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Abstract

This paper focuses on the quasi-logical use of you () ‘again’ in naturally occurring
conversation. It is argued that such a usage of you not only keeps its generalised
conjunctive meaning, whose left conjunct can be either explicitly present or omitted, but
also contributes to inducing pragmatic inferences. Since the logically encoded meaning
of you and the presuppositional meaning it engenders fail to provide a coherent
interpretation of you in a negation context, there is a need to backtrack and accommodate
an implicit proposition as the premise for inferring the implicature of that utterance, i.e.
a conditional. We also argue that what really invites the said abductive inference is the
specific construction of [you + neg + right conjunct], rather than the adverb you per se.

Keywords: Mandarin grammar, construction, pragmatic inference, Mandarin adverb you

1. Introduction

Mandarin adverbs relating to extent or range in meaning often display chameleonic nature
(Hole 2004). Sometimes, they are used as Boolean operators, i.e., and, or, not (also known
respectively as conjunction, disjunction, and negation), and can be readily translated as
such in logical form. Some other times, they have highly colloquial usages that are hard
to explain in purely logico-semantic terms. We call them quasi-logical words here,
namely they are essentially logical terms but also carry extended uses that are derived
from their intrinsic properties. You (X)) ‘again’ is a case in point. In fact, it has been
observed in the literature that you in daily communication is intuitively associated with
presupposition-negation or counter-expectation at a pragmatic level.

This paper is organized as follows: 2 gives a brief review of previous studies on the
meaning of you. 3 introduces two types of use of you: the logical use and the quasi-logical
use. 4 analyses the meaning of both quasi-logical you and a special construction formed
by you plus a negated proposition. 5 further discusses the function of you in this specific
construction, and conclusions are given in 6.

2. Literature review
You is treated as a presupposition-negator by Peng (1999), Wu (1999), Tang (2007), Yang

(2008), Zhang (2013), etc. They claim that you + neg. does not aim to negate a statement,
but through the denial of a presupposition', the speaker’s negative attitude towards the

! To be more exact, it is an assumption not a presupposition, as argued above.
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presupposition and/or current event/state of affairs is emphasized. An example from Xia
(2017: 14) is shown in (1). The given presupposition is assumed to be true by the speaker,
and she refutes the view that she should drink sweet wine (a view held by the hearer) by
negating the proposition that ‘she is being treated as a child’.

(1) 7 FH? X g DN,
chi  tianjiu? you  bushi xidohdi,
eat sweet-wine  YOU? NEG child

paN 1| ANz FEHE!

hai  wen rén  chi  tianjiu!

still  ask  people eat sweet-wine

‘I am not a child, so I cannot ask for sweet wine.’

Presupposition: Only children drink sweet wine.

Yet another treatment of you uses the notion of counter-expectation. Shi (2005) and Li
(2014) propose that you functions as a counter-expectation marker, indicating that the
negated proposition introduced by you is contrary to the addressee’s expectation.
However, the real meaning of you is more complicated than what has been proposed in
previous studies. Both expectation and counter-expectation are informal terms loosely
used in pragmatics without clear definition, and their related terms such as presupposition
and assumption have not been sharpened or accurately used with distinctions by many
Chinese linguists in their studies.

3. Two uses of you

3.1 You as a Boolean conjunctor

You is an additive particle whose logical meaning is usually interpreted as ‘in addition’,
where the new proposition introduced by you is a supplement to the information
previously given, as shown in (2) and (3).

(2)
a. . XK o fE MY MR,
wo  zheliangtian yeé zai bugai buitie,
1.sG these-days  also PROG supply-calcium supply-iron
ZH ZH A %
zhigian chide bu pinfan.
before take not  frequent
‘I am also taking calcium and iron supplements these days, which I did not take
frequently before.’

2 Abbreviations used in this paper are listed as follows: 1 (first person), 2 (second person), 3 (third person)
ATTR (attributive), AUX (auxiliary), CL (classifier), DM (discourse marker), EXP (experiential aspect), NEG
(negation), PFV (perfective), PROG (progressive), SFP (sentence final particle), SG (singular), YOU (you).
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b. R X Iz, e X Ny 21,
ni you chi  gaipian, you  he niundi
2.SG YOU take calcium-tablets YOU drink milk

oA fER W 2

huibvuhui  bianmi a?

yes-no-yes constipated SFP

‘Will you be constipating if you take calcium tablets and drink milk at the same

time?’

3)

a. ML B Iz, el P Wz
wanshang shdao chididn, keyi  fen liangdun chi.
at-night less  eat can divide two-servings eat

‘Eat less at night. Maybe you can divide into two servings.’

b. 3k U xH wo® % iZ5E, X
wo  popo Jiali de hai  méi  chiwan you
my  mother-in-law in-home AUX still  NEG  finished YOU
S L N C1P7 Rt \ (19 AT
mai e yige  huilai, xigud gongying buduan
buy PFV a back watermelon supply never-in-short

‘My mother-in-law’s family has not finished the watermelon yet, and they bought
another one. Watermelons are never in short supply.’

In both (2) and (3), the left conjunct appears first, followed by you introducing the right
conjunct.

You can also be interpreted as ‘repetition’, as a proper subset of the ‘addition’ meaning,
which means that an action, event, or situation that happened in the past occurs again, as
shown in (4) and (5), where the left conjunct does not have to be explicitly given.

4)
a. 1K 7t Tk We?
ni zai ganma ne?
2.5G be doing SFP
‘What are you doing?’
b. . X £ £ WX LT3
wo  you  zai qu zheda de lushang.

1.sG  YOU be go Zhejiang-university AUX  on-the-way
‘I am on my way to Zhejiang University (ZJU) again.’
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(5)

a. Z[Q 17
lisi ne?
Lisi  SFP
‘Where is Lisi?’

b. 8 X & Xk F=.
ta you meéi  ldi kaihui.
3G YOU NEG come attend-meeting
‘He did not come to the meeting again.’

In (4), you expresses the fact that the action of (4b) going to ZJU has already happened
at some point in the past before the conversation takes place, and now it happens again.
Similarly, in (5), you expresses the replication of the situation. Not only did Lisi fail to
attend the meeting this time, but he also did not attend a previous meeting.

As you can be interpreted as either denoting the more specific ‘repetition’ or the more
general ‘addition’, it is understandable that it can sometimes be ambiguous between the
two, as shown in (6):

(6)

a. Ba WA % A 2L S I
zenme hdojiu méi  kandao xidozhang le?
why a-long-time NEG seen Xiaozhang  SFP

‘Why haven’t I seen Xiaozhang for a long time?’

b. M & X &7 R
ta zuijin you zhdo le yifen jianzhi.
3.8G recently You find PFV  a.CL part-time-job

‘He has recently taken up a part-time job in addition to what he is doing.” Or ‘He
has recently taken up another part-time job.’

In (6), you can indicate the combination of two eventualities. One is a certain given event
understood in the context where Xiaozhang is doing and such a context is shared by both
the speaker and hearer; (6b) being a different one. But another scenario could be that you
triggers the iterative presupposition that Xiaozhang was already working part-time and
now he has found another part-time job. So, the second event is a repetition of the first
event. In neither interpretation, the left conjunct is explicitly given. We can generalize
from the examples so far examined that while you needs to co-occur with the right
conjunct, the left conjunct can either appear or be understood.

Rooth (1992) observes that the additive particle is much like an anaphoric element which
is taken to be a linguistic entity that ‘recalls to the consciousness of a hearer entities or
concepts that have already been introduced into a discourse’ (Botley & McEnery 2000:
2). Konig (1991: 62) also points out that ‘all sentences with simple additive particles
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entail the corresponding sentences without the particles and presuppose furthermore that
at least one of the alternative values under consideration in a context satisfies the complex
predicate.” Following Rooth (1992), the interpretation of the additive you is sensitive to
the information in the preceding discourse or background information, from which a
viable antecedent is required to identify you’s presupposition. In line with Kénig (1991),
the additive you in Mandarin can be seen as a ‘presupposition trigger’, presupposing the
existence of at least one alternative that fits the complex predicate. Hence the left conjunct
of you, even if invisible, can be recovered.

The interpretation schema for (5b) is given as (7):

(7) Logical meaning encoded by you: conjunction
IP.Q (P & Q)
Proposition introduced by you [the right conjunct]
Q: Lisi has not come to the meeting this time.
Presupposition triggered by you: iterative presupposition
P: Lisi did not come to the meeting last time [the left conjunct]

Inferred conclusion: P & Q, given as (8):

(8) U-Introduction
Lisi did not come to the meeting last time, and he has not come to the meeting
this time.

It is generally assumed that the meaning of you is in common with the Boolean operator
U, an utterance like (8) is true if and only if both conjunct propositions are true.

3.2 The quasi-logical use of you

However, it has also been recognized that utterances with you have types of meaning
beyond the conjunctor sense. In a different paradigm of cases, you can carry a contrastive
connotation, which is not part of you’s truth conditional meaning, as shown in (9) - (11)
and is often lacking in utterances without you.

(9) discusses the university’s increasingly complicated requirements for lecturers:

)
a. & BNy B O fifk MW
wo  yiweéi shi  yao  jianhua liichéng.
1.sG  think be will  simplify process
‘I thought they wanted to make things simpler.’
b. Ak * M Ra wE,
beénlai wo  yé zheme juéde,
basically 1.sG also so think
BE WE LEERE X # o
danshi xianzaishangwankehou you  yao qianzi.
but now after-class YOU have-to sign
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‘I thought so too, but now I have to sign, as an extra requirement, after the class.’

If a presupposition is triggered by you, it can only be that a signature was required in the
past, but no such meaning can be perceived; on the contrary, the implied contextual
information is that no signature was required before. This demonstrates that you only
triggers a vague existential presupposition: something else had to be done before, for
example, giving lectures as routine work. The proposition introduced by you expresses
the fact that there is now another thing to be done in addition to what had to be done
before. Therefore, to sign is a new state appended to a given conjunct. This is a case of
addition of events with no ‘repetition’ meaning expressed. On top of it is a contrastive
meaning of what is introduced as new, compared to what was not in existence.

Similarly, in (10), there is no presupposition triggered as the repetitive you does, while
you illustrates a contrast between two different situations in line with the semantics of
‘but’. Blakemore (1989: 15) proposes that but has part of its meaning in common with
and so that an utterance is true if and only if both conjuncts are true, “however, utterances
with but have contrastive connotations often lacking in utterances with and”.

The speaker of (10b)’s cousin scored 564 points in this year’s college entrance
examination and his performance was not very satisfactory.

(10)

a. G o& R 1= I
ganjué yijing heéngao le.
feel already very-high SFP
‘I feel the score is high enough.’

b. IF1% A HA, B X IR
hdoxiang néng shang zhongben, dan  you  hdoxiang
like can  admitted key-university but ~ YOoU like
AKRAT, Et a4 TS ik
budaxing, zhishdo zhuanye méide xudn.
not-qualified at-least major NEG choose

‘It seems like he can be admitted to a key university, but it doesn’t seem to be a
too certain result because there is limited choice for a major.’

P: He can be admitted to a key university.

Q: He can’t be admitted to a key university for sure.

PUQ

Here, you introduces a negated proposition as the right conjunct, and the previous
utterance provides a left conjunct. P U Q is true only if P and Q are true.

(11) discusses postnatal rehabilitation:
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(11)
a. kWX o IEF g
ni shi  guo  zhenggii ma?

2.5G try EXP  orthopedics  SFP
‘Have you ever tried orthopedics?

b EoE & MR pE AR K,
wo  gdnjué wo lidngtiao tui buyiyang chang
1.sG feel my  two-CL leg  not-same long

® B X X B &

hén  xiang qu, you pa téng.

very want go YOU afraid pain

‘I feel like my legs are not of the same length. I want to go, but I am afraid of the
pain.’

P: I want to try orthopedics.
Q: I am afraid of the pain.
PUQ

In the same vein, you in (11) cannot trigger the iterative presupposition ‘I was afraid of
the pain before/in the past’. However, the two propositions connected by you can be
interpreted as the schema shown above, with the latter implicating the negation of the
former. If the conjunction késhi ‘but’ is inserted before the you-clause, the legitimacy of
the sentence and the original meaning will not be affected. The addition of this new state
to the you proposition is a complement to the previous knowledge.

(9) - (11) are all cases with you interpreted only as ‘in addition’, not as ‘repetition’, hence
carrying no iterative presupposition. A conjunction carrying ‘but’ meaning can co-occur
with you in such cases, and a contrast between the left and right conjuncts of you can be
detected.

By contrast, if a ‘but’ is inserted before the you-clause in (11b), the sentence would not
make sense semantically, because the you-clause and the previous utterance cannot
constitute an adversative relation or a contrast. Moreover, given that no ‘repetition’
meaning is available here, it is not immediately clear how the more general sense of
‘addition’ is obtained.

(12) Context: (12b) wants to give an expensive razor to his cousin as a gift, but (12b)’s
husband does not allow her to do so. So, (12b) complains to her friend (12a).
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(12)

a. AR A EA F 338
ruguo bu songrén dehua,
if not  send-people DM

"ok RE XK B

zhén méi  biyao mdi  tai guide.

indeed NEG need buy too  expensive

‘There is no need to buy anything too expensive if you are not giving it away as a

gift.’

b. Wi EN W,
Jiushi songren a,
exactly send-people  SFP

fin X AR & TAF.

ta you  bushi méi  gongzuo.

3G YOU NEG NEG job

‘It is exactly for a gift. It is not the case that he [(12b)’s husband] does not have a

job.’

If you here induces a conjunction relationship, then the left conjunct of you will be unclear.
We cannot say the presupposition is that there is already an instance of ‘it is not the case
that he does not work’, since it would be tautological with the right conjunct of you. Thus,
presuppositional meaning no longer applies in such a negation context, nor does it help
to reach a coherent interpretation. In such a case, you’s role needs reconsideration.

Similarly, if we cling to the ‘repetition’ sense of you, (13) would be interpreted as ‘(13a)
had not spent her (13a) mother-in-law’s money before, and still does not’, thus
presupposing that (13a) never spent her mother-in-law’s money. But you and its right
conjunct express the negation of an implicit hypothetical assumption that ‘(13a) had spent
her mother-in-law’s money before’. The presupposition, if obtainable, would contradict
the implicit assumption, so the speaker’s real intention or the communicative information
she wants to convey to the hearer is obviously not as simple as such a presupposition,
whose existence is doubtful in this case.

(13) Context: (13a) complains to (13b) that her mother-in-law is stingy with her
granddaughter.

(13)

a. 4T o Rl OB 2 O X HY
haizi de dongxi dou  shi wo  mdi de,
children AUX thing all be 1.sG buy AUX

‘I bought the kid’s stuff myself.’
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b. X &H & Wy B o
you  méiyou hua  tade qian
YOU NEG spend her-ATTR money

3 A N 1 b= R U (7N

Jiu bu zhidao za name kou.

only not know why so stingy

‘I did not use her money, so I simply do not know why she is so stingy.’

c. AlfiE W R T M LT B,
kenéng juéde ni huale ta erzide qian
probably think 2.SG spend her  son-ATTR money
FIEL Lg%
suoyi  xinténg?

SO feel-bad

‘Probably she feels bad because you spent her son’s money.’

In addition, the utterance meaning of the same proposition expressed in different contexts
can be very different. In the conversational contexts of examples (5b) and (14b), you and
its following proposition should be interpreted differently.

(14)

a. FM FE JEKR il
Lisi  zhidao houtian de
Lisi know the-day-after-tomorrow AUX
V&L ZHE 15 ?
huodong anpai ma?
activity plan  SFP

‘Does Lisi know the plan for the day after tomorrow?’

b it X & kK &
ta you méi  ldi kaihui.
3G YOU NEG come attend-meeting
‘He did not come to the meeting though.’

Although the information provided by (14b) is a negative answer identical to (5b), (5b)
states that Lisi is not in the meeting room and that it is not the first time that he has not
attended the meeting. But what (14b) says is that Lisi does not know about the plan for
the good reason that he did not come to the meeting (excluding other means through
which he may learn about the plan). The former is about a repetition of the same event,
while the latter is to supply the causal relation between two events, i.e., Lisi’s failure to
come to the meeting is the reason why he is unaware of the plan, which explains the
current situation. Moreover, from (14b), we only know that Lisi did not come to the
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meeting this time, which does not mean that he had missed yet another meeting before.
That is, the iterative presupposition in (5b) is not present in (14b).

4.The interpretation of quasi-logical use of you

4.1 Implicit conditional

As an attempt to explain the special use of you with a negated right conjunct, Shao & Rao
(1985) take the basic grammatical meaning of you to be a conjunctive relationship
between similar activities, states, or properties. When used in a sentence with negation,
they think you triggers association with an implicit premise, which is a hypothetical (Shao
& Rao 1985: 12). Some implicit inference is recoverable, lending the you + negated
sentence an argumentative force in the inferential process, and hence the emphatic tone.
Still, they take the basic meaning of you to be conjunctive. The argumentative force,
according to them, is a pragmatic effect. Although the exact reasoning pattern is not spelt
out in Shao & Rao (1985), we can explicate their point with example (13). (13a) says she
does not know why her mother-in-law has been so stingy, as she has been using her own
money. We give the tentative reasoning pattern in (15):

(15)
a. you (I don’t use her money) [U ~ P]
b. I don’t know why she is so stingy [? Q]
She is stingy [Q] (presupposition triggered by (15b))
d. IfIdon’tuse her money, she is not stingy. [~ P ® ~ Q]
e. (She is stingy) only if (I use her money) [Q ® P]

[P =1 use her money; Q = She is stingy.]

e

(13a-c) provides a more complete set of utterances for discussion, because it even
contains (13c¢), i.e., (15b), which is a description of the given, current situation often not
explicitly uttered in many other examples involving the [you + neg + right conjunct]
construction. The right conjunct of you with negation in (13b) is given here as (15a). Only
(15a) and (15b) are uttered. (15b) yields presupposition (15¢c). As (15a) and (15¢c) are
presented as forming a puzzle, one way to resolve it is to accommodate the conditional in
(15d). But (15d) is too weak, as negating the antecedent does not necessarily lead to
negating the consequent. So, it should be strengthened into (15¢), which is a necessary
conditional®.

Note that the accommodated (15¢) here is not the left conjunct of you. Although the left
conjunct is explicitly present in this case, i.e. I bought the kid’s stuff myself; it is missing
in most examples. Moreover, as a [you + neg + right conjunct] construction is not usually
followed by a sentence like (13c), we need to explain how can the construction alone, like
(15a), lead to the accommodation of a necessary conditional like (15¢)? That is, given
(15a), while (15b) is not uttered and is only contextually manifest, how (15¢) can still be
inferred? This is crucial to the characterization of the quasi-logical use of you.

4.2 Relevance-driven accommodation
It falls on an ostensive-inferential pragmatic theory to give an adequate account of
meaning-accommodation and meaning-derivation in utterance comprehension related to

3 Cf. also Chen (1987).
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the puzzling construction presented above. In terms of relevance-theoretic pragmatics
(Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995, Wilson & Sperber 2012, Carston 2012, among others),
given an utterance containing the [you + neg + right conjunct] construction, it is necessary
to search for its optimal relevance in the context. According to the communicative
principle of relevance (Wilson & Sperber 2004), the speaker produces an utterance with
the given construction believing it will enable the hearer to obtain enough cognitive
effects without incurring an undue amount of processing effort in terms of mental
computational labour and the time spent on the processing. Following the presumption of
optimal relevance (Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995) that a communicated utterance does not
only convey its intended meaning but also the understanding that the speaker intends the
utterance to be optimally relevant to the hearer, the hearer, when comprehending the
utterance, also believes the speaker will aim at letting him obtain an interpretation with
maximal relevance, matching her verbal ability and preferences. Otherwise, he does not
need to bother himself with the processing of her utterance. The exact details of the
pragmatic inference activated depend on the available assumptions in the cognitive
context in the online processing of the utterance, e.g., assumptions made manifest by the
encoded content of the utterance and the overall discourse, associated assumptions
retrieved from the memory: personal experiences, information acquired from others
through communication, and encyclopaedic knowledge (Carston 2012).

The extent of the exactness of the encoded form of the utterance will lead to the
accommodation of specific assumptions, resulting in specific inferences being made. In
the case of the construction being scrutinised here, the encoded information is you with a
negated right conjunct. This is a very specific syntactic form, a construction that is used
as a fixed form for native speakers to accommodate a premise in the form of a necessary
conditional. Although the inferential process is sophisticated, native language users as
hearers find it easy, and in fact, automatic, to reach the interpretation originally intended
by the speaker. The negation form in the ‘you + negator + right conjunct’ construction can
be said to make it easier for the necessary conditional to be accommodated, because a
negation, when presented without the accompanying reasoning, will often prompt the
hearer to contrast it with its positive counterpart and explore the consequences of both
the forms. This will serve as a clue for the accommodation of implicated premises. But it
can also go along another route. From (15a) and (15b), the hearer can accommodate (16),
which, in everyday language use, is often strengthened into (17), as an instance of
conditional strengthening.

(16) If I use her money, she will be stingy. [P ® Q]
(17) If I don’t use her money, she won’t be stingy. [~ P ® ~ Q]

Either inference routes are possible and they lead to the same conclusion: complaining
about the non-generosity of the person concerned.

4.3 More examples

In addition to example (13) whose inference pattern we have spelt out, we now give
analysis to one more example presented in 3. Analysis of example (12) is presented in
(18) below:
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(18)

a. The razor is a gift. [P, being the left conjunct of you], given assumption

b. you (He is not unemployed = he has a job) [U ~ Q], given assumption

c. [Not buying an expensive razor| only if {[the razor is not a gift] and [he is
unemployed]} (~ R only if (~ P U Q)), accommodated assumption

PU~Q U-introduction (18a), (18b)

~ (~ P U Q) De Morgan's Law (18d)

f. R [implicated conclusion] Modus Tollens (18c), (18e)

o~

5. The function of you

If what is accommodated when processing the [you + neg. + Proposition] is a conditional
which is not the left conjunct of you, where is the left conjunct? We have established in
3.2 that the right conjunct, when negated, does not replicate a previously occurring
eventuality. Hence, the meaning for you conjunction would be the more general ‘in
addition’ meaning. That is, you introduces a right conjunct which is presented in addition
to a left conjunct, be it present or implicit. The left conjunct could be an identified
eventuality of immediate relevance under discussion, e.g. (13a). So you can continue to
be treated as having the meaning of conjunction. What really invites the accommodation
of the conditional is the whole construction of [you + neg. + Proposition]. Our inferential
pragmatic account thus subsumes some alternative treatments of you using the notion of
counter-expectation, such as Shi (2005) and Li (2014), because our treatment takes
expectation as one kind of recovered assumptions. Moreover, since you is not a negator,
it cannot be used to deny an expectation. Some other treatments* take the construction of
[vou + neg. + Proposition] to have a presupposition-negation, negating a presupposition
like the antecedent of (16). We find this kind of claim puzzling, as it is not clear how the
alleged presupposition is triggered. Since it is not possible to identify a trigger, some
works, such as Xia (2017), claim that the said presupposition is a pragmatic one, and
hence does not need a trigger. To us, that is just like saying that there is some worldly
knowledge, encyclopedic or cultural, that is accommodated as some background
assumptions which join in the pragmatic inference. Our account makes no use of
pragmatic presupposition.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we have discussed the purely logical use of you, namely it is a conjunctor.
In the structure ‘P, you + Q’, Q can be another situation or particularly a repetitive state
of affairs in addition to the one previously given by P which does not have to be explicitly
uttered but must be active in the background. In contrast, P in the construction ‘P, you +
neg. + Q’ is always missing and does not have to be active in the preceding discourse but
can be derived from the context and is sometimes a presupposition. We provide a unified
treatment retaining the conjunctive role of you within this construction while attributing
a special function to the construction, which is to accommodate a conditional assumption
(strengthened into necessary conditional in some cases) to help with the comprehension
of the negated Q. In this sense, you represents a quasi-logical use, which has presented
some problems for grammatical analysis and natural language processing. It is hoped that
our findings can contribute to computational processing of utterances that involve quasi-

4 Such as Peng (1999), Tang (2007), Yang (2008), Ma (2009), Zhang (2013) and Zhang & Yan
(2015).
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logical words by providing a relatively fixed inferential schema induced by that fixed
construction.
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