BURAN/FOUZE/if
bu zhéyang jiali hui bu fangxin de.
not SO family  will not at.peace Prc
‘We should write home. Otherwise, our family will be
worried.’

b. W6 zhi néng fanggi,  buran/*fouzé/
185G only DYN quit BURAN/*FOUZE/
ragud bu zhéyang gai zénme  ban?
if not so should  how do

‘I can only quit. Otherwise, what should I do?’

(4) a Ke&yi da dianhua qu zhio ta,
can make phone.callgo find 345G
buran/*fouzé/ huozhé jiu  ziji pao yi tang.

BURAN/*FOUZE/HUOZHE Ju self run one trip
“You can call him. Otherwise, you can go see him yourself.’

b. Wo zhi néng fanggi,  buran/*fouzé/
185G only DYN quit BURAN/*FOUZE/
*huozhé gai zénme  ban?

*or should  how do

‘I can only quit. Otherwise, what should I do?’

(3a) is an example where fouzélburdan/rigud bu zhéyang ‘if not so’ are
interchangeable. The sentences in (3) are abstracted as w1 fouzé/buran o,
where 7t; and 7, are clauses. (3a) presents 72, which results from that the
action mt1 is not carried out. Riiguc bu zhéyang “if not so’ is acceptable in
this example because this phrase negates m: and the negation of m; is
required for mt, to be interpreted. In (3b), buran is good, but fouzé is not.
Yet, riigud bu zhéyang ‘if not so’ is fine in this example. (3b) suggests that
fouzé and rigud bu zhéyang “if not so’ are not paraphrases. Instead, fouzé
expresses something that riguo bii zhéyang ‘if not so” does not. On the
other hand, the examples in (4) show that, while fouzé is not good, buran
is not always interchangeable with huozhé ‘or’, even though huozhé ‘or’
also introduces an alternative, which is one of the semantic/pragmatic
functions of buran defined in Lii et al. (1999). The two sets of examples
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in (3) and (4) suggest that the semantics of fiidz¢é and buran are not as
simple as the definitions given in Lii et al. (1999).

In this paper, | argue that the semantics of fouzé and burén need to be
modelled by means of SDRT. Suppose that we have a discourse: m,
fouzélburan m,, where m; and m, are clauses. These two discourse
connectives express that mt, is interpreted, based on —m1. They perform the
following steps to model our understanding of a discourse involving them.
First, fouzé and burén introduce —m into the discourse, represented as a
Segmented Discourse Representation Structure (SDRS). Second, w1 is
understood to contrast —m1. Third, the discourse connectives indicate
either that rt2 is a result of —m1 or that 71 and 2 are alternatives, dependent
on whether it is fouzé or burén and whether —m; and n; have a (loose)
causal relationship.

In addition, some details are discussed in this paper. First, when m; is
composed of two clauses, it is always the negation of the first one, on
which ;> depends for semantic interpretation. Second, if = is a declarative
clause, its truth is evaluated in the possible worlds where —m; is true. If 2
is a question, a set of propositions, which serves as answers to the question,
minus the proposition expressed by 1, is added into the shared knowledge
of the participants in a discourse known as a Common Ground (CG).
When rt2 is an imperative, the imperative is supplemented into a CG. Third,
only when burén connects two true alternatives can it be interchangeable
with huozhé ‘or’. Fourth, fouzé/buran cannot be replaced by danshi/késhi
‘but’ because the former two have two properties that the latter do not
have: first, the former indicates that =; contrasts —m;, and, second, ©; and
7tz do not have equal semantic status because m; functions as background,
whereas mt; functions as foreground.

This paper also presents two differences for fouzé and burén. First,
fouzé indicates only that n; is a result of —m1, while buran specifies either
that m, is a result of —m1 or that 1 and =, are alternatives. Second, fouzé
has an ‘anti-good consequence’, while burén does not.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is a critical review of
literature on fouzé and/or buran. In Section 3, these two discourse
connectives are scrutinized carefully so that generalizations and SDRT
semantics can be provided. Section 4 concludes this paper.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW

There have been many descriptive studies on fouzé and burén, e.g. in
chronological order, Z. Wang (1995), Meng (1996), Zheng (2001), Liu
(2008), C. Wang (2008), Y. Wang (2009), Cao & Zhang (2009), Jin (2009),
Lii (2010), Ju (2010), Zhu (2011), Zhu & Wu (2012a, b), Deng (2012), Y.
Wang (2013), Ye (2014), Y.-F. Wang et al. (2014), Xu (2014), and others.

In terms of the analysis of the semantics of fouzé, these studies can be
categorized into four types. The first type suggests that fouzé has a
contrastive function, e.g. Z. Wang (1995), Zheng (2001), and others. Z.
Wang (1995) claims that fouzé introduces zhengfin duizhao de binglie
guanxi ‘a contrastive coordinating relationship’ between two clauses.
Zheng (2001) observes that the clause following fouzé is a result of the
previous one and that the truth of the previous clause contrasts that of the
latter. This “contrast” analysis is on the right track, but overgeneralizes.
Késhi ‘but’, danshi ‘but’, and so forth, also introduce a relationship of the
type as suggested by Z. Wang (1995). Nevertheless, they cannot substitute
for fouzé in examples such as (3a). In addition, fouzé can be used as a
threat, but késhi ‘but’ and danshi ‘but’ cannot. See the example below.

B5) Ni zuihdo tinghua, fouzé/*késhi/
2".sG had.better listen.words  FOUZE /*but/
*danshi....

*but

“You’d better do what I say. Otherwise, ....°

Interestingly, Y. Wang (2013) observes the same fact as (5) and states
that fouzé does not describe contrast (zhudnzhé ju) since clauses connected
by contrastive conjuctions such as késhi/danshi ‘but’ are true, but the ones
connected by fouzé do not have to be so. While Y. Wang does not discuss
how fouzé contributes to the interpretation of discourse, he provides an
informative observation and a good first step to distinguish fouzé on the
one hand and késhi/danshi on the other.

The second type observes that the clause after fouzé is interpreted
given the negation of the clause before, e.g. C. Wang (2008), Y. Yang
(2009), Cao and Zhang (2009), M. Lii (2010), Zhu (2011), and others. C.
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Wang’s (2008) main idea can be summarized as: in a discourse S, fouzé
Sy, fouzé = —S,. Basically, this abstract form can be roughly interpreted as
S» gets an interpretation under the circumstances of the negation of S1. Y.
Wang (2009) discusses three lexical items: fanzhi, xiangfan and fouzé. He
suggests that fouzé leads a clause which expresses a proposition inferred
from a negated preceding clause in the same discourse. Cao and Zhang
(2009) suggest that, for two clauses to be connected by fouzé, the previous
one serves as a condition or a reason, whereas the other stands for a
reversal inference (nixiang tuiddo). M. Lii (2010) identifies two roles for
buran. First, buran leads a clause which is inferred from the negation of
the preceding one. Second, burdn leads a clause, functioning as an
alternative to the preceding one.

Zhu (2011) examines the construction riguc A, name B, fouzé C. He
reaches conclusions as follows. First, A serves as a premise and B a
conclusion. Next, if B is inferred, then A undergoes negation and C results
from —A. Moreover, if B is an imperative, a promissive or a necessity, B
undertakes negation and C results from —B. Then, if B expresses ability
or volition, then again B undergoes negation and C is a result of —B. Last,
if A describes a hypothetical purpose and B the means to fulfil the purpose,
then B experiences negation and C is a result of —B.

All of the negation analyses suffer from the same problem. In (3b), gai
zénme ban ‘what should I do?” is interpreted based on if | do not quit, that
is, the negation of wo zhi néng fangqi ‘1 can only quit’. However, fouzé is
not good here. This example suggests that there is more to fouzé than
simply the negation of the clause before fouzé.

The third type is a dynamic semantic analysis of fouzé, e.g. Ju (2010).
Ju (2010) proposes a dynamic semantics for fouzé. Based on Veltman’s
(1996) update semantics, Ju (2010) suggests the following. An
information state consists of two stacks, each of which is a set of pairs of
possible worlds. Fouzé updates one of the two stacks. While Ju (2010) is
very enlightening, he fails to take discourse structure into consideration,
cf. Asher and Lascarides (2003), Mann and Thompson (1998), Taboada
and Mann (2006a, 2006b), and so on. In addition, Ju (2010) does not
discuss the modal-like property of fouzé (and buran), which is elaborated
on in the next section.
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The last type is a functional perspective on fouzé, e.g. Y.-F. Wang, et
al. (2014). This paper discusses the pragmatic and interpersonal function
of fouzé. Because this study approaches fouzé in a functional linguistic
perspective, it serves as a complement to dynamic semantic studies of
fouzé and burén such as this paper.

While it does not talk about the semantics of fouzé, Zhu and Wu
(2012a) explore the focused constituent in a discourse with fouze. They
claim that the proposition preceding fouzé is focused on. Their discussion
of focus, jidgodian in Chinese, seems to be very different from Lee and Pan
(2001), Rooth (1985, 1992), von Stechow (1981, 1989, 1991), Kadmon
(1991: 315-354), and others. See two Chinese examples below.

(6) aTa zhi [rkan]  sha.
34sG only [rread] book
‘He only [F reads] book.’
b.Ta  zhi kan [r shil].
3dsG only read [r book]

‘He only reads [r book].’

Zhi ‘only’ is a focus device in Chinese. As we can see from (6), the
focused elements, i.e. kan ‘read’ in (6a) and sk ‘book” in (6b), are actually
to the right of the focus device. But, Zhu and Wu (2012a) claim that the
focused element is to the left of fouzé. Therefore, it deserves more careful
examination on whether fouzé has a focus function as discussed in Zhu
and Wu (2012a).

There are some studies on fouzé which do not talk about its semantics,
such as Meng (1996), Jin (2009), Zhu and Wu (2012b), Deng (2012), and
Xu (2014). These studies are not reviewed in this section.

To sum up, Lii et al. (1999) offer semantic definitions for fouzé and
buran. Fouzé expresses “if it is not so’, whereas buran denotes either ‘if
it is not so’ or ‘introducing an alternative to the preceding discourse.’
Expressing ‘if it is not so’, fouzé and burén do not always substitute for
each other. Moreover, fouzé and burdn cannot be substituted for by
contrastive conjunctions such as danshi/késhi ‘but’, even though the
conjunctions express contrast as well. Presenting an alternative, huozhe
‘or’ and buran are interchangeable only under certain circumstances.
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These linguistic facts regarding fouzé/buran are not discussed in the
literature reviewed above.

In terms of the semantics of fouzé, it is commonly agreed that,
provided a discourse 1, fouzé/buran m,, where 7t; and 7, are clauses, either
—Tm1 A M2 OF M1 A —m2. In plain English, fouzé presents contrastive
information. Nevertheless, as argued above, specifying contrastive
information as well, conjunctions such as danshi/késhi ‘but’ are not
interchangeable with fouzé. As a result, fouzé must express something
more than just contrastive information, whereas contrastive conjunctions
denote only contrast.

Given the above shortcomings of the literature reviewed in this section,
a careful and detailed examination of fouzé and buran is called for.

3. MODAL-LIKE SEMANTICS, DISCOURSE STRUCTURE AND
FOUZE/BURAN

Given the criticisms presented in Section 2, one reasonable question
to ask is: exactly what is the semantics of fouzé and buran? C. Wang (2008)
and Y. Wang (2009) shed some light on this question. C. Wang (2008)
suggests that, given a pattern Sy, fouzé S,, fouzé means —S;. If we use the
same pattern to extend Y. Wang’s (2009) idea, Y. Wang (2009) basically
says that Sy is inferred from —S:. To put it in a formal way, given a
discourse mt1, fouzé/burén n,, where w1 and 7, are clauses, = is evaluated,
provided —m1. But, this formalization does not equal to propositional logic
formulae —m1 A w2 Or M1 A —m2, because a disjunction indicates equal
(syntactic and/or semantic) status between the two propositions on both
sides of the disjunction, while, for fouzé and burdn, it is more like that 71
provides necessary information so that m, can be evaluated. To put it
another way, m1 is more like background information while =, is
foreground. rt; and w2 do not have equal syntactic and/or semantic status.

The semantics of fouzé and burén as analysed above is modal-like. In
what Portner (2009: 47) refers to as the “standard theory of modality
within formal semantics”, Kratzer (1977, 1991, 2012[1981]) analyses a
modal in terms of a modal base and an ordering source. Let’s take an
epistemic modal as an example.

147



Jiun-Shiung Wu

(7)  John must be working hard for tomorrow’s big test.

One of the readings of (7) is that the speaker makes an inference, based
on his/her belief that John will work for a test. This sentence is evaluated
in the possible worlds of an epistemic modal base ordered by a doxastic
(= reasoning about belief) ordering source. An epistemic modal base is a
set of propositions representing the facts in the real world. This set of
possible worlds are ordered based on the speaker’s belief. Because must
expresses modal necessity, the proposition John must be working hard for
tomorrow'’s test is evaluated to be true in all the best worlds in the ordered
set of possible worlds.

Fouzé and buran function in a way very similar to the epistemic
necessary modal must explained above. Regardless of whether fouzé and
buran are interchangeable or not, a clause led by these two discourse
connectives is always evaluated, based on information provided by
negating the clause preceding it. (3a) and (4a) are repeated below as (8a,
b) for the purpose of illustration.

(8) a.Gai xié xing le, buran/fouzé
should write letter Prc BURAN/FOUZE
jiali  hui bu fangxin de.
family will not at.peace Prc
‘We should write home. Otherwise, our family will be

worried.’

b. Ké&yi da dianhua qu  zhao ta,
can make phone.call go find 315G
buran/*fouzé jiu ziji péo yi  tang.
BURAN/*FOUZE  JIU self run one trip

“You can call him. Otherwise, you can go see him yourself.’

In (8a), both fouzé and buran are fine. The proposition jiali hui bu
fangxin de ‘our family will be worried’ is interpreted, given the negation
of the preceding clause, i.e. not write home. In (8b), buran is fine but fouzé
is not. Yet, the proposition ziji pdo yi tang ‘go see him yourself” is still
evaluated, given the negation of the previous clause, that is, not call him.
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Just like an epistemic modal base is required to evaluate a proposition
presented by an epistemic modal, the information provided by negating a
preceding clause in examples involving fouzé and burén is required to
interpret a latter clause. This is one reason why fouzé and burén are argued
to have a modal-like semantics.

Another reason that supports a modal-like semantics for fouzé and
buran is that a proposition they present cannot be determined to be true or
false in the real world, cf. Y. Wang (2013). For a simple declarative clause,
such as td dd dianhua hui jia ‘3".SG make phone.call back home’, it is
interpreted in the real world. But, as argued above, a proposition presented
by a modal is evaluated in a modal base ordered by an ordering source,
and one presented by fouzé/buran is interpreted in the worlds where the
negation of the previous proposition is true. This is why the real world
cannot determine the truth of a proposition presented by fouzé/burén and
by modals.

Nevertheless, although fouzé/buran and modals share two semantic
behaviours as discussed above, | would like to point out that fouzé/buran
are not modals, based on two critical differences. First, fouzé/buran have
an effect on the discourse-level interpretation, whereas modals have an
effect on the sentence-level one. As shown in (2b), standing alone without
a previous clause, fouzé/buran plus a clause is at least infelicitous, if
syntactically well-formed at all, while (7) is fine, standing alone. In
addition, this is also one of the reasons why a Kratzer-style semantics of
modality does not work for fouzé and buran: a modal base and an ordering
source for a modal do not have to be explicitly realized in the discourse.
Moreover, an ordering source is required because of graded modality, e.g.
Kratzer (1991, 2012[1981]). However, fouzé and buran do not involve any
degree at all.

The second difference between fouzé/buran and modals lies in that
modality has various semantic types, e.g. epistemic, deontic, dynamic,
among others, whereas fouzé/buran do not. As we can see from the
previous examples, fouzé/burén can present an inference, such as (3a), a
suggestion (or order), such as (4a), etc.

Based on these two differences, fouzé/buran are argued to have a
modal-like semantics in the sense that fouzé/buran rely on extra
information, along a similar line to that a modal relies on a modal base for
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interpretation. But, the extra information required must be explicitly
present in the discourse so that a proposition led by fouzé/buran can be
interpreted. Yet, fouzé/buran do not express modality because of the two
significant properties presented above.

Given the above discussion, | propose a modal-like semantics for fouzé
and buaran as follows. Suppose a discourse 71, fouzé/buran n,, where 11
and m, are labels for clauses, according to SDRT conventions. Then, the
truth of [fouzé/burén =] can be defined as (9):

(9)  [fouzélburan(mi, nz)] = 1 ifand only if Yw e W, w € —nt1 —
W € .

Please note that, while (9) seems to be a simplified version of Kratzer-
style semantics for modality or like traditional modal logic, cf. Porter
(2009, Chapter Two), yet there are two major differences. First, in the
semantics above, w1, whose information fouzé/buran depend on is
explicitly present in the discourse because it is one of the clauses
connected by these two discourse connectives. Second, a proposition
presented by fouzé and buran is interpreted in the worlds where a former
proposition is not true, whereas modals do not behave in this manner.

A reviewer suggests a possibility that fouzé/buran involves
grammaticalization and that they are related to a truncated conditional if it
is not the case that. As far as | am concerned, this suggestion is on the
right track, at least, for buran. This discourse connective is composed of
bu, a negator, and ran, which means to remain in a previous state and can
be translated as so or as such in English. Hence, buran can be understood
as a conditional if it is not the case that. As for fouzé, fou is also a negator,
as in fouding ‘negative’. Zé is more difficult to decipher. But, regardless,
this anonymous reviewer’s suggestion is compatible with the analysis
proposed in this paper.

However, (9) is not sufficient because the discourse relations encoded
by fouzélburan are not represented. Y. Wang (2009), Z. Wang (1995), and
others suggest that fouzé involves contrast. Nevertheless, it is clear that,
given 1, fouzé/buran m,, 71 does not contrast .. Rather, 71 contrasts what
2 relies on, i.e. —m.
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In addition, w1 and ©t, show other relations. Let’s look at (8) again. In
(8a), both fouzé and buran are fine, whereas in (8b) only buran is
acceptable. If we examine the clauses connected by fouzé and buréan in (8a,
b), we can find that in (8a) the latter clause describes a situation resulting
from the situation expressed by negating the former clause, while in (8b)
the two clauses are alternatives, one of which the speaker recommends the
addressee adopt. In (8a), the family will be worried is a result of not writing
home. On the other hand, in (8b), dd dianhua qui zhdo ta ‘call him’ and ziji
pdo yi tang ‘go find him yourself” are two options available for an
addressee to choose, according to the speaker.

SDRT is required to model the discourse relations revealed by
fouzélburan. | propose the following. First, fouzé/buran introduce —m; into
an SDRS. —m; is not one of the clauses in the discourse, but is introduced
because it provides information required by the clause presented by
fouzélburan. Second, —m: and 7y are connected by rhetorical relation
Contrast. Third, either that —m; is attached to n, by rhetorical relation
Result or that ©: and m> are connected by Alternative, depending on
whether —mt; and m2 have a CAUSEp relationship (Asher and Lascarides
2003: 204-207) and whether it is fouzé or buran in the discourse.

Asher and Lascarides (ibid) state that “[...] CAUSEp (o, o, B)
(“Discourse Permissible Cause”), which means that the content of the
discourse o (where o outscopes both o and ) provides evidence that o
caused B.” This CAUSEp relation is a “loose’ causal relation because o
does not have to actually bring about . Rather, as long as there is evidence
for this causal relation, it is sufficient to induce Result(o, B) or
Explanation(B, o), both of which depend on a CAUSEp relationship to be
specified.

Here, some illustrations for these two rhetorical relations Result and
Explanation are called for. o and 3 are clauses and are described in this
order in the discourse. Result(c,, ) means that B is a result of o, while
Explanation(f, o) means that B explains a. For both rhetorical relations,
o and B have a loose clausal relationship as described above. The
difference is the order of the cause and the result presented in the discourse.
Let’s look at a pair of examples below.
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(10) a. John fell.
b. Mary pushed him.
= Ex. 6, Asher and Lascarides (2003: 6)

(11) a. Mary pushed John.
b. He fell.

In both (10) and (11), Mary pushed John is the cause and John fell is
the result. When the result is presented before the cause, as in (10), (10b)
explains why (10a) takes place, i.e. Explanation(10b, 10a). On the other
hand, when the cause is presented before the result, as in (11), a natural
causal relationship is described, i.e. Result(10a, 10b).

Based on the discussion above, | demonstrate the steps of SDRS
construction for m1, fouzé/buran m, below:

(12) a. w1 comes into the discourse, and an SDRS is created. At this
stage, only one clause, i.e. w1, exists in the SDRS.

b.

TC1.

c. Fouzélburan n, comes into the discourse. —m: is introduced
into the discourse by these two connectives. There are three
unresolved rhetorical relations, represented by question
marks: between —m; and mi, between —m; and w and
between w1 and wz. Only one of the latter two can be formed
in the SDRS.

1.
2.
—TT1.

?(TCl, ﬁﬂl)
?(—m, m2) v 2(nl, n2)
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e. Fouzé/buran resolve the rhetorical relation connecting 1 to
—mz to Contrast, and indicate either that Result attaches
to —m; or that Alternative connects w; and w2, depending on
whether —mt1 and ©t, have a CAUSEp relationship and on the
constraint stated in (12g).

TC1.

2.

—1TT1.

Contrast(m, —m1)

Result(—m1, m2) v Alternative(ms, )

g. Constraint on fouzé:
fouzé(m, m2) — Result(m, 2)

In (12f), Contrast(r1, —m1) indicates that 1 and —m; contrast with each
other. Alternative(r, mtz) says that n; and nz are two alternatives, just like
what a disjunction does in a discourse. The constraint in (12g) says that,
if fouzé connects two clauses w1 and w2, which are presented in this order
in the discourse, then the rhetorical relation must be Result. To put it
another way, it must be the case that t is the result of ;.

Here in an interim summary, | argue for a modal-like and SDRT
semantics for fouzé and buran. First, for the (mini-)discourse m,
fouzélburan o, fouzélburan specifies that n, is evaluated in the worlds
where mt; is not true, i.e. the negation of n; is true. Second, these two
discourse connectives introduce —m: into the SDRS for the (mini-)
discourse. Third, they specify that Contrast connects —m1 to m1. Fourth,
they specify either that Result attaches m, to —my or that Alternative
connects nt1 and 2, depending on whether it is fouzé or buran and whether
—m; and 1tz have a CAUSEp relationship.

Now is a good time to respond to a reviewer’s overall question. This
reviewer states that “[t]he result relation is more similar to the modal
meaning of fouzé/buran,” and asks, “[h]Jow does the clause preceding
fouzélburani, whose negation leads to the modified clause, present an
alternative to the modified clause?”’
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My response is as follows. Result(—m1, n2) indicates that if —m1, then
T2, I.8. =11 — m2. This conditional is equal to the disjunction ;1 v 72, along
the same line where p — g equals —p v . Both the conditional and the
disjunction say that these two formulae are true unless both r; and n, are
false. Alternative(m1, w2) is actually an exclusive or, i.e. w1 Ve mo, in the
sense that either w; or m> can be true, but =; and w, cannot be true at the
same time. In terms of propositional logic, Alternative(r:, mz) can be
considered as a stricter version of Result(—ma, 2) and therefore these two
proposed rhetorical relations for fouzé/buran are, as a matter of fact,
related.

While the modal-like semantics in (9) and the SDRT-based one in (12),
together can account for the similarities and differences in the behaviour
of fouzé and burén, there are two complications. First, m1 and m»
themselves can be a (mini-)discourse, composed of two or more clauses.
Under this circumstance, which clause is negated when we say —mi?
Second, ©t, does not have to be a declarative clause. Rather, w; can be a
guestion or an imperative. So, exactly how is an imperative or question
evaluated, provided —ms, since they do not have a truth condition?

Three types of examples of multi-clause m; are found in the online
version of Sinica Corpus 4.0. The three types of examples are presented
and analysed below.

(13) a. Dongzud  dongci  bixd daiyou  “de”,
action verb must carry ASSO
cai kéyi xitishi ling yi-ge dongci,
so.that DYM modify  another one-cL  verb
féuzé/buran shiwéi  lidandongju.
FOUZE/BURAN treat.as  serial.verb.construction
‘An action verb can modify another verb only when it carries
de. Otherwise, the (verb plus verb) construction is treated as
a serial verb construction.’
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b. jiaquan zhishu-de zonghé  wéi fu
weighted index-AssO sum be minus
er huo fu san shi, jianyi shiyong
two or minus three time suggest  use
fanwéi néi  jiao di-de shuzhi,
range in relative low-AssO value
fouzé/buran xudnyong zhdngjianzhi.
FOUZE/BURAN choose medium

‘If the sum of weighted indexes is minus two or minus three,
it is suggested to use the lower value in the range. Otherwise,
choose the medium.’

c. Figui shifou  kaolii zhduquan? Rugud
law  whether consider thorough if
zhduquan jil bixd chedi zhixing,
thorough JIU  must complete execute
fouzé/buran gai fa  bixd jiayi
FOUZE/BURAN that law must take
jidnshi.
examine

‘Is the law thorough? If it is, then it must be executed
completely. Otherwise, the law must be examined (again).’

As we can see from (13), there are at least two clauses preceding
fouzélburan. Let’s examine these examples carefully. First, (13a) is
labelled as follows:

(14) a. [m1 [r11 dongzud dongct bixii daiyou “de” “a verb must
take de’]
[r12 cai kéyi xiiishi ling yi-ge dongci ‘so that it can
modify another verb’]]
b. fouzélburan [r, shiwéi liandongju ‘the (verb plus verb)
construction is treated as a serial verb
construction’]

(14a) shows that 7, consists of two clauses, labelled as 711 and 712, w11
and m1> are connected by Result because there is a CAUSEp relationship
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between these two clauses. It is the negation of n11 on which n, depends
on, because a verb plus verb construction is regarded as a serial verb
construction, if the first verb does not take de with it. Moreover, it is not
possible to negate m1, for w2 because a verb plus verb construction with
the first verb taking de cannot be treated as a serial verb construction. We
formalize this observation as (15).

(15) Result(m1, m12) = —m11

(14b) and (14c) are labelled the same way and presented in (16) and (17),
respectively.

(16) a. [m1 [ jiaquan zhishii-de zonghé wéi fu ér huo fit san shi
when the sum of the weighted indexes is minus two
or minus three’]
[r12 jianyi shiyong fanwéi néi jido di-de shuzhi ‘it is
suggested to use the lower value in the range’]
b. fouzé/burdan [r2 xudanyong zhongjianzhi ‘choose the
medium’]

(A7)  a. [m [r11 Riigud zhouguan “if thorough’]
[r12 bixi chédi zhixing ‘it must be executed completely’]
b. fouzé/buran [, gai fa bixii jiayi jianshi ‘that law must be
examined (again)’]

n11 and w12 in (16a) are connected by Background because nti1 provides a
temporal frame for mt12 to hold. It is the negation of w11, on which rt; relies
on, because the time to choose the medium is when the sum of weighted
indexes is not minus two or minus three. This observation is formalized in
(18). On the other hand, 711 and rt12 in (17a) are connected by Consequence
because of the cue phrase ruguo “if’. It is the negation of w11, which m
requires in order to receive an appropriate interpretation. This observation
is formalized as (19).
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(18) Background(miz, m11) = —m
(19) Consequence(mii, T12) = —T11

Explanations for Background and Consequence are called for at this
point. Background indicates that a proposition functions as a temporal
background for another proposition. Background(miz, m11) says that the
background of w1, is mi1, even though mi1 and ma, are presented in this
order. Consequence is actually an SDRT way to describe a conditional.
Consequence(mis, mt12) refers to a conditional if w11, m12.

The above discussion of the three types of r; composed of two clauses
shows that it is the negation of the first clause, labelled as w11, which m,
requires semantic interpretation. This observation, as a matter of fact,
follows from the CAUSEp relationship between —m; and =, as discussed
above. When 71 is composed of two clauses, these clauses usually have
some type of CAUSEp relationship. Therefore, it is always the negation of
the cause, rather than the result, on which =, depends for semantic
evaluation.

Although not involving multiple clauses, one type of example
involving negation worth discussion is m; with a modal. Obviously, it is
the clause that the modal presents, rather than the whole clause, which is
negated. Let’s see the example below.

(20) a Gai  xi¢ xing le, buran/fouzé
should write letter Prc BURAN/FOUZE
jiali  hui bu fangxin de.
family will not at.peace Prc
‘We should write home. Otherwise, our family will be
worried.’
b. [r1 should(rt1: write home)] [BURAN/FOUZE [tz our family
will be worried]]

(20a) is repeated from (3a). (20a) includes a modal gai ‘should’. m
relies on the negation of the clause taken by the modal, instead of the
whole clause. This is because a discourse containing fouzé/buran
functions like a suggestion. If the previous clause contains a modal, this
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clause expresses suggestion, obligation, stipulation, or some type modality.
The latter clause requires the negation of the previous clause, but it is not
the modality that is negated. Rather, it is the proposition presented by the
modal that is negated. To put it another way, it is not gai ‘should’ that is
negated. If it were, m> would depend on the information expressed by
someone should not do something. But, in fact, it is someone does not do
something that =, relies on.

The second complication is that wt, can be a question or an imperative.
What does it mean to evaluate a question or an imperative, since they do
not have a truth value? To ask this question in another way, while the truth
of m2 representing a declarative clause is determined in the set of possible
worlds where —m is true, what role does the set of worlds play for a
guestion or an imperative? Two examples are presented below.

(21) a. Wo zhi néng fangqi.  Buran/*fouzé,

1%tsG  only can quit BURAN/FOUZE
gai zénme  ban?

should how do

‘I can only quit. Otherwise, what should I do?’

b. Waimian zai xiayu. Buran/*fouzé, kan
outside PRG rain BURAN/FOUZE look
yi-Xia waimian.
one-CL outside

‘It is raining outside. Otherwise, take a look outside.’

The semantics of question is usually considered as a set of propositions,
which essentially functions as (possible) answers to the question, e.g.
Farkas and Bruce (2009), Groenendijk and Stokhof (1981, 1984, 1997),
Hamblin (1973), Karttunen (1977), Krifka (2001, 2007, 2015), among
others.* It is beyond the scope of this paper to give a detailed discussion
on the semantics of question. If we accept the set of propositions for
semantics of question, then we get the following interaction between —m;

4 Please note that Farkas and Bruce (2009) and Krifka (2001, 2007, 2015) propose dynamic
semantics for question. However, essentially, they still rely on the set of propositions
semantics of questions, as named in Groenendijk and Stokhof (1997), which are added to
a Common Ground or Information State.
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and the question in examples such as (21a): suppose S is the set of
propositions for gai zénme ban ‘what should I do?’, then the effect of
uttering (21a) is S — {px, }, that is, uttering (21a) removes the proposition
represented by nt; from the set of propositions S, which serves as answers
to the question what should | do. This idea can be modelled by the
following SDRS, given m1, buran m,:

(22)

T
—T1

m2: {p1, P2, ...} —{Pr}

Contrast(m, —m1)
Alternative(ri, mo)

In the SDRS (22), mt2 is a question, whose Hamblin-style semantics is
a set of propositions functioning as answers to the question. However,
given that buran requires that =, is interpreted according to —m, the
proposition expressed by n:, represented as pr,, cannot be one of the
propositions in the semantics of the question. Therefore, a set difference
is performed to remove p., from the set of propositions denoted by m.
That is to say, (9) does not apply here because (9) works only when m; is
a declarative clause. Instead, since m is a question in examples such as
(21a), its semantics is a Hamblin-style semantics of question and buran
performs a set difference to exclude p-,from this set.

Here, I would like to respond to a reviewer’s comments concerning
(21). A reviewer suggests that (21a) can be interpreted as “if it is not the
case that I give up, what else can I do?” This suggestion converges with
my proposal in this paper, i.e. given 1, fouzé/buran n,, n, is interpreted
under the circumstances of —mi1. The same reviewer raises a question:
regarding (21b), could it be that buran behaves like a rhetorical question,
like English why not? In terms of effects on the interpretation of discourse,
it is certainly true that rhetorical questions such as English why not and
buran in examples such as (21b) have similar effects. Nevertheless, in
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terms of forms, a rhetorical question has the form of a question, while the
proposition after buran has the form of a declarative sentence.

Let’s turn to examples where 72 is an imperative. Portner (2004, 2007)
proposes that the semantics of imperatives is an addressee’s To-Do List,
which is part of an ordering source.® The ordering source orders a set of
possible worlds. A (modal) proposition is evaluated in the best worlds
where the To-Do List is included and this is how the To-Do List affects
the truth of the proposition. Moreover, Portner (2007: 373) proposes the
pragmatic function of imperatives. With all of the formalisms set aside,
Portner (ibid) essentially suggests that an imperative ¢imp is added into a
Common Ground, which functions as shared knowledge for the
participants of a discourse. Since a declarative sentence is also added into
a Common Ground, an SDRS for examples where =, is an imperative just
like (12f).

If we look at (21b) again, one might ask why it is raining outside and
take a look outside are alternatives. | argue that these two propositions are
alternatives in the following sense. In this discourse, the speaker reports
that it is raining outside and says that, if the addressee does not believe his
report, he/she is instructed to look outside. So, either it is raining outside
or take a look outside is added into a Common Ground. If the former is
added into the Common Ground, then it is raining outside becomes part
of the knowledge shared by the speaker and the addressee. That is, the
addressee accepts the speaker’s statement about it being raining outside.
If the latter is supplemented into the Common Ground, then the imperative
take a look outside becomes part of the shared knowledge. In this case, the
addressee is instructed to perform this directive, since an imperative is
directed toward an addressee, as argued in Portner (2004, 2007).

Here, | would like to address reviewers’ concerns regarding the
example with an imperative, i.e. (21b). A reviewer asks what kind of
alternative contrasting relationship between w; and w2, when w; is an
imperative.

My response is as follows. In my proposal, the contrast relation always
exists between m; and —m, as represented in (12f). Between w1 and wt; can
be either Result or Alternative, shown in (12f) as well. Moreover, because

5 Please refer to Portner (2016) for a thorough review of approaches to the semantics of
imperatives.
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the discourse connective is buran and there is no causal relationship
between mt; and w2, Alternative is identified for (21b).

Concerning the same example, the other reviewer asks whether 71 and
i, are simply alternatives to be added into the CG at the same time. The
reviewer suggests only one of ©t; and n, is added to the CG because “m
becomes part of the To-Do List only if the addressee does not believe n1.”

My response to this reviewer’s comment is like this. The alternative
71 Vv T2 needs to be added to the CG at the same time because an addressee
needs this alternative so that he/she can choose one of them. When (21b)
is uttered, the alternative w; v 72 is added into the CG. An addressee has
two options. First, he/she can choose to accept nt1, and then 2 is removed
from the CG because =z is redundant in this case, or he/she can choose not
to accept m; and hence perform 2. In the latter case, m; is removed from
the CG because it is not accepted by the addressee.

Finally, fouzé has an “anti-good consequence” property, but buran
does not. This property indicates that fouzé does not present a good
consequence (good for the speaker) into the discourse. This is why fouzé
is strongly preferred to buran, if baran is allowed at all, when used as a
threat.® For example,

(23)  Zuihao zhao wo shud-de  zuo,
had.better as 1%.sG say-AssO do
fouzé/??buran.....

FOUZE/??BURAN...

“You’d better do what I say. Otherwise....’

Examples where buran is good but fouzé is not, appear to all involve
a good consequence (good for the speaker). See one below.

6 The native speakers | consult basically agree with me on this generalization. Some
suggest that burdn expresses a much lower degree of ‘anti-good consequence’, if possible
at all.
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(24) Wo shi zai lianxi shéngqi. Wo yihou
185G be PRG practice angry 135G after
jiu zheme Xiong jiao ni.

JU so mean teach 2" sG
Buran/*fouzé guai yidian, hao ma?
BURAN/*FOUZE behave  a.little OK Q

‘I am practicing being angry. I will teach in such a mean way,
later. Otherwise, behave a little bit, OK?’

In (24), fouzé is not good. This is because behave a little bit is a good
result, which the speaker expects. When the result is good, fouzé cannot
be used, because of its ‘anti-good consequence’ property.

Another very interesting example that bears out the anti-good
consequence analysis of fouzé is the one below. In (25), fouzé introduces
a neutral (at best) result and as a result both fouz¢é and buran are fine.

(25) Ta zai xiz&o ba. Fouzé/buran,
3956  PRG take.a.bath Prc FOUZE/BURAN
yushi-de déng bu hui  liang-zhe, chuanghu
bathroom-Asso light noterl  on-DUR window
yé& bu hui you shuigi.’
also not EPI have moisture

‘He must be taking a shower. Otherwise, the light in the
bathroom would not be on and the windows would not be
moist, as well.’

(25) is interesting in the sense that, to continue this discourse, a
continuation expressing a bad result prefers fouzé over buran. The
potential continuation to (25) lends support to our ‘anti-good consequence’
distinction between fouzé and buran.

The anti-good consequence property of fouzé can be captured as a
meaning postulate. Recall that fouzé has another meaning postulate that

7 A reviewer indicates a different intuition concerning this example. While my informants
and I share the intuition reported in this paper, the reviewer’s intuition might suggest a
more fine-grained analysis for fouzé could be necessary.
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identifies Result as the rhetorical relation that connects two clauses, as
(12g), which is repeated below for the sake of completeness.

(26) a. Anti-good consequence of fouzé
Fouizé(m, m2) — bad(m2)
b. Constraint on fouzé:
fouzé(ma, m2) — Result(rm, 72)

Before summarizing this section, | would like to address two more
issues. First, why can’t huozhé ‘or’ always substitute for buréan since the
former is a disjunction, which presents an alternative as well? Second,
why can’t danshi/késhi ‘but’ replace fouzél/buran, if they both denote
contrast?

To answer the first question, relevant examples are repeated below for
the sake of illustration. The three examples below show that sometimes
huozhé ‘or’ and buran are interchangeable while other times they are not.

(27) a.Keéyi da dianhua qu  zhdo ta,
can make phone.call go find 315G
buran/huozhé jiu  ziji pao yi  tang.
BURAN/or Ju  self un one trip

“You can call him. Otherwise, you can go see him yourself.’
b. Wo zhi néng fangqi.  Buran/*huozhé,

1%t.sG  only can quit BURAN/*or
gai zénme  ban?
should how do
‘I can only quit. Otherwise, what should I do?’
c. Waimian zai xiayu. Buran/*huozhé, kan
outside PRG rain BURAN/ *or look

yi-xia waimian.
one-CL outside
‘It is raining outside. Otherwise, take a look outside.’

The three examples in (27) allow only buran, but not fouzé, and this

fact means that buran indicates Alternative in these three examples. But,
only in (27a), huozhé ‘or’ is fine, but not in the others. Why is this so? If
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we examine these three examples more carefully, we can find that only
(27a) expresses true alternatives, but (27b) and (27¢) do not. In (27a), the
two clauses on both sides of burén are actual suggestions for an addressee.
The addressee can choose to perform either one of these two suggestions.
However, it is not the case in (27b) and (27c). In (27b), the clause to the
left of buran is, as a matter of fact, the only option. (27¢), as explained
above, presents alternatives of the following sense for the addressee: either
accept the fact that it is raining outside or take a look outside. The clause
to the left of buran is not a suggestion. Instead, it is a proposition, which
the addressee can choose to believe or not. As we can see from the three
examples in (27), huozhé ‘or’ and burén are interchangeable only when
they present true alternatives, as in (27a). Under the other circumstances,
huozhé ‘or’ and buran are not interchangeable.®

The answer to the second question is that, as shown above, for
fouzélburan, mt, does not contrast mt2; instead, 71 contrasts —m1. In addition,
as stated above, 71 and 7 do not have equal semantic status. Rather, 2 is
more like a foreground while —m; serves as background. These two
properties are what disjunctions such as danshi/késai ‘but’ do not share
and, therefore, the disjunctions and the two discourse connectives under
discussion here cannot substitute for each other.

In sum, in this section, | argue for an SDRT account for fouzé and
buran. Given a discourse m1, fouzé/burdan 2, where 71 and 2 are clauses,
these two discourse connectives perform the following actions. First, they
introduce —m; into an SDRS. Second, Contrast is specified to attach —m;
to m1. Third, dependent on whether it is fouzé or buran and whether w1 and
n, have a CAUSEp relationship, either Result attaches m, to —mi or
Alternative connects w1 and m,. It is also demonstrated that, if 71 consists
of two clauses, it is always the first one that is negated, on which m, relies
on. | also illustrate the semantic function that m; plays when m; is a
guestion or an imperative, instead of a declarative clause. | also argue that
fouzé has an ‘anti-good consequence’ property. Moreover, only when true
alternatives are presented can buran and huozhé be interchangeable.

8 A reviewer raises a question concerning the above point. He/she asks, “How does the
idea burédn not only introduce an alternative but also the negation of the conditional-like
clause solve the puzzle that it sometimes can be replaced with hudshi and sometimes
cannot [...]?” This question is answered here.
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Finally, fouzé/buran cannot be substituted for by contrastive conjunctions
danshi/késhi ‘but’ because of the two discourse connectives have
semantic/pragmatic properties that the contrastive conjunctions do not
POSSeSS.

In addition, the discussion also suggests that fouzé and burédn are
different in two aspects. First, fouzé only allows for rhetorical relation
Result to connect —m1 and w2, whereas buran permits either Result or
Alternative for —m; and wz on the one hand and r; and =z on the other.
Second, fouzé has an ‘anti-good consequence’ property, but buran does
not.

4. CONCLUSION

In this paper, | examine two discourse connectives fouzé and buran in
Chinese, and argue for a modal-like and SDRT semantics for them.
Suppose a discourse 1, fouzé/buran mz, where 1 and 7, are clauses. These
two discourse connectives have a modal-like semantics because =, is
interpreted based on —m1. However, they do not express modality.

Furthermore, | propose that fouzé/burén perform the following steps,
in order to model their behaviour in discourse. First, they introduce —m1
into an SDRS. Second, rhetorical relation Contrast is specified to attach
—m1 to w1, Third, either Result connects —mt; and 72 or Alternative attaches
71 to 12, dependent on whether it is fouzé or buran and whether —r; and
7o has a CAUSEp relationship. Fourth, fouzé indicates that 1 and n, are
connected only by Result.

In addition to the general semantics for fouzé/buran, four more details
are discussed. First, when 1 consists of two clauses, it is always the first
clause, which is negated, on which =, depends for semantic interpretation.
Second, when m2 is a question, the set of propositions, which serves as
(possible) answers to the question, minus the proposition represented by
n1 is added into a Common Ground. If ntz is an imperative, the property
represented by the imperative is added into a Common Ground. Third,
only when true alternatives are presented can huozhé ‘or’ and buran
substitute for each other. Fourth, fouzé/buran cannot be substituted by
danshi/késhi ‘but’ because the former two have two properties the latter
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do not share: first, w; contrasts —m1, but not n, and second, w; and w2 do
not have equal semantic status in the sense that =, is more like foreground
while 71, —t1 to be precise, functions more like background.

Finally, this paper argues that fouzé and buran have two major
differences: first, fouzé allows only Result to connect —m1 and w2, while
buran permits either Result or Alternative; second, fouzé has an ‘anti-good
consequence’ property, but buran does not.
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