D-1

B _EARAERIEE D QUD-sensitivity : #7177 1 AR & HEHmIZ L 27 T —F

HE BR* KB AT

ME

Wb 5 i EREATRE (superlative modifiers) 1, EIRFRANIZFRFE T R ERA RREE2 > Z 2 THIohTWwd, R
D HMIL, HAZEO & EARERMGE TAh70< &b OEYIMEL QUD (Question under Discussion) & A7 — )VIZi#
BEZIFDEVHIBEREZONNZELT, K EREMEEOEHRNEEZHONITEIETH DS, BAEMIZIE,
HERIZB B (D) OFHDOHEIL (1) ZIMET 2 AT =IO XA, (i) #ikiB 15 QUD DX 1
7, (iii) FEHEX & T ORGERER OB A 12D K REEOFAIN DAL O G MITHKFT 5 L 2 FIRT 5, AW,
(D7 & ® | HXHRIIGER % 5 Rl AR R E 2 1D & % /343 M (decompositional anlysis) % X3 2 & &
B2, KD at least ¥ DIRDFENDZEREZL R D Z & T HMEMZE BT 3 SEMELROMINZETIRT 5,

1 8A

Atleast ® Th7<dH ] ODL520VWbWD 3R EMRIEE (superlative modifiers) 1%, kR4 2 BRI - 55 FH i iRE
M (focus-sensitive TH D I &, AT — Va2 F DI L, HEOHEANRH DI LRY) 2> THIoNTWS
(Krifka 1999, Geurts and Nouwen 2007, Biiring 2008, Nouwen 2015, Coppock and Brochhagen 2013, Chen 2018, among
many others), JTETIE, HARSFEICH T 2k LIREHE D BEKRIZE (morpho-semantic puzzle), T 72bb [
EAREMFEORKRIZ TN EMK T BN ERELS EDO LS ICEEI NN WMWK L7720, ke
A REINT WS (FEFEIZ DWW TIE Heim (1999), Coppok (2016) 72 &, HIEEEIZ DWW Tk Chen (2018), HARZEIZ
D\ T & Thara and Mizutani (2020), Kakenami (2022) 72 &), & EMERTGEORKRMWAIE N EE S5 —H, TDGE
R M PRI B 1) 212 DWW Ti%, Hirayama and Brasoveanu (2018) % Chen (2018) 72 & 2[R & E R DR
DIREHEIR S N TR,

AT, HAGED D] XORREH QUD (Question under Discussion, Roberts 1996/2012) (2552 %
ZIFDEVWIBELTDNN 2B U T, R EBEMGEODIIZEWTHET 22— VD& A 7L RHEXRIZEH S
M EMERTT 5, BARIITIE, REDAT =V aMHES D s X», () 5A 5N QUD T L Cilit) s
fifik (QUD-resolution) %17 5 274>, (i) #EJIZ QUD % Ik Al RE 72354 12 Conversational Principle (Katzir 2007) {2
BT E20EPE VWS BUENS, TORBOAENELELI L2 ERT S,

2 #R

B EREMGEICIIRELS ZHEORA T — U2 lb 5 Z LA 5T\ (Coppock and Brochhagen 2013, Chen
2018), — D& (1a) DEEM: A r — )b (numeral scale) % (1b) DR 2 77 — )L (plurality scale) D & 5 ZREIRZRI -
38 X (i.e., entailment relation) IZ3£-2 < (mutually) inclusive 27 —JLTH D, T Z TIIAET 5 B4 (alternatives)
ML A RETH B, b 5 —2A (mutually) exclusive 27 —ILTH DV, #HlZXIE (2a) DFEFREIA AT — )L (lexical scale) ¥
(2b) DEEHFRIN A 7 — )V (pragmatic scale) TR DI HFF X 172\, +1

(1) Inclusive scales

a. John at least wrote [three]r novels. (ranking: 4>-3>2) Numeral scale

b. John at least hired [Adam and Bill]F. (ranking: adam@billchris > adamebill > adam) Plurality scale
(2) Exclusive scales

a. John at least got a [silver|r medal. (ranking: gold medal>silver medal-bronze medal) Lexical scales

b. John at least bought [apples]F. (ranking: cherries>apples>bananas) Pragmatic scale

* M K%, iharashunO@gmail.com

T EHIEST K%, kmizutani@for.aichi-pu.ac.jp

ol ZEERI - BRI AT — L TH L, 4T exclusive AT — IV TH B EWIRTIZAW, HlxiE, (2b) IZHEWT cherries #E > & b & Ef7IC
apples & bananas D 5% H 5 & 5 25 4& (e.g., applesébananas-cherries>-apples>-bananas) HETE 5, T I TEERDIE, B - #
Btk A — V% exclusive A7 —ViCide 0 159, GERI - GERIERINA 7 — LV D4 D A exclusive A7 — LV EFE LFS & \WH I TH 5,
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HAZED (D s b atleast LERIZ LT DETDOAT — )V THEHTEETH 5 H DD (Mizutani and Thara
2022), #ELIZHBWTE 2 5405 QUD (Question under Discussion, Robert 1996/2012) iZ & b BB DA EDEL 5,
QUD & iF, EBMWIZIZHFEOHEMICE T2 (HRWNH 2 WIZREE D) BROEATH Y, WM (cooperative)
R#kEES 5.4 (a la Grice) X FEFHIT & - THERMB & 725 QUD % fi#Ik (resolve) 5 L AT N5,

¥ 7, inclusive 27 — )L DIFE, (3) D & 512 & Tz U TR B - FIER 0 #2442 47 5 XXk (BAF “informative”
H B\ X “epistemic” context & IEL) &, (4) D& S IZFHFEMBEIINT 22T Z & TRAXICEZ S L5 A
Ik (BAF “evaluative” & % \ & “consessive” context & IF.3) DM AGIZHEWT D ) OfFHITEYITH 2,
F 7z, evaluative context D&, D | 2ELR WY (4a) T FRARBHKTEL 05,

B) A:WEHD SS—=F 1 1IZIFENL SVDADELD ? (ranking: ..~12>11=10>=9>...)
a. B:10 ASkE7=,
b. B": i< &H 10 AK7z, (v~ 10 NE B THAEZ2H S 70) [INcL-scale, INFO-context]
4) (AZALBIAFEEDONN—=F 2 IZHRFLTWEZ LD AN oT7)
A:WEHD S —F 4 (OFEINE) IZDO2WTEHIRD ? (ranking: ...=12>11>10>9>...)
a. B:#10 AK7z, (o o+ah7z &)
b. B: i &H 10 ARz, (Ehro+oshs k,) [1NcL-scale, EVAL-context]

RIE & 722 DX exclusive A7 —IVDGETH S, BARD (5) & (6) TlE, 3 DDMEMGE [TEFI1d X RFICAET
5] TeFId Y RFIZAFTB) eI Z RFACAFET 5 Wy AY] (AFETE2RFZEXY,ZDS57-/K—D2) T
HBHZENMHFAGRE LUTHifee INTE Y, HAEICHMMTH S, Z DK, (5) @ informative context Tl (5b) D
I Thmed] 2HWEZENRERERDE—5T, (6) D evaluative context TlE (6b) D& 512 (D7 b )
DOEABEI L 725,

(5) (AZTALBIAREMFEEDEK 3 FEDERICET ST —X2HEHTND)

AETFIAEXKRE Y KRE-ZRKRFEFDIBLEDKZEIZAZELZD? (ranking: X-U.>~Y-U.~Z-U.)

a. B: BT Y RFBIZAZE LT,

b. B #{LF i< &6 Y RFIZAFELTZ, [ExcL-scale, INFO-context]
6) (firid, BELEXKE, HEELY K%, BEELZRFETHo720, HELEDO X RKIZFELBTWS)

A BEZDZROFBERICOVTESIRD ? (ranking: X-U.~Y-U.~Z-U.)

a Bi#ETIARY RBICAZE L, (Ehro+aEhZ k)

b. B IbFX AP ED Y RBIZAZE L, (Erot+okh7zL,) [ExcL-scale, EVAL-context]

R Xk e A7 — VDR SEU B K EREMGEOAZDMED 2 Y I A ML, BITMETIIBEEI LTV,
WERENC, i EREREE X () RO HEGR (ignorance inference) % 5] &t Z 9 3R Fi A (epistemic reading) & (ii)
M OHEGR %2 5] S 2 X Wi FE A (concessive reading) D 2 FEHDFH AN DH 5 Z L RSN TH D (Nakanishi
and Rullmann 2009, among others), @WEEMIZHN T HEIDORE [IZEKMTH S, Wiz d L, Dt

D FhF LA XAl D BT Obf%ﬁf%of%ﬁmfﬁofﬁﬁbo_ﬂ’ 5 &, $i IR LT (Bb) izBW\WT
[ s ] DMK (5a) LRBRKICEREINDIZTTH S, EB, ES5HTHES & 512, HEED at least 1 (5) 28
O LEHDETORRTTEREI NS 728 (Chen 2018), Z D & > i LEHizED S nuFﬁ%/E\:@@ﬁEﬁ & Z DL
WBIZH T2, ERHOBROSTITEETHI LEZLSNS,

‘[EXCL, INFO| [EXCL,EVAL] [INCL,INFO] [INCL,EVAL]

& v # v #
sknktm # v v v

F 1 [(scale),(context)] IZB1F B [ &H | &fED X (sknktm) & PED RN (&) OERMED I

3 i ed] OEkpEBEER
31 [ Ed] OEKS

[7e < &%) ORI FZEBRG Z D\ ClE Mizutani and Ihara (2022) @ 43 #4534 (decompositional analysis) % $%
T2, FmDiE L, AFCIRESNFEAMIEITE Dy X2 LT3, GREGEAIZDOWTIZ 4.2 HilC
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“CEX Y EF%,) Mizutani and Thara %, (472K & & (X Tevenif p,q” D & 5 #1543 (concessive conditionals)

HRME 2R D, TOEKX linle £ LTD [0, FMEEERELTD T[], even ELTD 5] OFEHEDS
%EJZE’J TEHIND LIRELTWS, X 51T, Guerzoni and Lim (2007) @ even if DA, RifFIZid TH1 O
M7 4 —F1 A (verum focus; Hohle 1992) & U CTHE A T (affirmative operator) “arr” Z{RKE L T\ 5,

(7) a. [sukunai]™¢ = Al .max(I) = dp, where [ is a variable that ranges over scalar intervals and dj is a small
value relative to the context c. (cf. Kennedy 2015)

b. [[sukunai(a.)]" = max(a,) = da, where o is a contextual scalar anaphor in c.

8) [[p-to,q]"* ~ Oye[p]lg] (“In all the worlds (according to the conversational background at ¢ in w) in which p is
true, g is true.”, Kratzer 1986)

9 [[mo]"® = Apy.pw presupposes: 3g € Alt(p) : q# p A gqw & Vg EAIlt(p):q# p A P likely 4
Additivity Scalarity
(10) [arr], = At.t, [are] = {Ar.t, At.t =0} ([[],: ordinary value, [[-]]s: focus value)

(D70 1 & A 7 (d,t) D (contextual) scalar anaphor @, XD, o DfEIZR LD QUD (2 & b quantitative £ U <
I evaluative IZEE 5 LIKET 5, HIXIE, T$ (&) 2L %2 5 Uk (e.g. (3)) Tl o = Ad.d-many people came.
& LT quantitative 12 EFH S N, (&) HHEL 2S5 2WEES, TabL, 8 (E) Tkl TERIE] »REE %5
D &5 %R (e.g. (4),(6) ® (&) ZETHEBRIPBATH 2 DR (e.g. (5)) Tl a. = Ad.H. was d-successful.
& U Tevaluative KERIND L EZ S, (] EXeEE2Aa—-TI12HD, —FEIHEDH$E (presupposition) —R D
Hi$¢ (additive presupposition “Additivity”) & R E DR (scalar presupposition “Scalarity”)— % i#EX 5, HEHEA
T ArrlE, 74 —HAEE U THEL ZOEEDESERT, FEAOBEZEDOEGDS, FHMFEAIBITSE DL
eH ] OEWIZ A OXSIcEHINE, (AT DR EETFIZY RFIZAZELUE] 2l LTW0W5,)

(11) LF: moeven [[3] 10cond. [[2] [AFF|F sukunaijise O] [[1]H entered Y-Univ.|]]
a. [[[2]]"¢ = H. was da-successful, where o, = Ad.H. was d-successful.
b. Alt([3]) = {“[21=[1]", “~[2] = [1]"}

c. Assertion: [2] = [1] (“If H. was dx-successful, she entered Y-Univ.”)
d. Additivity: —[2] = [1] (“If H. was not da-successful, she entered Y-Univ.”)
e. Assertion + Additivity: [[1]]]"¢ =1 (“H. entered Y-Univ.” is true in w.”)
f. Scalarity: “[2] = [1]” <jikery “—[2] = [1]”

(“[H. entered Y-University] is less likely if she was d-successful than if she was not da-successful.”)
< “[H. entered Y-University] is not the worst result and not the best result either.”

(11) N o1F SN B ERIT even if XD WO W B introduced-if Fi (Bennet 1982) 24T 5,2 £9, (1lc,d) &
, BIEOMRBEEREMEAE S THI (FEFDORINEDN d =dy THIvd #dy THN) BEVEILTEZ 06, 1
%#Yk%kl%btjﬁ EIN5 (:(1le), F7z, (11f) ORI NS 72Dl TARTERIILZEE D
DEWVWIEFELVELEEDHVKAIZAS ZENTE, ARTHEDUZESVAMENZE XD ELREDOMRNKFEIZADS
Z 2B WD XRARRE (contextual assumption) D3AEETH 5 (cf. Crinié 2011:42), Z DK}, Y KRFIZAFET
%] ZEIHEORETERINIERBOMBRETELRWIEXTTHY (T4bb, Y KFED TRE] H250iE KRR
DIERDGE, BUE d BNENENER/ME d =miN(D) H 2 WEmKME d =mMax(D) DBEDAEL 5728, (11f)
DAL L7R\N), T2 5 [Y READAFEDRZIZZOMRERTH L1 O &5 RaBHARERIED 5,

3.2 Katzir (2007) DIEIEIER

AREFRTIE, #2771 AFEE (Neo-Gricean) D& 2 Fi % 7t & I 5 #E1EE R (Structural Theory; Katzir 2007, Fox and
Katzir 2010) 29 %, Katzir I%, RNEE (scalar implicature) (25T, FEE ¢ ORI E R 5 2 25l ¢

«2 Bennet (1982) Tl even if Sl 321 introduced-if & standing-if DfFRDH 2 Z L BRI N TE D, BIFIEEMN: (= T wouldn’t cross) &
HTHDIZNUT, BHZBEE (= she would fire him) % GTE LRV E WS E WD D 5, Standing-if B introduced-if £ ¥ D & 5 (ZFEKF RO
TEWEDHLZDDOWTIT42HIZTHRDY BT 5,

(i) a. Even ifthe bridge were standing I wouldn’t cross. = paits I wouldn’t cross Introduced-if

b. Even if John drank [one ounce]F of whiskey she would fire him. % opsqiis She would fire him Standing-if
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IXE 1 (substitution) & HlIFR (deletion) 7> SHHEMIZE EHINE Z L 2BELTWE (EOHE L, BN RE 2
FZ DWW T IE Katzir (2007, Sec.3) g & 7-\), Katzir IZ& 22, 2 DOEM ¢ & ¢’ OBHUTIZUA T OXEHEOFHEE
BEINTE D, ¢ BEIEAHE (“assertable™ 72D ¢ K DENT WS (“better” TH D) HE, ¢ ITEHTERN,

(12)  Conversational Principle (Katzir 2007, cf. Solt 2014)
Do not assert ¢ if there is another object ¢’ € AltS(¢) such that both
i. ¢’ is better than ¢ in terms of (a) structural simplicity and (b) informativity and
ii. ¢’ is (weakly) assertable (i.e., the speaker believe ¢’ to be true, relevant, and supported by the evidence),
where AlrS(¢) is a set of structural alternatives to ¢.

Katzir 1%, EFZOHERD S some X all 12 & 2 REEEX or ¥ and \Z & 5 EHID HeGh % & bk~ SR DR IE
LA ONBEZ L EBEL TWA (cf. Kazir 2007, Sec. 4), %7z, Solt (2014) T, #EHinAs Lk (comparatives)
231 B G (approximators) DA DHH L 5 Z L 2BELTW5S, Solt 12k b &, DLTOFNZEWT about
BES ¢ BIESUEN (KD XS BXRTFTERER) THEDIE, ¢ L0 H (13-ii) OBUSTEN TV B EHM ¢’ H°
BILGELTWEDTHD M hd,

(13) Let ¢ =*Mabel owns more than about one hundred sheep, ¢’ = Mabel owns more than one hundred sheep.
i. ¢’ is better than ¢ since (a) simplicity: ¢’ > ¢ and (b) informativity: ?
ii. ¢’ is assertable whenever ¢.
.. ¢ cannot be used.
9, ()¢ X ¢ LOBMEWZT Y TIVTH Y (¢ (13-a)), 2D, SoltiZkb & ¢ & ¢ & informativity DE D 5
BRI 2 Z & AT ER (¢ (13-ib)) (cf. Solt 2014:530), #iZ, ¢’ 1k ¢ £ D & better TH 5., HIKRIZ, (ii) ¢
& ¢ DFFWDTH assertable TH 5, L7z - T, Conversational Principle & 0, ¢ 2B Z L IFTE AW,

4 REEDN
4.1 Exclusive X5 —JU

LTI, FED QUD E A7 — )L TIizE 33 (Dl bt | OFERMEZE, FF XD QUD DOfEH (QUD-resolution)
& Conversational Principle 7* 5 @il 2 kA5, DD, AWFSLIXFEGE X OFFD informativity % (Hiffi 72 saEE
&7 (asymmetrical entailment) TI1&72 <) QUD DR DBEIIZ L > THIZ Z L 2ET S, T4bb, XMTEHEZS
N7z QUD ND##E% £ D% < resolve 3513 Y, FFE XD informativity I&m< kb & AKRT, 22T, HdHKikm
I QUD % (5EdDWIEHNMC) kT2 8 /R LBEWI E I TO XS icEHESI NS,

(14) Degrees of QUD-resolution (cf. Agha and Warstadt 2020)

a. Resolving Answer: Proposition a is a resolving answer to QU D iff 3gcoup, [a C ¢
(e.g.) Q: Who (of Jane, Lucy, and Steve) ate the cookies? A: (Only) Jane did.

b. Partial Answer: Proposition a is a partial answer to QU D, iff 3gcoup,[aNg = 0]
(e.g.) Q: Who (of Jane, Lucy, and Steve) ate the cookies? A: Jane or Lucy, but not Steve.

c. Non-eliminating answer: Proposition a is a non-eliminating answer to QU D, iff Vgcoup,[aN g # 0]

(e.g.) Q: Who (of Jane, Lucy, and Steve) ate the cookies? A: #Jane ate a banana.

%9, (5) 2B 5 informative context & exclusive 27 — L D AEDLEDIEE, (52),(5b) X ZTNFNIUTF
(16b),(17b) ® & 5 1Z QUD % resolve 9~ % 1T resolving answer T 5, #HIZ, M#H D informativity IZ[FF L 725,

(15) QUD(s) = [TEFIdEDRFEIZAFEL72D 7 || = { H entered X-Univ., H entered Y-Univ., H entered Z-Univ.}
(16) (5a) =f6TF12 Y KFEIZ A% LT

a. [(5a)]" = entered,,(Y-Univ,H)

b. QUDys) after (Sa) = { +—erererm , H entered Y-Univ., Hestered -t thaie }
(17) (5b) = #EF AL &H Y KFIC A% LT

a. Assertion + Additivity: entered,,(Y-Univ,H) =1 (cf. (11c—e))

b. QUDys) after (5b) = { erterec—tr , H entered Y-Univ., H-estered i e }
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(5a) = ¢/, (5b) = ¢ £FB L, ¢ ¥ ¢ O deletion = & > THH5NBHENBEMTHS (: 9,0 € AltS5). = O,
Conversational Principle 23D Z AT OFERMF SN B,

(18) i. ¢ is better than ¢ since (a) simplicity: ¢’ > ¢ and (b) informativity: ¢’ = ¢
ii. ¢’ is assertable whenever ¢ is in (5).
.. ¢ cannot be used.

LO#ERIE, G)IZBWT DAty ] 2HLZGEIZRREARATHAEEEZLELIXKLTWS, T4hbb, 4
FHOXHRE AT = VD AEDLED T TIX DR eE] L0 BENZMENRENFEICFEET A Z 2D, Wiz
D7 e d] DFERBERI NN, 3
(6) D & 5 7% evaluative context Tl¥, QUD HLAT (19) D & S IZHIhEIZ & D &M E XN D (Chen 2018), Z D,
20b) 1IZTRT &z, D ed] 2HVARVWHER XL QUD 2REd, THRLRKIEL L5,
(19) QUD(g) = [ feFDEBDFERIZOVWTE SIS 7 |~ [eFDOZBRIEN SV L2 LS ?
= { H was d,-successful, H was d,-successful, H was d3-successful,...} (d} <dy < d3 < ...)
(20) (6a) = #TET 13 Y KEIC A% LT
a. [(6a)]" = entered,,(Y-Univ,H)
b. QUD(6) after (6a) = { H was d;-successful, H was d>-successful, H was d3-successful,...}
(62) DFEFECIE QUD WD fivd % ik U 72\ non-eliminating answer & 725728, FHRBFKIG L mb,4 Dl &

L] ERAWEEGEOLE, T O scalar DREREBNZ X O G EIC ST 2 BINEOBRPEZEIZRE X, (6b)
M resolving answer & UCHRZ S, #iZ, (6b) IL#ELIARFEEL 45,

(21) (6b) = b FADL L E Y KRFITAFE LT
a. Assertion + Additivity: entered,,(Y-Univ,H) =1 (cf. (11c-e))
b. Scalar meaning: “H. entered Y-University” is not the worst result and not the best result either. (cf. (11f))

c. Assuming MIN(D) < dp < Max(D),
QUD g after (6b) = { et , H was d;-successful, H——mecem s}

4.2 Inclusive R4 —)J)b

¥ 7, informative context (Z3\\ T inclusive A7 —)WIZEAE DI} o vz T4 &) IXERMMNGEA LR, BE
TN B EHMEEI exclusive scale @iE’A c‘: :ﬁ& %, Guerzoni and Lim (2007) D standing-if (cf. fn.2) DHIFIZEDE,
Mizutani and Thara (2022) Tl%, Z® BB [H] (=even) DML (arr HE T TlE R <) REERB (degree
expressions) O sukunai T®H Y, sukunal 0) E: % o Offil: (RINE d DFEE Ad.[...d-successful...] T1Z7<) & d D
BB Ad.[...d-many...| L72% LMREL, UTORKEERTTH I L2 REL -,

(22) LF of (3b): mo [[3] to [[2] [, sukunair | [[1] 10 people came]]]
a. [[2]]"€ = da-many people came, where ¢, = Ad. d-many people came.
b. Alt([3]) = { p: 3d & p = if the number of people who came was d, 10 people came }
‘if the number of people who came was d < dj, 10 people came’,
= ¢ ‘if the number of people who came was d = dj, 10 people came’,
‘if the number of people who came was d > dj, 10 people came’
c. Assertion: [2] = [1] (“If the number of people who came was dj, 10 people came.”)

d. Additivity: —[2] = [1] (“If the number of people who came was d # da, 10 people came.”)

S IREICH % & 512, informative context Tl (i) a DAY o = Ad.[...d-successful...] TiZZ < oo = Ad.[...d-many..] TH 2 WHEM:, 7=, (i)
RRHEE I AFF {'ﬁ%?%ﬁ:/‘bﬁb‘ﬁf‘b%ﬁ%éo LD U7A 5, exclusive A7 —IWIZEWT (1) 28RAT 2 DIEREMN (bbb, exclusive
AT =V EAWVBEMATd OH (&) $BMTH L7720, BERHBEIHEDLNEZDIERER) THY, K2 () 2RA LK ETGi) O Lt %
Lo, BRI SN T UHERI LBV WS B A S L Z 3729 (Mizutani and Thara 2022), AHZETIE I 1S DA EEN: & #
AL S LTNS,

7L, BUEOBEE TIRATHRIUC & 0 B QUD k5 Z L 3R Bbhd, flziE, MEFIITORTOELT ZRFEDT
V¥ ‘/ﬁ?’)§,i'5ﬁéﬂ'CL\%>f%é\, H UK IRMEFED FELFPUTORIELRIET 2 MEE KEFEE I (6a) D& S REMOFEERKGEL
=D, FEAMNEER (eg., [TEFDVHE D RWVIERZEE L o727z, BEOWPHSZBIT TV RY) BddN67E] Li#wRTES
%412 QUD iﬁﬁméﬂﬁ%é ED & S785ET QUD % FEHIRINIZ AR ATRE & 2 2 2 D W TS BROMGTIREL 55,

Y
i
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e. Scalarity: “[2] = [1]” </ikery “[2] = [1]” (“If the number of people who came was dja, 10 people came.”
<iikety “If the number of people who came was d # du, 10 people came.”)
< the prejacent entails all the other alternatives <> dj is the least amount among the alternatives

(22e) IZ/R T & 512, scalarity DT % i 72 3 CRAFE 1L THEE@EMEM O > b aReEMEv) 28 (Thb
L, FEMENMIOERMZ R TEZERTEIL) THD.:5 DK, dy BMEMDI BERAKE LD, BREZAEN dy &
WORMKDGEE Cd=dr) B, BIEEDEZWVEE (d=dy) B, 10 N (X)) Kz) EWSRWHAERINDE, 5
\Z, exclusive A7 —)VOE L RIg D, GifFIX2 TOMRMATITRENEZ B & U THREL Ty (BRI, TS
Kigmo7z] GHEEEME UTHEEL &\, cf. Dayal 2016) 728, Assertion & Additivity 225 [(H x5 &) 10
AKefz] DETHD I LFERINDN, FHRELUT, XRWEEL D, THRKT 10 AR Z L IEHENZD, Zh &
DEHEED 51258 Cd>-dy) 12 10 AEBAXTENEITREZPIZOVWTIEIRIED?] WS EMOHRIRH I NG,
Informative context (2B WT DR EH | ZHEDRVI Ba) DHEFES N2H4A, (3a) & resolving answer & LT
QUD %3 5 (:(24b)), — 7, (A< ® ] %S (3b) i (25) D & 51T partial answer £ L T QUD % f#ik 3 5,
(exactly) 10 people came, (exactly) 11 people came, (exactly) 12 people came, ...

(23) QUDy = [0 2 ] = { ..., (exactly) 8 person came, (exactly) 9 people came, }

(24) a. [(32): 10 AK7z | = came,,(the party, 10 people)

b. QUDj after (3a) =
QUDy) after (3a) { (exactly) 10 people came , -~ }
(25) @Bb)=A7e< &H 10 Ak
a. Scalar meaning: “the speaker is certain that 10 people came (at the minimum) but is ignorant as to how many

more than that came.” (cf. (22¢))

b. QUDy3 after (3b) = g
QUDy) after (3b) {(exactly) 10 people came , (exactly) 11 people came, (exactly) 12 people came, }

ZDrE, exclusive A7 — VDA IZFEAEL 72 & 5 7 Coversational Principle 12 & 2 O HIRIZE U, (3a) &
@Bb) ZENZTN ¢ ,¢ £ LT, MHFVENEMEZET LIKE LGS, MFOLSREiasRks,

(26) i. ¢ is better than ¢ since (a) simplicity: ¢’ = ¢ and (b) informativity: ¢’ >~ ¢
ii. ¢’ is not assertable whenever ¢ is in (3).
.. ¢ can be used.

F9, LD (24b),(25b) TRUZL DT, D 2] 2ES XL ELR W E T QUD DR DML AR S, T
b5, QUD3) (2K LT ¢’ 1 resolving answer (i.e., : Jqeoup,, [0 Cq]), ¢ & partial answer (i.e..3gegup s [9Ng=10])
TH57D, ¢ 1X¢ &0 informative TH 5D, X512, HHEMIZ ¢' X ¢ L0 H simple THB, LALAENS,
QUD DffRDMAF DFEN S B D5 L 512, ¢ 1% ¢ DR ZIRPBUTHIT assertable 23R TRV, #HlZIE, 10 A
EBATAANRZLDBTHEITHEIRMT ¢ 2522 XTES 7, ¢ 25 2L IIRPEY 25, Lizh->T,
WMHOXRT Dk s OFHITERINS,

HKE DHEBE B ORIEITEIZ S 2 H%, (4) 12415 LU 72 evaluative context D20 H7 IXRTHTI D exclusive A7 — L D1
BLkEms, $hbb, K (B) TIEEKIEIZED < QUDy) = { the party was d;-successful, the party was
dp-successful, the party was ds-successful,...} (where dy <dp <ds < ..) WEEE N7z ET, D ed] 2fEbhwvw
(4a)= 10 Ak7z] 122D QUD NOfE% P L 72\ non-eliminating answer & 722 — AT, Dt H] 20ES
X (b)= D7 &d 10 Ak7) &, WBET 4 =728 UT arr A FHERT 2720, BHIOEAD Alryy,) = { [if
the party was da-successful, 10 people came], [if the party was d # da-successful, 10 people came] } &7 0, [H] O
additivity 7 S B ORE AT REMELEE S N, TH X5 ¥ 10 AK7z] BEEIND (((27a). £7z, [H] @ scalarity
DR LD, 110 Ak ZeBRETHRETERVWE VI RNEE2RH TS Z LT (1(27b)), FKiEIL resolving
answer & L C QUD Zf# 3 5 (:(27b)). L7zH 5T, (4b) IIBERIN 3B,

(27) (4b) =A< H 10 Nk LF: moeyen [[3] t0cond. [[2] [AFF|F sukunaij;, o] [[1] 10 people came]]]
a. Assertion + Additivity: came,, (party, 10 people) = 1

S B RERBULT ¥ (downward-monotonic) 722°, FE X O HIHIHITEEBERAKIET 2RETH 2 Z L IZHEE T 72\ (von Fintel
1999),
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b. Scalar meaning: “10 people came” is not the worst result and not the best result either.
c. QUDyy, after (4b) = { PV ==+, the party was d,-successful, TV st )

5 T4 &%) vs. atleast

D s &R, HFED at least 1% (5) DRI, T 745 exclusive A — )L +informative context T D
MPERRI NS (Chen 2018),

(28) (Q: How did Taro’s race go in yesterday’s final?) (ranking: gold > silver > bronze)
He at least won a [silver]r medal. ~» He won a silver or a gold medal.

Chen 1%, at least |XHTEF at, LI less, T _EARIERES-est D25 (292) DEIRZRER TS Z & 2EL, ZHlHED
& (28) DERIFPAT 29¢) D LSz Eh 3,

(29) a. [atleast]|" = Aoy .IY[y€ CAYW AVB[B € CAB # a0 — uc(a) < pc(PB))]], where pc is a covert measure
function and C is a set of alternatives associated with focus. (Chen 2018:69)
b. Simplified LF of (28): [ at least [ T won a [silver]r medal ]]
[2®]"=3y[ye CAKAVYB[B € CAB # [T won a silver medal]] — e ([T won a silver medal])) < pc(8))]]

d. C={T won a silver medal, T won a gold medal }
e. QUD after (28) = {- , T won a silver medal, T won a gold medal }

(29¢c) D TFHREBIE at least D i EFRDEEREZR L, HKFEGEVLC OIS LHREMNTI UV F VI THEI 2 ERT B, Z
NIz, BREMELD TMOBMTHS A ZILVER 7] ECHLSBRAEINS (¢ (29d). (28) @ informative
context TiE, FOEMEMEIZCDIBbEEEIEENLFL 1 DEHETEI 28 RT S, Thabb, (29¢) XA
WALXNPEA IV EWSTGEITHE LS, ZOLE, FFLTFREDHEREDSZ VDB 2RFE L TELST,
T 25 RO HEGm (= “the speaker is ignorant as to whether Taro won a silver or a gold medal”) 234: U 3,

HERZ 2IZ, atleast 1%, informative context @ KT exclusive A7 — V2K DIGEIZEWT (296) D & 512 QUD
% (Z DG partial answer & UTC) RS 5728, 41HiTHRZ& 5%, DR d] OBEITHHELL LS L2k
GBS & DXNLIZ & B Coversational Principle DHUIEE Z 5700, ZD#EE, D %J & at least DB K
WREL &S RERZFL RV ORI BRERMEEZ RO LITERT 3, Thbb, D ed] BRI
least \ZXHIGET B EMRMHE 2RO L WO KED ETIEMRIDOIRD FNOERIZTRTET, HEMEEEZ ML RL S
QUD DAT—RXRAIZHEREYTARMNEDT Tu—F 2 AT 2 L CUHOFRIIFHNZHHENG X 5 N5,

6 fHim

AFFEE, B LAERIGEO BRGSO E TR AFBNICONT 2 28T, ZORA & SEEHRZRIZHH
ATz, BEETIKREINTWS (D2 s ] ORI (e.g., Kakenami 2022) & D fEERIY 722 F D 7 D
HEBREHZ DWW TR S B OMSEITTHD EiFzv, F72, FICHEHSBHRIZRZL S E DD, Hirayama and Brasoveanu
(2018) TIXSEREZ ML T D s ] EMEEE ML) 28725 QUD-sensitivity 2R Z & W@EINTE D, Z
DGR L RMFED 3T & DA Z G T2 Z & EfFERNGEREE U THEFFIZAN S,
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