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A Study of “X Shenme” and Related Constructions Used for Negation

XIA Xue, ZHAN Weidong
(Department of Chinese Language and Literature, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China)

Abstract: Two different negations are distinguished in this paper—illocutionary negation and propositional negation.
Speaker uses illocutionary negation to express his negative attitude, such as blame and dissuasion, towards
somebody’s certain behaviors. Propositional negation either directly negates the truth of a proposition, or negates
the suitable conditions of a proposition, or expresses the meaning that X doesn’t reach certain standards. Further-
more, the basic elements of each negation and the relations between these elements are analyzed, and the constraints
of the variable X of each constructions of each kind of negations are discussed. The differences and similarities of
these constructions are listed in the end.
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