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Chapter 3

The tone sandhi domain of Wenzhou Chinese

3.1 Introduction

The research on tone sandhi, specifically on the tf tone sandhi that is found
in many (southern) dialects of Chinese, has mdidgn concerned with two
types of research questions: (i) what is the cpoedence between the lexical
tones on the syllables and the tone sandhi contandshow can it be explained
phonologically and/or phonetically, and (ii) whatthe domain of application for
the tone sandhi changes, and which linguistic sarhains affect its formation?
This chapter aims to give an answer to the secomedtimpn for the tone sandhi
found in the speech of young speakers of WenzhauoeGe.

3.1.1 Literature predictions on the tone sandhi domain inWenzhou
Chinese

The most clear-cut domain for the application ofigtosandhi in Wenzhou
Chinese is the disyllabic compound. Descriptionshef tone sandhi properties
of Wenzhou either start with the tonal contourslisyllabic words (Chen 2000;
Hou 1998; Qian 1992; Zhengzhang 1964a, 2008) oremem limited to this

domain (Rose 2000, 2001, 2002, 2004). The compowidsh are given as
examples come from different word classes, encosipgsnouns, verbs,

adjectives, and adverbs (examples in {1)).

D) Hanzi Citation forms Tone sandhi _ Translation Type
a. Kir N33 dwa3l 42.31 ‘paradise’ noun
b. B hog33 Kau3s 44.22 ‘seal’ noun
c. s K33 s85 44.22 ‘to begin’ verb
d. 2P tcag33 lei24 22.33 ‘manager’ noun

® There is a general assumption in Chinese lingsistiat an expression which is a
compound in Standard Chinese will also be a companmther dialects, going back to
Chao 1968.
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e. T5  ke33 g4 22.33 ‘dry’ adj.
f. P& jagd33  lu212 35.31 ‘music’ noun
g. W% plid3d 4212 35.31 ‘insistently’  adverb

Aside from disyllabic compounds, disyllabic struetsi of the type modifier-
head or head-complement have also been describmh@sandhi application
domains under certain conditions. Thus, both thgic#ized disyllabic
adjective-noun constructions in (2a-b) and the mpheasal adjective-noun
construction in (2c) are predicted to be treatedwasds in Wenzhou both
prosodically and syntactically according to Chef@0

2) Hanzi Citation forms Tone sandhi  Translation

a. HJE ni2l2  bll 33.22 ‘heat’ (lit. ‘hot degree’)
b. HHIR  ba212 ga24 22.35 ‘disdain’(lit.‘white eye")
C. K# doull zzl 35.22 ‘big tree’

Other modifier-head constructions such as adverb-wey also be treated like
lexical words, or be realized with phrasal prosamhyeven fluctuate between the
two states. Chen (2000: 483) concludes that “léiziathon is a gradient process,
and makes allowance for free variants”. He reaehag@milar conclusion with
respect to head-complement constructions, sucheagerb-object constructions
in (3), but remarks that “verb + object expressipnkdo not typically undergo
[lexical tone sandhi]” (ibid). Thus, while there earsome verb-object
constructions which are lexicalized and thereforelango tone sandhi, the
majority is predicted to be realized with phragalsody.

3 Hanzi Citation forms Tone sandhi Phrasabkpdy Translation

a. Tk tie35 85 44.22 11.35 ‘to fetch water’

b. T4 K'ei33 vai2l2 35.31 11.21 ‘to atttend a
meeting’

c. W% t'ssy35 Ka313 35.42 11.31 ‘to throw a
party’

The “phrasal prosody” realization, as described Qlyen, entails that the
prosodically strong position retains its citatiamé, whereas the prosodically
weak position is “tonally reduced to zero “0”, pletically interpreted as [a low
tone].” (ibid). In compliance with the rule of “Tanprominence” (Chen 2000:
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500), the prosodically strong position is generalgumed by the syntactic non-
head. This means that in the verb-object constrostin (3), the verb (as a
syntactic head) is reduced to a low tone (11), e&i®the object (as a syntactic
non-head of the VP) assumes the prosodically stpmgition and is realized

with its lexical tone in phrasal prosody.

The observation that disyllabic verb-object camdions sometimes
may resist lexical tone sandhi has also been madether dialects, such as
Shanghai Chinese (Duanmu 1998), and relates tgeheral research question
whether to classify verb-object constructions ininfése as compounds or
phrases (Chao 1968; Chi 1985; Dai 1998; Huang 19843 often agreed in
Chinese linguistics that a single criterion for dwior phrasehood, such as
syntactic mobility ba-fronting) or the ability to take another objecs, mot
sufficient to characterize all verb-object constinrts. It is even the case that
some disyllabic verb-object constructions mightclion as compounds in one
context and as phrases in another (Huang 1984krRieg the argument, it has
even been proposed that the ability to undergo samlhi is the most stable
criterion for wordhood of disyllabic verb-objectregiructions (Duanmu 1998).

What seems clear is that the status of verb-objecistructions is
difficult to define, and that there is a grey ameavhich specific examples may
allow for both phrasal and lexicalized status. #is reason, the current chapter
will experimentally investigate the ways in whicloung Wenzhou speakers
realize verb-object constructions.

3.1.2 Influence of focus on the tone sandhi domain in Weahou
Chinese

Outside of the syntactic status of specific wordspbrases, it has also been
proposed that “focus” may influence the formatidriame sandhi domains, and
thereby “block” tone sandhi in contexts where itulb apply outside the

influence of focus. Specifically, in his descriptimf Wenzhou, Chen 2000
describes that under the influence of focus, bdta default prominence

assignment and the default phrasing can be ovemidth his example (57),

replicated as (4) below, the initial negation paetiforms a prosodic domain of
its own under focus in order to attract prosodionginence (indicated by an
asterisk).
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4) not eat rice

BU chi fan
a. ( )( *) default reading
b. (*) «( )( )  “focus” omu

The claim that focus may “break up” tone sandhi dims and block tone sandhi
has also been made for other dialects, such agirmi@hinese (Li & Liu 1985),
Mandarin (Shen 1990a), and to a certain extent @t@nChinese (Selkirk &
Shen 1990). For this reason, the current invesbigatill also test the influence
of focus on the realization of disyllabic verb-atijeonstructions in Wenzhou. If
there is a focus effect on tone sandhi applicatiboan be expected that this
effect should be even more clearly visible in dayic forms which naturally
fluctuate between word and phrase status.

3.1.3 Current experiments

In order to separately test the two hypothesesvilea¢ put forward in previous
research, two experiments were conducted. Thedgtriment was specifically
concerned with the realization of disyllabic veffjext constructions with
different degrees of lexicalization. The secondegxpent furthermore tested the
influence of different contextual factors on thaliztion of disyllabic verb-
object constructions, by putting them together inlist with disyllabic
compounds. In addition, the recording conditiontloé stimuli in the second
experiment was also varied between recording itatiem, in medial position in
a carrier sentence, and in contrastive focus. i way, it was attempted to
exactly determine the influence of each of the extutal factors separately.

3.2 Experiment 1: Verb-object constructions and
lexicalization

3.2.1 Stimuli

The first experiment was designed to specificallgt twhether the degree of
lexicalization of a disyllabic verb-object constiioa correlates with its
likelihood to be realized with tone sandhi contanr§Venzhou. For this purpose,
45 disyllabic verb-object constructions were firsted for their degree of
lexicalization. The criteria used for the classifion were taken from standard
descriptions of Mandarin Chinese (Chao 1968; Li &ompson 1981),
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according to which a verb-object construction carclassified as a compound
(i.e. lexicalized) if it fulfills any of the threfllowing criteria.

5) Criteria for lexicalization of verb-object constructions
a. One or both of the constituents [are] boundpmemes
b. Idiomaticity of the meaning of the entire unit

C. Inseparability or limited separability of thenstituents

With the help of a native speaker and teacher dh&3e, the 45 verb-object
constructions for experiment 1 were classifieduiéilf none, one, or two of the

lexicalization criteria in (5). None of the verbjett constructions were rated to
fulfill all three criteria. The classification reged in an almost even tripartite
split of the examples, with 16 examples (35.6%)neclassified as non-

lexicalized, 13 examples (28.9%) being classifigdeaicalized according to one
of the criteria, and the remaining 16 examples 6&f. being classified as
lexicalized according to two of the criteria. Thal flist of examples and their

lexicalization rating can be found in appendix 3.1.

3.2.2 Speakers

The speakers who participated in the two experim@mre ten speakers (five
male, five female) of the Wenzhou dialect of Chinesged between 18 and 20.
They were high school graduates of the same higbatdn central Wenzhou
and all born and raised in the central districtotheng in Wenzhou. None of
them reported to have lived outside of Wenzhouafsignificant amount of time
within the last five years, and all of them constdethemselves fluent speakers
of the Wenzhou dialect. They were also fluent speslof Standard Chinese,
which they learned in school and were encouragagéoin conversations with
each other on a daily basis. Of the ten speakiemse t(two female, one male)
participated in the elicitation experiment on vetiject constructions
(experiment 1).

3.2.3 Experimental procedure

The recordings were made in a quiet recording stirdihe TV and radio station
in Wenzhou on an M-Audio Microtrack Il portable déj recorder (44.1kHz,
16bits). The speakers were given a Sennheiser gedafiset, and the position of
the microphone was adjusted by the experimentensure it was about 3 cm
away from the corner of the mouth and outside efithmediate direction of
aspiration. The speakers were seated at a tabteabitut 50 cm distance to a
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laptop screen (ACER TravelMate 280XCi), on whicle ttimulus sentences
were presented in Chinese characters. All speal@rirmed they could read
the sentences properly. The stimulus sentences awgognatically randomized
for every speaker and every trial, and presented by one, with the
experimenter determining the pace of succession.

Before the start of the experiment, the speakene wad that they
would see sentences on the computer screen, aed skead them out aloud in
Wenzhou dialect in a clear and natural way. If speakers had long hesitation
pauses within a sentence, they were asked to réfpeatentence, and if they
spoke too softly, they were encouraged by the éxwgerter to speak up. All
speakers were presented with the randomized stinsgintences three times in a
row, with a speaker-determined break in betweeatstriThey were informed that
they could interrupt or abort the experiment at paint. They received a small
payment for their participation.

3.2.4 Data analysis

Before data analysis, any token which containeegmor or mispronunciation
was discarded. This concerned one token in expatirhe and 22 tokens in
experiment 2. The remaining tokens were analyzedsiically and visually for
their tone contour. Since the speakers themseheegsa conscious of the tone
sandhi process, the decision whether tone sandhitdlen place or not was
based on the acoustic inspection of the tone contouboth experiments, all
stimuli were selected so as to ensure that thik tasuld be reasonably
straightforward. This means that the selected dtimll had a tone sandhi
contour that differed considerably from the citattones on both syllables.

To decide whether tone sandhi had taken place grthe recorded
stimuli were compared to recordings of disyllab@mpounds with the same
combinations of citation tones. To illustrate thexidion process, Figures 3.1 to
3.3 give examples of realizations of the stimuli®) by the same speakers as
tone sandhi contour (left) and phrasal prosodyn{ig

(6) Hanzi Citation forms Tone sandhi  Phrasal panElation

a. 1 p'uo35 mu24 44.22 11.35 ‘to ride a horse’
b. M zw24  t3u33 35.22 11.33 ‘to go by car’

c. 11 K'e33 ma3l42.31 11.31 ‘to open a door’

® The script that randomized and presented the timas written by Jos Pacilly.
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Figure 3.1: Realizations of stimulus (6a) by a fespeaker.
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Figure 3.2: Realizations of stimulus (6b) by a nsgeaker.
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Figure 3.3: Realizations of stimulus (6c) by a engheaker.
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3.2.5 Results

In the first experiment, a list of 45 verb-objecdnstructions was read by three
speakers three times. Acoustic inspection of therded tokens showed that the
speakers varied the realization of the verb-olgjeastructions not only between
examples, but also sometimes produced the samepéxamith tone sandhi
contour in one recording, and with phrasal prosiodihe next. For this reason,
the realizations of the examples could not be @atgper speaker, but each
realization entered as one token into the analysis.

Table 3.1 gives an overview of the observed ratitins of the stimulus
tokens, split by degree of lexicalization (0, 1a2¢ording to the criteria laid out
in section 2.1.1) and type of realization. Outsidehe tone sandhi realization
(TS) and the phrasal prosody realization (P), stokens were also realized
with a tonal contour that simply juxtaposed theatiitn tone values of the
respective syllables. This type is classified a&éd’ in Table 3.7.

Table 3.1: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
verb-object constructions in experiment 1.

Observed contours

Degree of lexicalizatio
Phrasal prosody Tone sandhi| Other |Total
0 123 (85.4%) 10 ( 6.9%) 11 (7.6%) 144
1 94 (80.3%) 17 (14.5%) 6 (5.1%) 117
2 90 (62.9%) 45 (31.5%) 8 (5.6%) 143
Total 307 (76.0%] 72 (17.8%) 25 (6.2%) 404

As can be seen in Table 3.1, there is indeed aembiom between the degree of
lexicalization and the tonal realization in thenstli in experiment 1. More
precisely, the speakers produced more tone samaiours on the lexicalized

" Since the overall token counts for the “other” twam are very low, it could be
suspected that the inclusion of this type in tla¢istical analysis influenced the results of
the comparison. For this reason, the statisticalyais was also performed on the dataset
in which all “other” contours had been excludedPAarson Chi-square analysis still
shows a statistically significant difference betweke tone sandhi vs. phrasal prosody
realizations in dependence on the degree of leéxatin [*(2) = 30.4, p < 0.001].
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examples than on the non-lexicalized examples. iwitie lexicalized examples,
there was a further split between those exampbasatte lexicalized according to
one of the criteria, and those that are lexicaliaecbrding to two of the criteria,
with the latter being realized with tone sandhitoons more often than the
former.

At the same time, it is true for all three typdseramples that they are
realized with phrasal prosody in the majority ofes Even the examples that
are clearly lexicalized receive phrasal prosody6i9% of the cases in
experiment 1, and overall, more than three quardéthe tokens are realized
with phrasal prosody, even though almost two thotithe examples have been
classified as “lexicalized”. A Pearson Chi-squaralgsis confirms that this
distribution is significantly different from changg(4) = 31.18, p < 0.00%].

3.3 Experiment 2: Verb-object constructions and context

3.3.1 Stimuli

A second experiment tested the influence of diffeomntextual factors onto the
realization of disyllabic verb-object constructiorSight of the verb-object
constructions from the first experiment were seéctnd alternated in a list with
34 disyllabic compounds, the latter of which arg@ented to be realized with
tone sandhi contours in all cases. The eight vejbeb examples in experiment
2 were classified into lexicalized and non-lexizatl according to the same
(morphological, syntactic, and semantic) criterisedi for the verb-object
constructions in experiment 1. The division betwdericalized and non-
lexicalized verb-object constructions turned outb similar to that of the
stimuli in experiment 1, namely 37.5% non-lexicatizzxamples (three of eight),
and 62.5% lexicalized examples (five of eight). tBé lexicalized examples,
three (37.5%) were lexicalized according to onehef criteria outlined in (5),
and two (25%) were lexicalized according to twalf criteria.

The complete stimulus list was presented to thealgrs in three
different conditions: the disyllabic forms werecd#kd (i) in isolation, (i) in

8 Technically, Chi-square analysis is not possibiethe data presented here, since this
test is based on the assumption of independenagebertobservations, which is not

warranted in the current dataset (since multiplens were collected from the same
individual). Nonetheless, this test allows for gatécal variables, and therefore it can

still give a useful indication for the realiabilibf the counts.



52 CHAPTERS3

medial position in a carrier sentence as in (74 &) in medial and final
position in a carrier sentence which induced catitra focus, as in (8).

(7 & & ¥ TARGET1 XA .
7 2z kw TARGET1 kai zz
| Asp say TRRGET1 this  word
‘| said the word BRGET1.

(8) AL TARGET1 XA, At B TARGET2.
7 nauzikuo TARGET1 kaizz p zz kw TARGET2
| notAspsay TRARGET1 this word laspsay  TARGET2
‘| did not say the word ARGET1, | said RRGET2.’

In the last condition, the verb-object constructiand disyllabic compounds
were paired such that two segmentally and tonathylar stimuli would appear

in the same sentence, in order to further encoutagespeakers to differentiate
the stimuli by use of contrastive prosody. The oroethe paired items was
varied per sentence, so that each speaker savaitie ifem twice per list, once
in medial and once in final position. A full listf dhe stimulus pairs of

experiment 2 can be found in appendix 3.2.

3.3.2 Speakers, experimental procedure, and data analysis

Of the ten speakers introduced in section 3.2.2, speakers recorded the
stimuli of experiment 2 in isolation (one male, deenale) and two in medial

position in a carrier sentence (one male, one femaAll ten speakers, including
the three speakers from experiment 1, participiatdioe elicitation of the stimuli

of experiment 2 in contrastive focus carrier secgsn The experimental
procedure and data analysis were identical to tlebgbe first experiment, as
outlined in sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.4.

3.3.3 Results

In the second experiment, a list containing eigitwobject constructions and
34 disyllabic compounds was read by different geoapspeakers in isolation,
in medial position in a carrier sentence, and igaarier sentence inducing
contrastive focus. First of all, an analysis of fhresodic realizations of the
disyllabic compounds showed that they were realizi¢éd tone sandhi contours
in the vast majority of cases. In the cases when tiere not realized with tone
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sandhi contours, the speakers either producedttten tones on both syllables,
or adopted a realization strategy which was cledifferent from the tone
sandhi prosody observed in the verb-object consting in both experiments.
These cases are counted as “other” in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2 gives an overview over the realizatiofisthe disyllabic
compounds in experiment 2, split by three positior@nditions: individual
(isolation + medial position in a carrier sentengeegdial (medial position in a
contrastive focus carrier sentence), and finah(fposition in a contrastive focus
carrier sentence). Statistical analysis shows tinere is no statistically
significant difference between the realization astiin the three different
conditions §*(2) = 4.6, p = 0.1, ns].

Table 3.2: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
disyllabic compounds in experiment 2, compared éetwdifferent recording
situations.

" Observed contours
Position
Tone sandhi Other Total
Individual 381 (96.2%) 15 (3.8%) 396
Medial 970 (96.4%) 36 (3.6%) 1006
Final 955 (94.6%) 55 (5.4%) 1010
Total 2306 (95.6%) 106 (4.4%) 2412

The eight verb-object constructions of experimenwete analyzed separately
for their realizations in the three recording diitoias, and the realizations were
compared to the degree of lexicalization of thengplas. Tables 3.3, 3.4, and
3.5 show the results for the verb-object constomsti of experiment 2 in
isolation (Table 3.3), in medial position in a éarrsentence (Table 3.4), and in
a contrastive focus sentence (Table 3.5).
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Table 3.3: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
verb-object constructions in experiment 2 in isiolat

e Observed contours
Degree of lexicalization
Phrasal prosody [ Tone sandhi | Total
0 4 (22.2%) 14 (77.8%) 18
1 0( .0%) 17 (1100%) 17
2 0( .0%) 12 (1100%) 12
Total 4 ( 8.5%) 43 (91.5%) a7

Table 3.4: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
verb-object constructions in experiment 2 in a @rsentence.

S Observed contours
Degree of lexicalization
Phrasal prosody [ Tone sandhi | Total
0 5 (27.8% 13 (72.2%) 18
1 0( .0% 12 (100%) 12
2 0( .0% 12 (100%) 12
Total 5(11.9% 37 (88.1%) 42

Table 3.5: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
verb-object constructions in experiment 2 in a @&rrsentence inducing

contrastive focus.

Observed contours

Degree of lexicalizatio

Phrasal prosody Tone sandhil Other

Total

0 37 (20.8%) 133 (74.7%)] 8 (4.5%) 178
1 0( .0%) 165 (98.8%)] 2 (1.2%) 167
2 19 (15.8%) 101 (84.2%] 0 ( .0%) 120
Total 56 (12.0%) 399 (85.8%) 10 (2.2%) 465
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As can be seen in the above tables, there is atctgad in all three recording
contexts to have more phrasal prosody realizatimnsthe non-lexicalized
examples (0) than for the lexicalized examples2jl.and more tone sandhi in
the lexicalized compared to the non-lexicalizednapi@s. The distributions are
significantly different from chance for all recongi situations: isolationyf(2) =
7.04, p = 0.03], carrier sentengé(R) = 7.57, p = 0.023], and contrastive focus
[¥*(4) = 46.55, p < 0.001].

At the same time, when pooling over the differategrees of
lexicalization and comparing only the overall amiooh realizations between
recording situations, the distributions are simifaall three recording situations.
Statistical analysis confirms that there is no #icgnt difference between
recording situationsyf(4) = 2.54, p = 0.637, ns], as can be seen in TabI¥

Table 3.6: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
verb-object constructions in experiment 2, compareetween different

recording situations.

Observed contours

Recording situation
Phrasal prosody| Tone sandhi Other |Total
Contrastive focus 56 (12.0%) 399 (85.8%] 10 (2.2%) 465
Carrier sentence 5 (11.9% 37 (88.1% 0( .0%) 42
Isolation 4 ( 8.5% 43 (91.5% 0( .0%) 47
Total 65 (11.7%) 479 (86.5%) 10 (1.8%) 554

Furthermore, there is no significant differenceéhia observed realizations when
comparing the occurrences of the verb-object caastms in medial position in
the contrastive focus carrier sentences with tligmal position in contrastive

° For the statistical analysis of the contrastiveufocarrier sentence, again the presence
of the category “other” does not change the statistesult much. In a comparison of
only the tone sandhi vs. phrasal prosody realinatithe Pearson Chi-square analysis
still returns a statistically significant differeméor the different degrees of lexicalization
[¥%(2) = 38.63, p < 0.001].

19 Again, excluding the “other” condition does noaolge the statistical results much
[%*(2) = 0.58, p = 0.747, ns].
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focus carrier sentences. Pooled over the diffedegrees of lexicalization, the
amount of tokens that are realized with tone sawdhphrasal prosody is not
statistically significantly different from chancg’(2) = 1.99, p = 0.37, ns), as
can be seen in Table 3.

Table 3.7: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
verb-object constructions in experiment 2 in costitge focus carrier sentence ,
compared for medial vs. final position.

Position in focus Observed contours

carrier sentence Phrasal prosod| Tone sandhi| Other [Total
Final 33 (14.2%) 195 (83.7%)] 5 (2.1%) 233
Medial 23 (. 9.9%) 204 (87.9%) 5 (2.2%) 232
Total 56 ( 12%) 399 (85.8%) 10 (2.2%) 465

3.4 Discussion

To account for the realization of verb-object comstions in tone sandhi
languages like Wenzhou Chinese, two predictingofachave been put forward
in the literature. It was proposed that a disyllabérb-object construction is
more likely to undergo tone sandhi and to be tobditee a compound if it is
lexicalized, and more likely to be realized withrgdal prosody if it is not
lexicalized or subject to focus.

The current experiment confirms the first hypoisiesin both
experiments described above, a significant conmeatias found between the
number of tokens that were realized with a ton@lkacontour by the speakers,
and the classification of these tokens as lexiedliaccording to grammatical
factors (syntax, semantics, morphology). For theosé factor of focus on the
other hand, the prediction was not borne out. Biie rof tokens realized with
phrasal prosody vs. tone sandhi prosody was sinmilaisolation and in a
condition that induced contrastive focus on thgaastimuli.

1 Again, excluding the “other” condition does noaolge the statistical results much
[¥*(1) =1.99, p=0.159, ns].
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However, the results presented in the previousiseshow that the
relative number of tone sandhi vs. phrasal prosoeglizations differed
substantially between the two experiments, evenghahe list of verb-object
construction stimuli in the two experiments wasikimwith respect to the factor
of lexicalization. Nonetheless, it can be obserttet when the speakers are
presented with a list of stimuli which exclusivelgontains verb-object
constructions, they predominantly realize them wgithasal prosody, and even
the clearly lexicalized examples receive phrasas@dy in the vast majority of
cases (71.6% on average).

On the other hand, if the speakers are presenttd avlist which
contains some verb-object constructions, but prédantly consists of
disyllabic compounds, the speakers use the saneesimdhi realization for the
verb-object constructions that they use for didylacompounds in the majority
of cases, irrespective of the degree of lexicdtimatof the verb-object
construction examples (86.5% on average). Thisrug tregardless of the
recording context (isolation versus carrier serggrihe presence versus absence
of contrastive focus, and the position of the targerd within the contrastive
focus carrier sentence (medial versus final).

While lexicalization therefore has some influelmtethe realizations of
verb-object constructions by the young Wenzhou lggsa accounting for an
average of 20% difference between the lexicalizad the non-lexicalized
examples, it seems that the composition of theutislist, and thereby the
prosodic context in which the verb-object consinrmg appear, has a much
greater influence on how these verb-object constmg are realized by the
speakers (71.6% phrasal prosody in verb-objectesbnts. 86.5% tone sandhi in
lexical compound context).

In order to show that this effect is not dependaenthe specific speakers
recorded in the two experiments, or on the sizthefspeaker pool which was
recorded for each experiment, Table 3.8 compamesdalizations of the verb-
object constructions in experiment 2 between tweakpr groups. The first
group (1) consists of the three speakers which wkserecorded for experiment
1, and the second group (2) consists of the remgiséven speakers who were
only recorded for experiment 2. If the speakers wdmrded experiment 1 are
overall more likely to realize any verb-object castion with phrasal prosody
rather than with tone sandhi contours, their rasitins of the verb-object
constructions in experiment 2 should differ markefibm the realizations by
the other seven participants.
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A statistical analysis on the findings in Table8 3hows that this
prediction is not borne out. There is no statifiiicaignificant difference

between the relative number of tone sandhi vs.gathr@alizations of the stimuli
of experiment 2 by the speakers of experiment lmpared to the remaining
seven speakers of experimenZ2) = 4.79, p = 0.09, nsf.

Table 3.8: Absolute and relative (in parenthesesjdencies of realizations of
verb-object constructions in experiment 2 pooledrall recording conditions,

compared between the three participants of expetinrieand the remaining
seven participants.

Observed contours
Speaker group ;T;S;i Tone sandh| Other ([Tota
Experiment 1 & experiment 2 | 27 (14.1%) 158 (82.7%] 6 (3.1%)| 191
Experiment 2 only 38 (10.5%) 321(88.4%) 4 (1.1%)[ 363
Total 65 (11.7%) 479 (86.5%] 10 (1.8%) 554

The findings of this study suggest that the valitghin the prosodic realization

of verb-object constructions is even greater thavipusly assumed, and that it
not only depends on the exact grammatical functibat a verb-object

construction plays in a given sentence, but alstherprosodic context in which
it is uttered. It appears that in recording sitagi in which speakers are
applying tone sandhi to a list of compounds, theyrauch more likely to extend
this tone sandhi application to disyllabic condtirts which are not lexically

compounded. In contrast, in a context where alngii share a certain

grammatical analysis of their components, speadersnore likely to be biased
by this analysis in their prosodic realization loé texamples, and less likely to
just treat them like any other disyllabic structure

12 pgain, excluding the “other” condition does noaolge the statistical results much
[4(1) = 1.87, p = 0.172, ns].
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3.5 Conclusion

This study set out to investigate two claims whielve been put forward in the
discussion concerning the tone sandhi domain of AMam Chinese. The first
claim, which could be confirmed in this study, poted that disyllabic
constructions which are grammatically ambiguousvbeh word and phrase
status will also be treated ambiguously in theipspdic behavior. More
specifically, it was found that the degree of lakization of verb-object
constructions in Wenzhou Chinese according to s@masyntactic, and
morphological criteria was significantly correlatedth the likelihood of the
verb-object construction receiving a tone sandhlization. If a verb-object
construction was lexicalized, it was realized witime sandhi contours more
often, and thereby treated alike to lexical comm®nthan if it was not
lexicalized.

The second prediction from the literature, howevesuld not be
confirmed by the dataset presented in this studyhé data recorded here, the
presence of contrastive focus on the target stitmadi no statistically significant
effect on the speakers’ choice of realization @& Werb-object constructions as
compounds or as phrases. In this light, the priedi¢hat focus would induce a
prosodic boundary which would in turn block the laggtion of tone sandhi was
not borne out. Rather, the same set of stimuli (@asaverage) realized with a
comparable ratio of tone sandhi and phrasal prosealjzations in isolation and
under focus.

However, a comparison of the results of the twpeginents reported in
this study showed that another factor significaaffected the realizations of the
verb-object constructions. As it turned out, thebwvebject constructions in
experiment 2, which were recorded in a list thajoma contained disyllabic
compounds, were realized with tone sandhi prosndyast cases, whereas in a
comparable list of verb-object constructions with disyllabic compounds
interspersed, the examples were realized predothynasith phrasal prosody.
Since the ratio of lexicalized and non-lexicaliaetb-object constructions was
similar in both lists, it appears that it is mogely the prosodic context itself
which biased speakers towards treating the verbebbponstructions as
disyllabic lexemes in the context of disyllabic quounds.

These findings show that for the young speakend/ehzhou recorded
here, it is indeed true that their realizationsvefb-object constructions are
highly variable and contextually dependent. Atshene time, it could be shown
that the contextual factors which play the most dngnt role for their
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realization, are different from what has been agslin the literature so far.
While lexicalization plays a partial role for theopodic realization of the verb-
object construction, the observed variability appet be dependent on the
prosodic context in which a specific constructisntered.



