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The Copular Construction with a Comparative

Interpretation in Mandarin and Cantonese

ZHANG Heyou & TANG Sze Wing
(Dep artment of Chinese and Bilingual Studies, The Hong K ong Polytechnic University)

Abstract: T his paper focuses on the copular construction with a comparative interpretation
“NPi-copula NPrattributive marker AP” in M andarin and Cantonese. It is argued that the
dialectal differences are attributed to the parametric analysis of empty categories. T he empty
category modified by the atiributive “ NP2” can be interpreted as referential in M andarin
while it is norrreferential in Cantonese. Regardless of their differences, such kind of empty
categories are subject to some licensing condition that applies to both Mandarin and Canton-
ese. It is also pointed out that such kind of copular construction is base generated and its ex-
istence may be related to the lack of dummy subject in Chinese.
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