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Chapter 7

The marking of information focus in Wenzhou
Chinese

7.1 Introduction
7.1.1 Effects of information focus

7.1.1.1 Lexical effects

One of the most common notions in the researchfamration structure is the
notion of focus. Broadly speaking, the focus okatence is the constituent that
is most informative or most important in a sentenSech importance or
informativeness can be brought about in differemtysv One of the most
commonly investigated types of focus has beendd4ifgormation(al) focus” (E.
Kiss 1998; Gundel & Fretheim 2006; Jackendoff 197@)esentational focus”
(Gussenhoven 2007), or “narrow focus” (Féry & Kiigh908). It is usually
elicited by drawing up a question-answer-pair, ahe idea is that the
constituent in the answer that corresponds to tiielement in the question is in
focus, an idea that is often credited to Hallidag

An important consequence of having a focus inrdaesee or utterance
is that it affects the cognitive status of the parer thing that is within the focus
domain. In the semantic notion otammon groundhat is shared between the
hearer and the speaker in a discourse, the commmmd contains (shared)
knowledge of propositions and referents within tealm of the discourse (see
e.g. Krifka 2007 for a review of the terminologyhe status of a referent in the
common ground can be indicated by the use of spdaifjuistic expressions,
such as pronouns and (definite/indefinite) articledias been proposed that the
linguistic means that speakers use to refer taythor persons in a discourse are
hierarchically ranked, and that DP-structures sagsldemonstrative pronouns,
definite articles, and indefinite articles repreasgmecreasing order of activation
within the discourse (Gundel et al. 1993).

Crucially, a referent that is referred to with.eaglemonstrative pronoun
has a higher likelihood to be given/familiar in tiliecourse than a referent that
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is referred to with an indefinite article. In thaense, the focus/givenness
structure of a sentence interacts with the cogmititatus of the referents, and
consequently influences the types of referentigdressions that are used by
speakers to convey information to hearers. InGhenness Hierarchgroposed
by Gundel et al. 1993, a referent thaitrnsfocusis endowed with the highest
state of activation within the discourse, and camsequently be referred to with
e.g. a zero or unstressed pronominal, while thealsgrecan still make the
assumption that the hearer will be able to identig/ referent correctly.

7.1.1.2 Phonetic effects

Another important effect of information focus is influence on the intonation
of sentences and utterances. In intonation langusigeh as English or German,
focus on a specific constituent in a sentence awtige implementation of the
accent that is associated with that constituent) Bertically (the accent reaches
a higher i maximum) and horizontally (the accent-bearing isincreased in
duration). Additionally, the accents that followetlfiocused constituent within
the same prosodic domain are often demoted in memae by virtue of
lowering (Féry & Kigler 2008). In pitch-accent larages such as (Tokyo)
Japanese, focus has been found to be markedrmilarsivay: the k peak on the
focused constituent is raised via manipulationitfhprange, and the post-focal
accents are compressed in vertical range (Ish220d, 2011).

Apart from the specific acoustic parameters thatadfected by focus, a
second important research question is concerneld thi2 marking of focus
domains of different sizes. For English (Bishop @Breen et al. 2010; Eady et
al. 1986), Dutch (Hanssen et al. 2008), and GerfBaumann et al. 2007;
Baumann et al. 2006; Kigler 2008), it has been ix@atally shown that broad
focus, more specifically a focus domain that ineslthe entire sentence, is
marked in a different way (namely with less expahdeoustic parameters) than
a narrow focus which includes only one of the citunstts in the focus domain.
While for example in German, both broad and narfoeus are marked with
pitch accents and lengthening, the precise phometiiization varies between
the two types of focus, such that a narrow focagives more lengthening and
greater  expansion on the pitch accent than broad focuss @ligns with
findings for languages such as Korean, which atewvsa marked difference in
the realization of broad (VP) vs. narrow (objecds (Jun & Kim 2007).



INFORMATION Focus 147

7.1.2 Phonetic effects of information focus in Standard Ginese

Most experimental research on the phonetic cogslaf focus realization in
Chinese has been conducted for Mandarin dialec@hafese. Challenging the
common assumption that tone languages do only nieadtion in a limited
manner, since their “intonation” is already neeétadexical disambiguation, it
has been found by several studies that speakekdaatlarin employ similar
phonetic cues for focus marking as accent-type #&mdnation languages.
Particularly, focused constituents were found tadasized with expanded pitch
ranges, lengthening of the focused constituent, @mpressed pitch ranges
post-focally.

Specifically, for wh-induced focus as in the prasexperiment, Xu
(1999) determined the precise effect on constituaiith different citation tones.
He reports that under focus, thgiaxima of the high level, rising, and falling
tones were raised, while theg Finima of the low/dipping, rising, and falling
tones were lowered (see also Kabagema-Bilan e20dll for similar results).
Therefore, expansion of the pitch range due to Soappears to target both
directions, which sets it apart from the prosodarking of (new) topics, where
both iy maxima and Fminima are raised (Wang & Xu 2006).

In addition to pitch range expansion, lengthenioigthe focused
constituents has been determined as another siablElin 1996; Pan et al. 2005;
Wang & Xu 2006). Furthermore, post-focal tones haeen found to be realized
with a significantly lowered fFcompared to control conditions (Xu et al. 2004),
and together with the also lowered intensity ont4dosus constituents, this may
serve as an additional cue for listeners to detezrttie focus position within a
sentence in perception tests (Chen et al. 200%tXal 2012).

However, the above described focus effects aréomotd in all sentence
positions: Jin 1996) reports that sentence-finalgtleening obscures the
lengthening effect of focus on sentence-final dtuestits in Mandarin, so that a
focused constituent in sentence-final position riespdically indistinguishable
from non-focus control condition. At the same tirg,expansion in sentence-
final position is also remarkably lower than onudsed constituents in sentence-
initial position. This results in thegFange of broad focus and narrow focus
condition in sentence-final position being not #igantly different from one
another.

These findings can be partially attributed to faet that k tends to
decline over the course of an utterance. HoweweXa (1999) reports for his
investigation of different tone combinations in teetes, this downtrend is tone-
dependent. More specifically, he reports that iseatence consisting of high
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tones only, the difference i Reight between successive syllables is very small.
In contrast, all other tones induce declination,airway that the declination
increases with the number of non-high tones preseatsentence. Therefore, in
‘natural’ sentences consisting of more than jugthhlevel-toned syllables,
declination can be expected, and consequently €y feeus in the sentence
should result in more pitch range expansion thkateafocus.

7.1.3 Phonetic effects of focus in other dialects of Chase

Most recently, the effects of wh-induced informatifocus have also been
investigated for other dialects of Chinese. Forrghai Chinese, J~range
expansion and lengthening on the focused constjt@nwell as loweredqF
values in the post-focal tones have been repo@éer( 2009). This pattern is
comparable to the focus effects that have beendfiuistandard Chinese, but it
preserves the dialect-specific tone sandhi chaiatits and inherent length
differences between syllables.

For other dialects such as Taiwanese, it has beamdfthat the focus
effect is dependent on the specific tone of theided syllable. In Pan 2007b, it
was found that §~range expansion on focused constituents could bely
reported for some participants and some specifiegpnamely the contour tones,
whereas level tones tended to remain unaffectedfdmys in their &
implementation. In contrast, duration proved toabeery stable cue for focus
marking, even though the amount of lengthening d&gendent on sentence
position, such that syllables in pre-final sentepmsition showed the least
amount of focus-induced lengthening.

This finding has recently been challenged in assidialectal
comparison that included Taiwanese, Taiwan Mandanich Beijing Mandarin
(Chen et al. 2009; Xu et al. 2012). The authorsifbthat both monolingual and
bilingual speakers of Taiwanese had very littleraltion in the fcontours of
identical sentences over different focus conditioaad also did not use
lengthening as a stable cue for focus position iwith sentence. Even though
focused syllables tended to be longer, post- aedfqaal syllables were also
lengthened by the speakers as soon as there wasua $omewhere in the
sentence, which obscured the marking effect of tlkmgng on the focused
syllable(s).

Interestingly, the focus realization by both mamglal and bilingual
(Taiwanese and Taiwan Mandarin) speakers of TaiMandarin patterned with
the observations made for Taiwanese, even thougtvafiaMandarin and
Beijing Mandarin are more closely related. The arghconclude that focus
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marking strategies are prone to contact-inducedhgiaand therefore, the
prosodic cues for focus marking have been lost @wa@n Mandarin. This
suggestion is confirmed by another study, that fitkdat Taiwan Mandarin
speakers are unable to perceptually distinguidiereifit focus positions within a
sentence (Pan et al. 2005). This suggests thabmpis focus marking different
across different dialects of China, but also highfjuenced by the amount of
exposure that the speakers will have to differdatedts and their (different)
focus marking strategies.

7.1.4 Experimental approaches

The current chapter reports the results of two exymnts which individually
tested the influence of focus on the two differpatameters outlined above. In
the first experiment, a picture elicitation methisdused in order to investigate
the focus-marking strategies that the speakers@mipla more “naturalistic”
experimental setup. The experimental prompt caeisf acoustic stimulation
and pictures only, and the research question coactre specific types of
linguistic expressions that speakers use to redendw, given, or focused
discourse referents. By comparing the length aedifpity of the grammatical
expressions used to describe the referents inréiffediscourse situations, this
experiment intends to shed light on the discoutsstegiies employed by the
speakers.

In order to allow for a direct comparison with tpeblished findings
concerning the phonetic effects of focus in Chinéise second experiment uses
written dialogues in the form of question-answeirgpaSimilar scenarios as in
the first experiment are used, but this time theakprs are asked to read out the
mini-dialogues in Wenzhou dialect, as prompted hmy written version of the
dialogues in Standard Chinese characters. By aujuttie target sentences to
the Wenzhou vernacular (for example, including anmmnly used aspect
marker), the sentences are still naturalistic,tbatspeakers will be more limited
in their realization of the target sentences. Tiisws for a detailed acoustic
analysis of the realizations along the phoneticapmters that have been
established for other dialects of Chinese. In #ay, it can be assessed whether
the phonetic markings of focus that are used byANen speakers are different
from the phonetic markings used by speakers ofr @h&ese dialects.
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7.2 Experiment 1: Lexical realization of referents

7.2.1 Stimuli

In order to investigate the referential expressitmt are employed by the
speakers in different discourse situations, a péctiescription paradigm was
used in the first experiment. The stimulus pictuled were used were originally
developed for the research group SFB 632 in Baith Potsdam (Skopeteas et
al. 2006) for cross-linguistic investigation of anfation-structural categoriés.
Pictures were selected on the criterion that thiermdescribed in the picture can
be expressed with a simple transitive v, kick, push, puJl Concerning the
referents in the pictures, both animate (human,-monan) and inanimate
referents were included in the picture selectioar & full list of stimulus
pictures used in the experiment, the reader isrexfdo appendix 7.1.

The pictures were paired with context questionsctvhprompted a
certain focus structure. The context questions wecerded prior to the actual
experiment by a male speaker who was in the sameep as the recording
subjects. The speaker was presented with indivigialres that were paired
with the intended context question and target ans&atence in English, and
was asked to translate both the question and teeeanin his head, and then
pronounce both in Wenzhou dialect. English rathantStandard Chinese was
used as the elicitation language in order to minénthe influence of Standard
Chinese, and ensure a naturalistic Wenzhou rendiaher than a word-by-
word translation of the Standard Chinese sentenBgseliciting both the
intended question and the answer, the experimewatigid check the prosodic
realization of both sentences to ensure that teaksgy had rendered the focus
structure correctly.

If a question was incomplete, contained an unusuaid order or
passive voice, or sounded unnatural to the expetenethe speaker was asked
to repeat the question, and encouraged to thiffradther way to say it”. This
was intended to ensure that the questions were/{d ®ord order and in the
active voice. Two exceptions occurred: the speadalized two examples with
SOV word order, one with an inanimate subject mfein subject focus (“the
bike hits the woman”), and one with two identiceferents (“the man hits the
other man”) in object focus. The speaker judgedstdrences to be more natural
with this word order in the specific focus conditso

2" Website of picture materialshttp://www.sfb632.uni-potsdam.de/~d2/materials.php
#refer, last accessed 6-8-2012.
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Three focus structures were investigated in tre &xperiment: subject
focus, VP focus, and object focus. In both the Vi the object focus context,
the subject referent was included in the questind therefore counted as
“given” in the answer target sentence. Converselthe subject focus condition,
the object referent was “given” in the questione®peakers of the experiment
were encouraged to answer the context questiofisfullttarget sentences, and
to realize both the focused and the given referientdl conditions. Figure 7.1
represents one of the stimulus pictures, and exan(f) illustrates a
transcription of (one possible realization of) theended target sentence and the
recorded context questions that were presentedhegeith the picturé®

Figure 7.1: Example stimulus picture from the QUiSpus (Skopeteas et al.
2006: 79, item 2 picture 2). Reprinted with pernoissof the SFB 632/ Malte
Zimmermann.

0} Intended target sentence
a. A kai ng zzta tie A noy gau
NUM CL womanAspP  hit NUM CL cow

‘The woman is hitting the cow.’
Subiject focus context question:

b. ani nag (a) zzta tie ki nay  gau?
which personQ AsP  hit this cL cow
‘Who is hitting the cow?’

%8 Because there was no prompt in Chinese charactetss experiment, the example
sentences will only be transcribed in a broad tapgon here and in the appendix.
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VP focus context question:

C. kai ng zzta o (@) ni?
CL femaleasp do what
‘What is the woman doing?’
Object focus context question:

d. kai ng zZta  tie ani nmpz?
CL female Asp  hit what  thing
‘What is the woman hitting?’

7.2.2 Speakers

The subjects of this experiment were eight speaftaree male, five female)
between 18 and 20 years of age. They were highosgiaduates of the same
high school in central Wenzhou and all born andesiin the central district of
Lucheng Wenzhou. None of them reported to havel lngtside of Wenzhou for
a significant amount of time within the last fiveears, and all of them
considered themselves fluent speakers of the Wendladect. They were also
fluent speakers of Standard Mandarin, which thayrled in school and used in
conversations on a daily basis.

7.2.3 Experimental procedure

The recordings were made in a quiet recording sindhe TV and radio station
in Wenzhou on an M-Audio Microtrack Il portable iiad recorder in wav-
format (44.1 kHz, 16bits mono). The speakers wérenga Sennheiser pc130
headset, and the position of the microphone wasstelj by the experimenter to
ensure it was about 3 cm away from the corner @fiouth and outside of the
immediate direction of exhalation.

Each speakers was seated at a table with aboumn5@istance from a
laptop screen (ACER TravelMate 280XCi), on which #timulus pictures were
presented using E-Prime© software. All speakerdicoad they could see the
pictures properly. The stimulus pictures were auatically randomized for
every speaker and every trial by E-Prime, and ptesein an individual fashion,
with the speaker determining the pace of succesgMongside with every
picture, the speaker heard the pre-recorded staxulestion (see section 7.2.1)
over SONY loudspeakers that were attached to thpa The speakers also
confirmed that they could hear the questions gldark practice session before
the actual experiment began.

Before the start of the experiment, the speakarsssavelcome text in
Standard Chinese that informed them about thetteeskwere asked to perform
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(see appendix 7.2). They were told that they wadé pictures and hear a
guestion, and were to answer the question in a aelea natural way and with a
complete sentence, using the information providedhie picture. Next, they
were presented with a practice picture and two eedrmjuestions (subject and
object focus), to prepare the speakers for thetfedtthey might see one picture
multiple times, paired with different context quests each time. The questions
were played acoustically over loudspeakers, arldveld by an example of an
incomplete answer (only focused NP) and a comgataver (entire sentence),
in order to prompt the speakers to use completiesess in their answers.

After they had seen the practice items, they weke@to confirm to the
experimenter that they had understood the taskttamdlifference between the
complete and the incomplete practice answers, laenl proceeded through the
experiment in a self-paced manner. Each speakeipresented with the entire
task three times in a row, and asked to take a &hheak in between repetitions.
They received a small payment for their participati

7.2.4 Data analysis

The choice to impose fewer restrictions on the lspesaby giving them a picture
description task, as opposed to a reading-alouq tasulted in a wide range of
variation both across and within speakers in teohdexical and structural

choices in the rendition of the target sentenceso#parison of the different
structures across focus conditions yielded the rgbtien that the speakers
systematically varied the complexity of two aspeatsthe realization of the

referents, namely the length and the definitenéskeoDP structures they were
denoted with. For each of the aspects, a claskifitacale was drawn up to
categorize the observed structures. For lengtmuigber of syllables within the
NP plus preceding adjectival modifiers were countlillustrated in example
(2). For definiteness, different kinds of anaphasjecificity were coded, as
illustrated in example (3). In both examples, tbgpective syllables are given in
bold.

2 Length: Number of syllables
a.

One syllable: kai ng zzta...
CL female ASP
‘The woman is...’
b. Two syllables: kai ng ki zzta...
cL female ASP

‘The woman is...’
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C. Three syllables: kai ng mai mai zzta...
CL female little.child ASP
‘The qirl is...’

d. Four syllables: kai sai ng mai mai zzta...
CL small female little.child ASP
‘The little girl is...’

3) Specificity: Determiner/numeral/classifier within the DP

a. Bare noun: ng zzta...

femaleAsp

‘(Althe) woman is...’
b. Classifier+noun: kai ng zzta...
CL female Asp
‘The woman is...’

C. Numeral+classifier+noun: 2 kai ng zzta...
NUM CL female Asp
‘A woman is...’

d. Demonstrative+classifier+noui: kai ng zzta...
this CL female Asp
‘This woman is...’

e. Existential+classifier+noun: jau kai ng zzta...
there.is CL female Asp
‘There is a woman who is...’

f. other+classifier+noun: log vai kai ng zzta...
the.other CL female Asp
‘The other woman is...’

g. other+numeral+classifier+nouony vai 7 kai ng zzta...
the.othernum CL female Asp
‘The other (one) woman is...’

h. Numeral+demonstrative+

classifier+nourf? F ki kai ng  zzta...

NUM this cL female Asp
‘This (one) woman is...’

29 As can be seen in the results section below, thezeonly four instances in 993
sentences with this structure in the entire expemimlIt is unclear whether this is a
legitimate structure, or should be counted as roimpnciation by the speakers. In
Standard Chinese, the structure would not be weethéd.
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The so-coded data was compared across the difféoents conditions, to
determine whether speakers have a preference ta specific DP-type in a
certain focus situation, and whether they systerallyi vary the syllable count
in the constituents in correspondence with cefftatns contexts.

7.2.5 Results

7.2.5.1 Syllable count within the NP

The pictures that were presented to the speaKedgpitted actions that can be
described with a monotransitive verb. Thereforé,tla¢ sentences recorded
contained two referents, namely a subject refeagat an object referent. The
precursor questions were recorded in a way to erSWO word order, with the
expectation that this would prompt speakers toizeaheir answers with this
constituent order as well. Therefore, the subjeferent always precedes the
object referent in the answers.

Table 7.1 and Figure 7.2 show the results for sibjeferents, pooled
across the three repetitions for all speakerslafdktimulus pictures, and split
according to the three focus conditions. Depictethe frequency with which
speakers used the different NP lengths, as exdetplif (2). The numbers in the
legend correspond to the number of syllables withénNP-constituent.

Table 7.1: Absolute and relative frequencies ofgtenof subject constituent,
crosstabulated by focus condition. Overall tokesutts.

Length of subjec Focus on
in syllables Object Subject VP Total

1 176 (52.9%) 92 (27.4%) 150 (46.2%)] 418 (42.1%
2 40 (12.0%) 66 (19.6%) 43 (13.2%) 149 (15.0%
3 117 (35.1%) 168 (50.0%] 129 (39.7%)] 414 (41.6%
4 0( .0% 8( 2.4% 3( .9%) 11( 1.1%
5 0( .0% 2( 6% 0( .0% 2( 2%
Total 333 336 325 994
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Figure 7.2: Count of instances of subject NPs witle to five syllables, broken
down by focus condition.

As can be seen, there is a systematic interactitween the focus/givenness
status of the referent and the number of syllabtesl to denote it. In object and
VP focus condition, both of which have the subjeeterent given in the

precursor question, the number of monosyllabic iRk bar) is much higher
than in subject focus condition, and converselg, thmber of disyllabic (light

grey bar) and trisyllabic (dark grey bar) realiaat is lower. This corresponds
to the expectation that a given referent is oftemated in prominence, which
can be related to the length of its realizationPé@arson Chi-square statistical
test of the results for the length of the subjextstituent confirms a significant
difference in length between the three focus camubt[3(8) = 57.18, p < 0.001].
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The inverse picture can be observed for the ohjeferent, as illustrated in
Figure 7.3 and Table 7.2. The likelihood for anegbjNP to contain two rather
than one syllable is much higher under object foamod VP focus than under
subject focus. A Pearson Chi-square statisticalofethe results for the length of

the object constituent again confirms a significdiffierence in length between
the three focus conditiong?(10) = 41.75, p < 0.001].

_ Syllable
200 Count
] Object
L1
[ 2
150 B3
4
s
=
S 100
50
0

I | I
Subject Focus Object Focus VP Focus

Figure 7.3: Count of instances of object NPs with dyllables, broken down by
focus condition.
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Table 7.2: Absolute and relative frequencies ofgtenof object constituent,
crosstabulated by focus condition. Overall tokesutts.

Length of dject ir] Focus on
syllables Object Subject VP Total

1 128 (38.4%] 190 (56.7%] 135 (41.5%)] 453 (45.6%
2 132 (39.6%] 73 (21.8%) 111 (34.2%) 316 (31.8%
3 67 (20.1%) 72 (21.5%) 71 (21.8%) 210 (21.1%
4 4(1.2% 0( .0% 7(22%) 11( 1.1%
5 1( .3% 0( .0% 1( .3% 2( 2%
7 1( .3% 0( .0% 0( .0% 1( .3%
Total 333 335 325 993

7.2.5.2 Definiteness of the DP

Figure 7.4 shows the distribution of the differ&®R types that were recorded in
the experiment. The variants are coded in numhweith, the correspondences
being as follows (compare (3) for examples andsitaption):

4) Coding of DP specificity
0 = Bare noun
1 = Classifier+noun
2 = Numeral+classifier+noun
3 = Demonstrative+classifier+noun
4 = Existential+classifier+noun
5 = “other"+classifier+noun
6 = “other”+numeral+classifier+noun
7 = Numeral+demonstrative+classifier+noun

As summarized in section 7.1.1.1, the assumptiathas the definiteness of a
referring expression is correlated with the famiitidgivenness of the respective
referent within the discourse. Referents that amilfar or uniquely identifiable
and thereby given in the discourse are expectedchdorealized with a
demonstrative+noun or a definite structure, wheredgamiliar referents which
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are newly introduced into the discourse are momngonly realized with an
indefinite structure (cf. Gundel et al. 1993).

For Wenzhou, it has been argued that the classifein structure, as in
(3b), encodes definiteness when the referent ocourpreverbal position.
Conversely, the numeral+classifier+noun structsreammonly interpreted as
indefinite, and may be either specific or unspecfftheng & Sybesma 1999,
2005; Li & Bisang 2012). Cheng & Sybesma (2005)uarthat the indefinite
numeral+classifier+noun structure only occurs istperbal position, but as the
results below show, this is not borne out by tteilts of the current experiment.
An explanation for the divergent findings may battthe (postverbal) object
position is the most common location for defautiufe (Xu, L. 2004). Therefore,
in an analysis that does not take focus structub@ account, it is more likely
that the indefiniteness which is associated wittufis more often encountered
in object position. For the current analysis, thiofving predictions concerning
referent realization can be hypothesized.

5)

a. Givenness hierarchy(after Gundel et al. 1993)

Decreasing familiarity/givenness from left to right

Demonstrative > Definite structure > Indefiniteustiure

b. Definiteness hierarchy in Wenzhouafter Cheng & Sybesma 2005)
Decreasing definiteness from left to right:
Demonstrative+classifier+noun>Classifier+noun>
Numeral+classifier+noun
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Figure 7.4: Count of instances of subject DPs wiifferent degree of specificity,
broken down by focus condition.

As can be seen in Figure 7.4 and Table 7.3, thermdeed an interaction
between DP-specificity and focus condition. Undébject focus, the speakers
prefer the indefinite numeral+classifier+noun stuwe (light grey bar) to denote
the focused referent, whereas under VP and objectsfwith a given subject
referent, they most often make use of the defioltssifier+noun structure
(diagonally striped bar) to denote the subject. @arBon Chi-square statistical
test of the results for the specificity of the sabj constituent confirms a
significant difference between the three focus @wr [y2(10) = 599.9, p <
0.001].
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Table 7.3: Absolute and relative frequencies otBjpity of subject constituent,
crosstabulated by focus condition. Overall tokesutts.

Specificity of Focus on
subject Object Subject VP Total
0 2( 6% 4(1.2% 1( .3% 7( 7%
1 301 (90.4%] 102 (30.4%] 322 (99.1%)] 725 (72.9%
2 3( .9%) 220 (65.5% 0( .0%) 223(22.4%
3 27 ( 8.1% 3( 9% 2( .6%) 32( 3.2%
4 0( .0% 3( 9% 0( .0% 3( 9%
5 0( .0% 4(1.2% 0( .0% 4(1.2%
Total 333 336 325 994

Conversely, when the object is given under subjecus, the speakers

predominantly use

the definite demonstrative+cf@ssinoun structure
(checked pattern bar) in to denote the object eatewhereas under object and

VP focus, the indefinite numeral+classifier+nourusture (light grey bar) is
most prevalent, as can be seen in Figure 7.5 abte Ta4. A Pearson Chi-
square test of the results for the specificitytadf bbject constituent confirms a
significant difference between the three focus @@ [}2(14) = 334.81, p <

0.001].
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Figure 7.5: Count of instances of object DPs wilffiedent structures, broken
down by focus condition.
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Table 7.4: Absolute and relative frequencies of eobj constituent,
crosstabulated by focus condition. Overall tokesutts.

Specificity of Focus on
object Object Subject VP Total

0 53 (15.9%) 26 ( 7.8%) 63 (19.4% 142 (14.3%
1 12 ( 3.6%) 69 (20.6%) 22 ( 6.8% 103 (10.4%
2 240 (72.1%)] 73 (21.8%) 181 (55.7%] 494 (49.7%
3 11 ( 3.3%) 164 (49.0%] 51 (15.7% 226 (22.8%
4 3( 9%) O( .0% 1( .3% 4( 4%
5 8(24%) 2 ( .6% 4( 1.2% 14 ( 1.4%
6 3( 9%) O( .0% 3( 9% 6( .6%
7 3( .9%) 1( .3% 0( .0% 4( 4%
Total 333 335 325 993

It is important to keep in mind that for the giveonstituents, the speakers may
have been influenced by the precursor questionlé/thé speakers were free to
vary both NP syllable count and DP specificity lieit responses, they heard a
precursor question which always contained a meintipaf one of the referents:
for subject focus, the object was mentioned, amdvi® and object focus, the
subject was mentioned. Therefore, it could be atghat the observations for
the realizations of the given referents do not a@btueflect an original speaker
choice, but are merely repetitions of the DP andsiicture that was given to
the speakers in the precursor question. To determimether this is true, all
realizations of given referents were compared \lith realizations of these
referents in the respective precursor questionbleTéa.5 gives the amount of
overlap.
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Table 7.5: Percentage of NP length and DP compjenditputs that mirror those
of the respective precursor question.

Subject NP|  Subject DP | Object NP Object DP
length complexity length complexity
Precursor 0 0 0 0
question 82.5% 97.5% 87.4% 55.4%

As can be seen from Table 7.5, the values areyfaidh for the subject
complexity. It appears that, when prompted for rtesece with object focus, the
speakers most often repeated the structure ofubgda constituent as it was
presented to them in the precursor question. Horyélve picture for the object
constituents is less clear cut. While the valuettierobject length yields a fairly
high correspondence between precursor questiormasder, the speakers only
repeated the DP structure for given objects @ littbre than half of the time.
Therefore, it seems that the prompt from the psaEruquestion cannot
be the only factor to explain the choices madehleyspeakers in their realization
of the referents. Rather, it appears that speakastematically vary the syllable
count of NPs to denote referents that are givan focus. Also, it appears to be
true at least for the object constituents that they specific DP structures to
refer back to a given referent, and indefinite tamdions to introduce new
referents into the context, which aligns well witfoss-linguistic observations.
Therefore, even if the structures in the precucg@stion align with those that
are most prevalent in the answers by the speak@iss,could simply be a
reflection of the fact that a certain structurenisre natural in these contexts.

7.3 Experiment 2: Phonetic marking of referents

The variation in the answer sentences that wererded in the picture
description paradigm meant that this data couldbeotnalyzed acoustically to
gain insight into the phonetic ways of marking mmiation focus in Wenzhou.
For this reason, a second experiment was desigvtedh used similar stimulus
sentences as the first experiment, but controlhexd speaker output structures
more tightly. In accordance with the most commardgd method to investigate
focus marking across Chinese dialects, the speakenes presented with written
dialogues and asked to read them aloud in Wenziabect



7.3.1 Stimuli

The stimuli for the second experiment were questiaswer pairs with target

sentences that were similar in type to those ofitseexperiment. At the same
time, the variation between the target sentencesreduced, so that all target
sentences were SVO-sentences with one subject mmdlgect in the active

voice. The subject referent was always animate vanéd along three different

lengths and three different tones (level, risirgjjrig), as can be seen in (6).

(6)

~o o0 0w

INFORMATION Focus

Subiject referents

165

Hanzi Citation forms Tone Translation
B 4y a-ma High level (33) ‘mother’

fi &5 a-pa High level (33) ‘father’
—/N5 Akaine Low falling (31) ‘a man’

—A A kaing Low rising (24) ‘a woman’
—ANBUkik A kainemai mai Low falling (31)  ‘a boy’

— AN kik A kaing mai mai Low rising (24) ‘a girl

The object referent was varied between inanimaiiepate, and human, and also

carried either a level, falling, or rising tone,smwn in (7).

()

oo

Se ~ o

—_—

Object referents

Hanzi Citation forms Tone Translation

B 4y a-ma High level (33) ‘mother’

fi &5 a-pa High level (33) ‘father’

(o tsouva Low level (11) ‘(prepare) rice’

CR)ARTY mame-zz Falling (42.31) ‘(buy)
groceries’

—/N5B Akaine Low falling (31) ‘aman’

-4 A kaing Low rising (24) ‘a woman’

— A A kai gau Low falling (31) ‘an ox’

—ikE(F) Atdda Low falling (31) ‘a table’

— M A baidzu Low falling (31) ‘a (cup of) tea’

—ANBEkik A kainemaimai Low falling (31)  ‘a boy’

—/N kg A kaing mai mai Low rising (24) ‘a girl’
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The subject and object references were used to asenf2 target sentences
which were paired with four different context quests each. The context
questions induced focus in different locations lné target sentence: on the
subject (VP given), on the VP (subject given), ba tbject (subject given), or
on the whole sentence (all neR)An example of a target sentence with the four
precursor questions can be found in (8).

(8) Target sentence:

a. — IEfE W — K.
A kai ng zzta ha A bai dzu

NUM CL female AsP  drink NuM CL tea
‘A woman is drinking a cup of tea.’
Precursor questions:
b. Broad focus 1% Ut fha W2
ni Kw ani a
you say what Q
‘What did you say?’

c. Subject focus 4 A Moap B — Mz ¥
ani ny a zzta ha A bai dzu
which personqQ ASP  drink NuMCLtea

‘Who is drinking a cup of tea?’

%0 In order to keep both the question and the ansemtences as comparable as possible
across the different focus conditions, the sentemeeexperiment 2 do not reflect the
results of experiment 1, e.g. in terms of the difivess of the referents in the questions
and answers. The stimulus sentences of experimerdre still considered to be well-
formed dialogues by the speakers who were recdaiddis experiment.

%1 In place of the ®onghui characteift shéi ‘who’, it is idiomatic to use the expression
fF2 NWi in Wenzhou, which can be translated as ‘which gersin grammars of
Wenzhou, this expression is sometimes transcribtddifferent characters, e.f F:4k

B in Hou 1998. Not all of the young speakers areilfamwith these characters, but
when presented withi~4 AW, they all produced the intended structure, whictiny it
has been used here. Similarly, the expresignlli ‘what’ is transcribed a$| £ in
Hou 1998, but the more common characters have lmsthhere. The aspect particies

7t are transcribed with the charactgfsT in Hou 1998.
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d. VP focus — B AE o Wi?
A kai ng zzta tsu ani a
NUM CL female AsP  do what Q
‘What is the woman doing?’

e. Object focus —A % EfE W fFa W2
A kai ng zzta ha ani a

NUM CL female AsP  drink what Q
‘What is the woman drinking?’

The target sentences were paired with four precupgestions each to create 48
question-answer pairs. These question-answer paéne randomized, and
alternated in a list with 66 other question-answeirs from an unrelated
experiment, to minimize the risk of the speaketsrjgreting a referent as given
that occurred in another question-answer pair énsdime experiment. A full list
of question-answer pairs can be found in appendx 7

7.3.2 Subjects

The subjects of the second experiment were 19 speék3 female) of the same
age group as the speakers in the first experinmea age = 23;2, age range =
20-29). They were mostly high school graduateshef $ame high school in
central Wenzhou as the speakers of the first exyeet, and all born and raised
in the central district of Lucheng Wenzhou. Noneh&m reported to have lived
outside of Wenzhou for a significant amount of tiwiéhin the last 5 years, and
all of them considered themselves fluent speakétheoWenzhou dialect. Of
the 19 speakers, eight recorded the stimuli seatennce, and eleven recorded
all sentences twice. For those speakers with twordéngs, the values were
averaged over the recordings before statisticdlsisa

7.3.3 Experimental procedure

Speakers were recorded in a sound-proofed recorstingio in Wenzhou in

individual sessions, and received a small paymentHeir participation. Each

speaker was seated in front of a 13" monitor angrgia Sennheiser pc130
headset. The experimenter ensured that the micneplod the headset was
placed approximately 3 cm from the corner of thauthf the subject. Via an
external digitizer (UA-G1), the sound was recordedctly (44.1 KHz, 16 bits)

on the laptop (Acer Aspire 1810TZ) on which thenstii were displayed to the
subject.
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The speakers were first informed about the recgrgirocedure. They
were instructed to read out phrases and sentemessnped on the screen using
Wenzhou dialect, in a natural and clear fashiorthéfy were unsure how to
pronounce a word or phrase, they could skip tonied item, and if they felt
they had made a mistake, they could go back anghatepe recording of the
previous item. They were told that they could intpt or abort the recording at
any point.

The recording itself was done using a script in ¢benputer program
PRAAT (Boersma & Weenink 2003 This script would present the stimulus
sentences in one by one, and record each stimudisddually after the speaker
initiated the recording. Before the recording, sgibakers completed a practice
series with eight short phrases that were not gfattte actual experiment. This
was done in order to familiarize the speakers with self-managed recording
procedure. After completing the practice items, #peakers were asked to
indicate whether they understood the recording goe and were ready to
start the experiment. They received a small payrdweriheir participation.

7.3.4 Data analysis

After the recording, all utterances were checkedistakes and long pauses or
hesitations, and any such sentences were excludedffirther analysis. All the
remaining sentences were manually segmented, wsauyistic and visual
inspection of the sound wave and spectrogram. Idpeegifically, the beginning
and end of the subject and object constituentsllirarsswer sentences were
marked, and a PRAAT script extracted their duratigrat 21 equidistant points
within the constituent, and the position andvBlue of the Fmaxima and §
minima within the constituentg.

7.3.5 Results

7.3.5.1 Graphical analysis of results

As described in section 7.3.1, the experiment ohetlilexical material with

different tones on both the subject and the olgeatstituents. For this reason,
before a statistical analysis was conducted, it etexked whether the different
tones were affected in a similar way by the différcus conditions. Below, a

%2 The script used for presenting and recording tireusi was written by Jos Pacilly,
and slightly modified by the author.
% The script used for segmenting and measuringileas written by Jos Pacilly.
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graphical analysis of the tonal contours on thgeutband object referents is
presented, as obtained by the measurement @f 21 equidistant points within
the constituents. For the subject referents, fiifferént lexical tones were
recorded in the experiment (tone-bearing syllabdeked in bold).

9) Target tones on subject referents

Tone type Hanzi Citation forms Translation
a. Level (F - a-pa ‘father’
i 4 a-ma ‘mother’
b. Shortrising  —4~%& Akaing ‘a woman'’
c. Long rising —AN&ikik A kai ng mai mai ‘a girl’
d. Short falling —/ 5% A kaine ‘a man’
e. Long faling —ABukik A kai ne mai mai ‘a boy’

As Figure 7.6 shows, all five tested lexical tonaghe subject constituent show
a similar effect of the four different focus conalits. Regardless of the exact
direction and alignment of the tonal contour, wvas reaches a higher F
maximum under subject focus than under the othmrsf@onditions, and covers
a wider portion of the speakerg Fanges. Furthermore, in all lexical tones it can
be seen that the broad focus condition causesex Wjdange than the VP-focus
and object focus conditions, and for the contome$; it is also true that they
reach a higherfmaximum in these conditions. Lastly, it seemsddrhe for all
lexical tones that the VP focus and the object $amndition result in similarg~
contours and excursion.
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Figure 7.6: Averaged time-normalized tonal contoiarssubject referents.
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Therefore, based on a graphical inspection of thedrtours for the subject
referents, the following hypotheses can be stamdtdch will be statistically
tested in the next section.

(10) Hypotheses for subject referent realization

a. k range: subject focus > broad focus > VP focusaildpcus
b. Fy maxima: subject focus > broad focus > VP focugattfocus
c. Fy minima: subject focus = broad focus = VP focudiect focus

For the object referent, the following tonal catég® will be analyzed to make
the analysis results comparable to that of theestibgferent.

(11) Target tones on object referents

Tone type Hanzi Citation forms Translation
a. Level Fi e a-pa ‘father’
iy 4 a-ma ‘mother’
b. Shortrising  —/N%& A kaing ‘a woman'’
C. Longrising —/Nikik A kai ng mai mai ‘a girl’
d. Short falling —/M4f Akai gau ‘a cow’
— ik BT A dzopy teu zz ‘a table’
—MA A baidzu ‘a cup of tea’
e. Long falling —/N94k#k A kai ne mai mai ‘a boy’

As can be seen from Figure 7.7, the influence efdifferent focus conditions
on the tonal contour in the object constituents raot as clear-cut as for the
subject constituent. There is a tendency, mostlgle@sible in the long falling
and rising object tones, that the tones are scaitda lower iF maximum and
smaller i excursion under subject focus (i.e. when the abjaxs given) than
under the three other focus conditions (when theoblwas new or in narrow
focus).
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Figure 7.7: Averaged time-normalized tonal contoiarsobject referents.
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7.3.5.2 Statistical analysis of results

As described in the previous sections, it has becobvious from the inspection
of the graphical results that aly Eontours in the subject referents and some of
the K contours in the object referents were realizetedéhtly under different
focus conditions. Specifically, it seems that thb-facus on a constituent
influences its Fmaximum and grange, but not thegFminimum. These three
parameters will therefore be tested statisticaity,determine how stable the
observed effect is. Furthermore, the duration ef tdrget constituents will be
compared, since lengthening has been identifiexhather stable effect of focus
in other dialects of Chinese.

Four measurements were subjected to statisticalysin for either
constituent: F maximum, kB minimum within the constituent, ;Frange (ko
maximum — k minimum), and the duration of the constituent. Sehe
measurements were subjected to both by-subjédty énd a by-itemsH2)
Repeated Measures (RM) ANOVA wittbcus as dependent variable. In order
to compare the effects of the four differericus conditions (broad focus,
object focus, subject focus, VP focus), a post-pagwise comparison with
Sidak-adjustment for multiple comparisons was perém. All reported degrees
of freedom have been Huyhn-Feldt corrected whemebairement of sphericity
was not met.

The two statistical analyses confirmed a mainogffef Focus on all
measurements in the subject constituents:

Duration: F1(2.52,18) = 49.64, p < 0.00#2(2.49,11) = 53.37, p < 0.001
Fo maximum: F1(1.17,18) = 40.83, p < 0.0082(1.46,11) = 157.47, p < 0.001
Fo minimum: F1(2.29,18) = 10.2, p < 0.00E2(1.8,11) = 12.21, p < 0.001

Fo range: F1(1.18,18) = 42.69, p < 0.0082(1.54,11) = 213.02, p < 0.001
The same was true for the object constituents:
Duration: F1(1.93,18) = 23.09, p < 0.00#2(1.816,11) = 8.67, p < 0.01

Fo maximum: F1(1.27,18) =56.01, p < 0.00#2(1.35,11) = 33.31, p < 0.001

Fo minimum: F1(2.03,18) = 15.24, p < 0.0082(1.32,11) = 9.3, p< 0.01

Fo range: F1(1.34,18) =59.09, p < 0.0082(1.2,11) = 20.33, p < 0.001
Table 7.6 summarizes the results of the post-tmmaparisons for all

measurements, split by constituents and analyses ty
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Table 7.6: Results of the post-hoc comparisonsafbmeasurements, broken
down by constituents and analysis type. BF = brfmmlis, OF = object focus,

SF = subject focus, VPF = VP-focus. Significancele= p < 0.05.

Measurement

By-subjects analysis

By-items analysis

Duration subject

SF > BF > OF, VPF

SF > BF > OFFVP

Fo, maximum subject

SF > BF > OF, VPF

SF > BF > OFFVP

Fo minimum subject

BF > OF, SF, VPF

BF > SF, OF, VPF

FO range subject

SF > BF > OF, VPF

SF > BF > OF; VP

Duration object

BF, OF, VPF > SF

BF, OF, VPF > SF

Fo maximum object

OF > VPF
BF, OF, VPF > SF

BF, OF, VPF > SF

Fo minimum object

BF, OF, VPF > SF

BF, OF, VPF > SF

Fo range object

OF > VPF
BF, OF, VPF > SF

OF > VPF
BF, OF, VPF > SF

As the post-hoc comparisons confirm, the subjectsttuent is significantly
longer, has a higherfaximum and a widerofFange under subject focus than
under the other three focus conditions. This ie far both the by-subjects and
the by-items analysis, which differ very little froeach other. Furthermore, the
subject is also longer and has a highgmaximum and §range under broad
focus (i.e. when the subject is new) than undeeaibjocus or VP focus (i.e.
when the subject is given in the precursor quektibhis confirms a tripartite
split for the subject in correspondence with thpessible focus states: narrow
focus > broad focus > given.

As for the i minimum on the subject constituent, it is highebiroad
focus than in all three other focus conditions. sTkpeaks for a vertical
expansion of frrange under focus that goes in both directiongigtes the §
maximum, and it lowers the, minimum compared to the broad focus condition.
At the same time, theyninimum on the subject is also lowered when aavarr
focus occurs later in the sentence. This is anrdsting finding, because it
shows that, at least for this measurement, a focars even affect the
implementation of a tone outside of its immediateus domain.

For the object constituent, it is true for all ree@ments that they are
lower in the subject focus condition than in ak thther conditions. This means
that the duration of the object is longer whendbgect is in focus, and shorter
when the object is outside of the focus domainelilse, the object is scaled
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with a higher & maximum and Fminimum under focus, so it can be presumed
that the speakers implement the tonal contours legsth extreme and lowered F
excursions in a post-focal environment (cf. Xu 1998 Chen 2010 for Standard
Chinese). Again, it appears that when the objecgiven in the precursor
question, as under subject focus, this affectssitsling and duration in the
answer sentence. The FO maximum and minimum refaultie subject and the
object are graphically represented in Figure 7.8.
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Figure 7.8: Averaged Fmaximum and Fminimum values for the subject (T1)
and object (T2) constituent, broken down by focuslition.

For the | range measurements, the post-hoc comparisonsefortine show a
significant difference in the implementation of irmav) object focus in
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comparison to VP focus: the Fange is significantly wider under object focus
than under VP focus. The individual measurementsyelver, show that this
effect is not very large: the;fnin measurements are not significantly different
between the two focus conditions, and thentaximum measurements only
reach significance in the by-subjects analysis. dtlogless, it is interesting that
there should be an effect of the width of the fodomain (the entire VP vs. just
the object constituent), which translates to aedéfice in F range. This
observation aligns well with the earlier observatitom the subject constituent,
in which a ternary split between broad focus, narfocus, and givenness can
also be observed. The results are graphically septed in Figure 7.9.
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Figure 7.9: Averaged §range values for the subject (T1) and object (T2)
constituent, broken down by focus condition.
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The duration measurements, as summarized in Figu@, show the same
tripartite split that has already been observedhm Fy measurements. The
subject constituent is significantly lengthened emsubject focus, compared to
all other focus conditions, and also significartimger under broad focus than
under VP focus and object focus. The object carestit on the other hand is of
similar length in all three conditions where thgeabis within the focus domain
(broad focus, VP focus, object focus), but sigaifity shorter under subject
focus, where the object is given in the contexistjoa.
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Figure 7.10: Averaged duration values for the sabjél'l) and object (T2)
constituents, broken down by focus condition.
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7.4 Discussion

The contribution of the current study is twofoldinvestigates how the speakers
of Wenzhou Chinese mark different focus domainshenmajor constituents in
sentences when they are in a more naturalistiodise situation, and it also
narrowly investigates the phonetic details of tlalization of these focus
domains when the speakers are more constraineaein éxpressions. In that
sense, it illustrates some of the strategies thedlsers have to mark the focus or
givenness of constituents, and shows the prefesertspending on the
possibilities of the experimental setup.

In the first experiment described in this chaptepeakers were
confronted with a discourse situation that mirrogsedaturalistic dialogue rather
closely. They heard a recording of a fellow Wenzhpeaker uttering a question,
and they were asked to answer that question wihhtip of the information
provided in a picture. As such, the experiment d&dithe use of written
language within the experiment completely, whil# staintaining maximum
comparability between the different utterancesefdifferent speakers.

The analysis of the speaker strategies for thézatian of the main
sentential constituents (subject and object) shitnat the speakers adjust their
use of specific lexical options to the focus simatwithin the mini-discourse. In
particular, the results show that they strategycatld systematically add or omit
syllables from the nominal heads, so that the Bldl@ount increases when the
constituent is under focus, and decreases whesa givien in the precursor
question and merely repeated in the answer. Evaungththe resulting syllable
counts often overlap with those used in the pregsugaestion, it is interesting to
notice that speakers do deviate from what theychgathe question when they
feel it is necessary to mark the referent forriferimation status.

This finding is well in line with previous findingsn the realization of
constituent focus in other dialects of Chinese, rehié has been shown that
speakers lengthen constituents under focus, corhparghose that were out of
focus or given. The current study shows that inasibns where speakers have
more freedom to choose the lexical material to trans their sentences, they
deliberately use the manipulation of syllable cowithin the nominal head as a
means to achieve the “lengthening” of constituemder focus.

Another strategy for focus/givenness marking ingased in the first
experiment is the specific choice of DP structirat ispeakers make to realize
focused or given referents in a discourse. As dselts show, speakers have a
convincing tendency to realize new or focused esfer with the indefinite
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numeral+classifier+noun structure, both in the scobjand in the object
constituents. For given referents, however, thetesies differ between subjects
and objects: for given subjects, the speakers gnadibose to employ the
definite classifier+noun structure, whereas foregiwbjects, they predominantly
use the more specific demonstrative+classifier+nstracture. However, all
results are well in line with the expectations frtmories on referent realization
under focus. The speakers use a more definitetsteu¢o refer to familiar
referents which have already been introduced imtodiscourse, and they prefer
a more indefinite structure to denote referentsahanew or focused.

In the case of the subject constituent, the resuiltsor to a large extent
the DP structure that was used by the speaker whorded the precursor
guestions, and there is a high overlap betweesttheture used in the questions
and the structure used in the answers (97.5%). Menvefor the object
constituent, the overall correspondence is mucheto(85.4%), which shows
that the speakers more often deviated from the tDRtare in the question to
mark the particular discourse status of the objecistituent. Specifically, they
predominantly used the demonstrative+classifierinatructure to refer to
object referents that were given in the precursmstion, which shows that they
understood the dialogue situation of the experimeell, and that they were
aware that the referents in the answer had alrbady established in the prior
discourse. This shows that speakers did not jusbpthe structures from the
precursor questions, but that they applied meaningdriation to the precise
formulation of their answers, in accordance witle tiscourse needs in the
specific situation.

For the second experiment, the speakers were ngtribytconstrained
in their choices how to word the answers, so asnure a similar lexical and
sentence structure across different discoursetisiiga This enabled a more
fine-grained phonetic analysis of the realizatioh the two sentential
constituents in question (subject and object) aldiijerent measurement
parameters. For the second experiment, a furthersf@ondition was added
which was not tested in the first experiment, nantebad focus, in which the
focus domain spanned the whole sentence.

The phonetic measurements revealed several cledereies for how
the speakers manipulated the implementation of ttmal contours on the
subjects and objects to convey the different fomrgtexts. In compliance with
the results of the first experiment in this chajgtied research on other dialects of
Chinese, the speakers systematically and signtficlengthened the duration of
constituents under focus, compared to those foawsditons where the



180 GHAPTERY

constituent was given in the precursor questiontheamore, and this effect was
more clearly visible on the subject than on theeohjthe speakers also
lengthened the duration of constituents more winery tvere in narrow focus

than when they were part of a wider focus domdie @entence in case of the
subject, and the VP in case of the object). Thiglifig lends support to the

assumption that speakers not only differentiatavéen the focus/non-focus

status of constituents, but also take the giverghan distinction into account.

The tripartite distinction between givenness, bréaclis, and narrow
focus was also visible in the heasurements on both constituents. Considering
the i maximum and the Jrange measurements, statistical analysis showed a
tripartite distinction (narrow focus > broad focugiven) in all measurements
on the subject constituent, and in all but one mmeasent on the object
constituent (Fmaximum was significant in the by-subject, but imathe by-item
analysis). The &Fminimum measurement was a bit less conclusivénerstbject,
where broad focus was singled out to have a hifheninimum average than
the other focus conditions (albeit by a small maxgkor the object, however,
also the Eminimum measurements aligned with the general teemti showed
higher values under focus (broad focus, object $p&(P focus) than out of
focus (subject focus).

The finding that all i values on the object were uniformly lower and
narrower in range under subject focus than undéhrale other focus conditions
speak for a less distinct implementation of €ontours in a post-focal
environment. At the same time, the distinction lestv sentence-wide focus
(broad focus) and narrow focus (object focus/VPu&)cdoes not reach
significance on the object constituent. It seenas, thor later constituents in the
sentence, the effect of narrow focus is less exdramextent (compare e.g. Xu
1999 for similar findings). Still, there is a (nstatistically consistent) small
effect of narrow object focus over the two widecuds options (broad focus, VP
focus) to receive more distinct marking on the objevhich again aligns with
the tripartite distinction on the subject.

7.5 Conclusion

As reported in this chapter, two experiments wemadcicted to investigate the
realization of subject and object referents undéerént focus conditions in
Wenzhou Chinese. The first experiment was set u@ iway to allow the
speakers maximal freedom of expression, while spleserving the
comparability of the realizations of the targettsenes to the greatest amount
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possible. To this end, speakers were presentedasfitistic precursor questions,
and they were free to phrase their answers withlexigal material they liked,
within the limits of a picture description task ttspecified the intended content
of the target sentences.

Analysis of the complexity and structure of the sDBsed by the
speakers to refer to the referents in the diffefeatis conditions revealed that
speakers tend to choose longer lexical material fhore syllables) to realize
referents under focus than to realize referents @na already given in the
precursor question. This observation holds true oth subject and object
referents. In terms of DP structure, the speakersl tto use a definite
classifier+noun structure to refer to given submstituents, mirroring largely
the structure that was used in the precursor guesti introduce these referents.
For the focused referents, they predominantly chcse indefinite
numeral+classifier+noun structure for both subjexntd objects. Interestingly,
for object referents that were given, they preféaa overall different structure,
namely demonstrative+classifier+noun, which in maages was different from
the DP structure that the given object referentsewietroduced with in the
precursor question. This speaks for a high sengitof the speakers for the
different discourse situations, which influenceitrehoice of wording for the
individual constituents.

To investigate in detail the phonetic means tipstakers of Wenzhou
Chinese have at their disposal to mark the diseostatus of referents, a second
experiment was conducted, which controlled theclgximaterial in the target
dialogues more closely. Analysis of the target @} sentences across four
different discourse conditions (broad focus, subjecus, object focus, VP
focus) revealed that speakers systematically male af duration and oF
parameters to mark the referents with respect eoptirameters focused, new,
and given.

For the subject constituents, the measuremenisezha clear tripartite
division between the realizations of this constityavith subjects systematically
being longer and having a higher and widgrsEaling under subject focus,
compared to the other three focus conditions. Euantlore, they were also longer
and realized with a higher and wideg thd broad focus (all-new) than under
object and VP focus (subject given). This tripartiistinction between focused,
new, and given closely mirrors the results of R&riiigler 2008 for German,
where a similar tripartite distinction was found.

For the object constituent, the main division tivats found back in all
measurements was that between subject focus anthell focus conditions. It
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was found that the object constituent was systealti shorter and scaled
overall lower and with lessgfexcursion when following a focused subject, than
when it was new or focused itself. For the objetts,distinction between “new”
and “focused” only held for thesFange and Fmaximum measurements, and
only came out statistically significant when conipgrobject focus to VP focus.
A possible explanation for this can be found in tverall reduced excursion
size of the focus effect later in the sentenceclviias also been observed for
Standard Chinese before (Xu 1999). The significaoc¢he K range effect
between object focus and VP focus suggests thed thea difference between
“new” and “focused” also for the object, but thhetoverall smaller excursion
size of the focus effect prevents it from systeoadlty reaching significance.



