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1 B B8

AWgE D HilZ, #BhEA (sentence-final particles) ¥ 7z 13FXE5E8GA (discourse particles) o A4 I8 <
RGN A D =X L EHL 2T 52 L TH S, Heim (1991) I X o TE S/ AERHADERIC [HifED
AL (Maximize Presupposition) | 2388 5 Z & BRE I Lk, &/ AERGFICHE E & 384 7l
$& b U /7 — (presupposition triggers) DR % FE\>% Mazximize Presupposition IC X > THE z % il H 032 &
NTHY (eg. Percus 2006, Sauerland 2008), #Bhaad X 5 ICHKEES G- O FKRGEE . LRIRIL % i fe
T HME D ZoHIsClE7r v (e.g. Grosz 2014).

AWFIE T, Mazimize Presupposition 25 HARGEIC B 28805 [ X ] o4&IcB L CRERICEE - 72
FHl% 32 %iERT 5. 2ok, [X] OERICIE Mazimize Presupposition Tlx 7z { [ EIFHE
& (Obligatory Implicatures; Bade 2014,2016) ] 23Bb 2 Z & 2 FiR 3 5. BERMICIE, #&E TX) %

[ % (i & 97 2 FE 5B (propositional focus particles) | T® % & EF L, Fah X DN A 23 3k
ICF1F % QUD (Question under Discussion; Roberts 1996) ~D[HIE & L TATERTH 2 HHIC, ZOAN
SERMEZ G 2 72D ICEBEICHAINS 2 L2 RET 5.

2 Maximize Presupposition!

Heim (1991) (%, Grice (1975) ® [EDOXRH (Mazim of Quantity) | TiE (1) @ X 5 %iE /A iE L q
DIRZEZIZ LR (Fhbb, (la) & (1b) BFEEFCEETIHEREOLTEEFELY) T &
ZRE L L7z 1T Maximize Presupposition (= (2)) ZiREL T35,

(1) a. *A sun is shining. [assert: sun is shining.]
b. The sun is shining. [assert: sun is shining.

(2)  Mazximize Presupposition (Heim 1991):
Make your contribution presuppose as much as possible!

WA, Mazimize Presupposition (3® & W 2 Hi$g & Y & — (presupposition trigger, e.g. too, again, know,
believe) DR Z I Z 5 2 & % HIITHERUL - LRI T3 (Percus 2006, Sauerland 2008, Chemla
2008, Schlenker 2012) :

(3)  Mazximize Presupposition (reformulated version of (2), Percus 2006):
a. Alternatives are only defined for lexical items. For any lexical item, the alternatives consist
of all “presuppositionally stronger” items of the same syntactic category.
b. Do not use ¢ if a member of its Alternative Family is felicitous and contextually equivalent
to 1 (¢ is contextually equivalent to ) iff for all w in the common ground, ¢(w)= ¥ (w)).

COMERICE T L HRA v Mg, (1) BifE N VU A —ZEERENBIS (lexical competition) DBR (: (4 )) i H
LAk, (i) HABEETICENT, [y A2 LEE T2 ) 5 — @mkﬁﬁ%ént SNEOA
TZO MV A—=ERELATNERS T, e JifEsiz I ncuirugaicit [55»] b ) 71—
BPERLZTNERORWI L2ERTEHTHD (eg (5). TDXIIT, Mammzze Presupposition (%
MR 2R oRE M ) ¥ —0 4L IEL < Tl T 5.

(4)  The scales of ordered lexical items
{the, a}, {know, believe}, {too, 0}, {again, )} ({[STRONG item], [WEAK item]})
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(5) Hanako drank beer. — too @ presupposition 23 7z X 41 5
a. #Taro did (). = MPIZX > T ERMPHEI NS
b. Taro did, too. — MP IZ X 5T too BPER IS

3 [&] DEWR - EBERAW

BhE [ X ] B3 25efTitseomicix, [ (BEs, ) TX] 1%, 5L F (speaker) 2% (i) fimd p IC
BIL CIH 2 F (addressee) IFFEFRL THH T, 200 (ii) p FEEFRLAMARE T sxx LT
b5 (HHVIE, TNEREHELTWS) LELTW5 I & %HiTE (presupposition)™ & 32 | &) Hid
RfEH 5 %5 (F L 1997, Takubo & Kinsui 1997, &l (fth) 2002, McCready 2009, Davis 2009,2011,
Oshima 2014, a.0.) . AFIC/RT LI, TORHRAHAZIN TV IGHEICOR [X] TERINS.

(6) AR [KEBEAETHBRDOF— L CEEERF->T WL, KoL P EOBHELENE L2, (ET
F A= VDRFICERTZRICRF Ty, KREBRFELICZDZ IRV Th HE I &X
DEIILED ¢
a. "TEEHIE .

b, EHIKZ L.

(1) AR [KEREETF DK — L CEEZFF>TWwWa, BEHAF—LICHE L0 R TET2

[BHEPRKZR! | LEo70ixtL, KEFZRD X HICE S ]

a. (DA, ) EHIKL.

b " (DA, ) BHEARS L.
Davis % McCready (& [ X | &M% Question under Discussion (QUD, Roberts 1996) & FMEIE 4L % &
FRHOTHHTLTWS, QUD &, ERENICIE [TH 2 THRICE W TREL 2o T 3w | DA (set)
THY, HKEHICBVTHIRI (explicit), $ 3 W IZHEIRAY (implicit) ICFELTW3 ERESI NS, &5
I, AHfFFETIE AnderBois (2016) 12 £ % Immediate QUD (IMM-QUD) ZFH W< [k ] 0BEMEERT
. TNEFERMNICE TQUD DI D (20av 7 7R PCENT) RADEBEOFE DD | THY, (7)
DESICERINDG., Tzl T, AKFECIEIERYE [X] 0FE%Z 8) DX ICERL THL.

(7)  Immediate QUD (IMM-QUD, AnderBois 2016)
a. QUD is a set(stack) of contextual abstract questions ordered by precedence (Roberts 1996)
b. IMM-QUD is the highest ranked question in the QUD. Technically, it contains the unique ¢’
such that for all ¢ € QUD where ¢ # ¢ and ¢ < ¢'.

(8) [yo] = Xp.Ip.[pe€ Q[%] A ¢(w) is concerned with p(w) ]
where Q[%] is a set of possible answers to the IMM-QUD in C(ontext).
Ge: [X] OIS 20 ¢ 13aE p ICB# T 2, Ml p 132 OIRCTRD EE/A QUD (=
(HEFIMETE2ED BT E2E2?] ) KNTLHETHD. )

Tabb, [k o4& TZ2oXRcEBNTHEZFDR (EbiC) Bt 2 EeXFEETSE] 2%
RET 3, AWFETIE, U, 2hzi [X] o oBERKNAERE AR L ECEmzsiED 3, ™

*] -

ZZTo [HifE (presupposition)] 1% Stalnaker (1974) WD HIHE (Stalnakerian presupposition) TiX7a <, WbW 3
expressive presupposition (Sauerland 2007, Schlenker 2007) T& Y, Stalnaker DHiHE & IIMWEPBRA 2 Z L ICHEINT
W (FEL < I Sauerland (2007), Schlenker (2007)). % D78, #&BIFFOHGEMG % Mazimize Presupposition IZ X > T
Rxkired2z LAk MELRIAREELD L. AR TE, ZOREDZERICANZ ETRELEZRRL T3,
PHEBIE TR E, CROA v b A=y avic ko TREZER - BEEZ R BTG5 e BL<Hb T w3 (| 1997,
Davis 2011, Oshima 2014 7% &) . KHFLTIE, ZOEROERIIEA v b A —v a VB ERICEL 230 TH %
EFEZ, THE+ A v b r—v a v | OBWKRIEREKR (compositional) ICEH I N2 LW HTH%E & 5 (cf Davis 2011).
AR TIEHGROM AN DD, 8) B TL] OROBKOERTH L AL, Tk [X] OEKE LTz iED 3.
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4 Maximize Presupposition & [ & ]

Mazimize Presupposition (%, #BIE D X 5 75555 (discourse particle) DA EIC H B X 15 5.
Bl 21X, Grosz (2014) TiE F A4 VEEDOKGEMIE doch & ja DEFEAR % Mazimize Presupposition IC X
STRAZZANZAAT WS, @ KEi<ld, ARFEICET 2¥IE [ X OoERICBE L T Mazimize
Presupposition D3 FEERIICEE > 72 Tl % 375 2 L 24665 5. £ 3, Mazimize Presupposition % [ X |
WCHEMA L7256, AT (9a) X9 RIRE L (9be) DX S Tl GEONS.

(9) a FEERATFZ—-ALLT, (1) KEBFETX]E, (i) 2hPERLAVWEOERT)] 2 KET 5.
Thbb, {yo, 0}. ™
b. [TX] i, SELFLZORFCL T [HEFAME2TRED | ZHRMIORB T 2L %
BML T2 XRICENTZOERSFEHBMICER SN, O [0 ZERLER,
c. [0) 1%, FIEXWRD (9b) %z T xWHEICERI N, ok [X] 3AEELERV,

H—oRER L LT, Mazimize Presupposition (ZLAT (10c) @ X 9 %I B 1F 2 M4 (vocatives) &
oA zEL < FHITE 22w,

(10) XAk [KEBEAETHBRDOF — L CEEEZFHF->TWE, OB EE FEOBHEMSENE L 2285, £T
F A= VDRFICERTZRICRMS Ty, KREBRFELICZDZ IRV TH HEH &X
DEIILED ¢
a. "TEEHIE .

b, EHIkK L.
c. {b&o&/RA/EF}, EHIPK.

MR ICBE S 2L FE OWFSEClE, MEORE T 2 EKiZ [MEEMEE (conventional implicature (CI, Potts
2005 a.0.)) | (& % (¥ use-conditional meaning (Gutzmann 2012)) TH 2 & AT OHREZYTH Y, [
BNEIFELFLOEZF~DA Y-V THS] LWIERZRET2LINT S (eg Eckardt
2014). % D7z ®, WAL Mazimize Presupposition ICIZBG L2 W e IRET 5. TUBIELWE T 5 L,
(10¢) D & 9 ICHHE DAL L 2 BRI O ERABBN TR AL A Z (Db (10a) &HEELT
BRREPIHEIC L2 2) LML kb, $T7&bb, Mazimize Presupposition 13 (10) Xk 5 ic [ X |
DHiFE D M7z S N7 TEHd [ X BEELAZTRERbARWI 2 TFHlT 220, Hic TX] o
AL Ty (10a) & (10c) 135 L K FREAMENX TR ITFIEZR S R WIZ T THh 225, ERRICIZE
OAER L T3 (10c) DFERMEIX (10a) 1ITH~E < & Y, Mazimize Presupposition D Vil & K3 5.

“RHOMER, [X] ORHESML TN THEXRICECT, TX] OERLAWIEFS R LD

[P ARER] B2vix [ [X] 0T 2074 FHNTICIE) AR TlIH 23 b00, XHKIC
DWT [FERICEN] LIFFEwUInAaw L Filis 2 BEEE 2P 21O FTHET M TH L (HlxIE,
(10) ODXARICHE T (10a) 25 [FERICAHR] LEFWUINARWE T EHEEDNFET S) 5. H2fic
IR~R7Z Y, Mazimize Presupposition |35t 3~ 2 FEF D 5 b EWKIVIC [58 | 77 OFEE O i3 72 &
NEHEE T3] HOFEREAMERL TdwWiIAnwl e 2 FillT 5720, Cokd s ([X]) o
BBV ED XY THFENE ] L wHHE) TYZOMERICE > CHEE 7 5.

3 Grosz (2014) 1%, ja & doch ICD\WTHIE & H1C [ EAMEN. (established) LT3 (FThbb, @i chd e
ZEHITE2) | 2L EAifRE L, doch 13X 5T TETIE (correction)] DHiHE%EFT 2 L A4 L% LT, {doch,ja} DFE
AT —VEFEL TS, BURIICE, &2 (2] LCwa3Rics v, [RTIE] o3RS 7z & iz A i
doch D HPMERFIREL 72 VD ja B TE o v—77, [ETIE] OXXRANi72 ST WEHEITIE jo D A PEIRFTRE & 72
D doch ZAERTERNZLZTHT L. FLVOIICBEL TIE Grosz 2SS iz,

TR AT ERBE LG T sHEESI NI RS H 23, [X] & Tha) @&l Minl 2kl
/oLy, MEZEMAEKROBY CRRMIT 2 2 EBH LV &b, R TIEZ DFTIEEZIS 70,

B ZoRICBL TlE, Thara (in preparation) 1C351) 2 HAGELEFEE 2R & T2 EBRICBLTEr® b T3,
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5 {X&= : Obligatory Implicatures
5.1 Obligatory Additives

Krifka (1999) < Sabg (2004) (X, ZRHE (additives) “too” DAERICIIXTI D EE (contrastive
implicature) 23BAbH > TH Y, FHIEXDEEDUIRICFIET 2T too BEAIND LW I 5HTL T
5. Thabb, XRICEWTHRELD 7 4+ —H ZADREEA (focus alternatives) D A v =33 (FefT3
2FEERLICE o C) BUCHIRIICHEET 2 L 2T too AT NS, too DHiTRZ (11) IR

(11) Presupposition of too:

Ip.[pe At Ap(w)Ap#[¢]°

(le: HTH D X O hFifitod ¢ OMICRBESG At DAV N—TH L8 p BIFET 5. )
Bade (2014,2016) (I Kriftka 5D 7 4 7 4 T2 YLR L, too DEBEMI AT, FFEX2 QUD x93
B Z e 5H IR BENICERT A~ — % — (evhaustivity operator; Fox 2007, Chierchia et al
2012, Chierchia 2013) IC X2 b D TH 23 & FRL T3, Pt <L — % —iF, AT only ICHHY
THEEPIHBINTEHY, HlziE “Only [Tarolp came.” O EIKIE, REEA Alt = {came(Taro),
came(Jiro), came(Hanako),..} ZRBE L, FEeHMED ‘came(Taro) YW ZPRT 22 it > THEL N
5. TOFRL =X = QUD OEZ LR 2FEMECED GG, (12) DX CERIND.

(12) Exhaustivity operator working on the question set:
[exh ] (Q)(¢)(w) & ¢(w)AVq[qeQw)Ad+ q— —qw)]
(i.e.: exh | QUD ICX 3 2 A[RER & 2 DEEA Q (question set; Hamblin 1973, Karttunen 1977),
CEFAL, Mo Z QUDOEx ELTiRD (H-82) BLADDOLLTRETS.)

COFRL—2—ickY, (13) L5 W ROEEIEFOLNS.

(13) A contrastive implicature generated by a sentence with focus (and without too):
~3p.[pe Alt Ap(w) Ap# [ ¢]°]
(e TTH B L5 AFHME ) OMICHTH 3 & 5 A BMEETEL V. )
Bade (%, (13) @ X5 HEENERWICFEZLI X THAEI, toond (11) DEWKZ - TEBFHIC
FHASNBENHT 5. Bz, LT (14) iCB 0T too 13 (14a) DX 5 %FIE (F7bbH “Peter and
only Mary came to the party”) #%[ElE3 272D ICAINS.

(14) (QUD: Who was at the party?)
[Peter|r was at the party. [Implicature: No one else at the party]
a. *[Mary]r was at the party. [Implicature: No one else at the party (= contradiction)]
b. [Maryl|r was at the party, too. [Implicature: Mary was at the party (besides Peter)]

5.2 Obligatory Sentence-final Particles

AW TIE, Bade (2014,2016) DT A 7 4 7 Z#&BhaA O AT kiR 35 2 & T, 4 HiICCTEfiL =
BRI L L7z b [TX] oFEEZIELS PHIFREE 22 2 L 2 RET 5. UTICZ o z2/RT ¢
o [ X % I~ offEridhii (propositional focus particles) | TH 2 & H7xd

o [X] i, HEMEONENIIRKICE T2 QUD ~DE L L LTAREETDH B ICURICHA
Ih3

o [X| o4ERIE (Mazimize Presupposition Tl 7z <) Obligatory Implicatures IC X > CTH| & Z
I3
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Bl z1E, LAF (15) (= (10)) &HWT (15b) @ [X ] (3 [BHEIHKZ | 2EH LT 5.

(15) XA [ (10) ]
(QUD: BIEF (:f67) ETICAM <& D 1% F %)
o B AR
b, [EBEA %A k.
c. {brok/NA/ET) [BEIKER (L)

Bade & [Alfk, FFEX2S QUD ~DEZ &5 & AL —F—ic ko THRDEE (= (13)) 2%
bz eEZS. (15) ICBWT, QUD = [HEF2lIc5f < ~Z 2] el <, [X]) 23ffmEn<
WRWI (15a) FHICHHER (ThbDd [ [¢: BHEIKR] Ofhic QUD 0Fx &% L5 ki
FHFEELRV] ) ZRIBT2ICGEER VWD, QUDOEFEXLL LTEAERLTHS. £IT, (15b) D X
I TX] AT hS CET, PHMUMERICMAZ T ¢ 13 (15) oXRICEHF W TH E FoALAfH L REC
EThHE (B0 [pREEFRTEIRETZILLEELTWS] ) | L) EREERH I, QUD I
W pEenblEgEens, [X] oML ZHKFEXOBERITLLT (16) X 51273 ((16a) IF 1T 1R
BHHRA 1 IMM-QUD 12X 3% question set ‘Qfy’ & 78 B RUCHER I 7\ (cf. (7),(8),(13))).

(16) The meaning generated by sentences with yo (= ‘yo(¢)):
a. The meaning generated by ¢:
—Ip.[pe Qg Ap(w)Ap#[¢]"
b. The meaning generated by yo (in yo(¢)):
dg.[q € Q[%] A ¢(w) is concerned with g(w) ]

KOMICBWCIIEHE AR CIRML 72 X 5 2l REE T, BEWZYE2IERCTcE 2. $3—5H
ELT, (16c) DX ICHERENZ A TX] bR TH (DD (15a) &HRT) HAL
XL b ZIELS PHITE 5. BLICB R Y, MM CLE LC [N EETELF2roME T
W22y = ThHs] &) [X] LHEBLAERZEFOZ® (Eckardt 2014), FEHE2SHN 3 iR
ZNHMKT QUD 327822l L a0 {Es (Fhbb, MENKREZFICHNT 2H0R
(indication) TH 5 Z L EHKE LTRINTEZ). LAadoT, [ L] OMANREHENICIZA ST, (15b)
DEHIC TXk] oERLEXLFAKOFEREL R 2 THlIT 5.

THBEELT, (15a) DX ST TX ] RMEABERL RO XORRMEICE L <, MHmIcraRT
ZH2D0D [FEICAHAR] LEFFUINA W EHB I AREEICOWTDH, Ko clixfiE e 7
b, (16) IR L2 X HIC, HoXiE (16a) O & 5 HPHEERZERBT 28T QUD ~0&FE X L L
THFTHTEDE2DOD) FHICHIEFEL TCHDELABRTIENRTELILLTH S S, 7z, Obligatory
Implicatures Tlx Maximize Presupposition D X 5 I[CGEFEMN R 7 — VR RGE L e\ 729, EE DM
PRS2SR LR, Lo T, Aobrid [ L] ORI Tws ke [X] o4tk
2B (ERELAZVESEEERLT) DRl d X 0iFrEnsg] i) EIFrELIRZ 2L TE 3,

T HIC, EimRFEoBSIcE W, TX] &9 XL T (doch vs. ja D & 5 7)) BRI AT
— N EAACHRE § 5 D 72\ 728, Mazimize Presupposition ICHE~FEFNTH 5 L F 2 5 (cf. Bade
2016).

6 5w

KWL clx, MG OERICED 2BEH@mMN A 1 = X Ll Mazimize Presupposition T %7 <
Obligatory Implicatures TH 5 T L ZHRE L 7. Korix, TXJ 1@ & 3 tho HAGEXIIE (e.g. [ 12

©Z o [HRHY] 2% A QUD D% & L CoRICHE O 252 2 L IcBIL TRz IcEs 2 ETH 5. wlHetk &
LC, BEMEEGN (Sperber & Wilson 1995) IC & 2 #dfi (inference) & OBIEZH 2 b5 23, BRI RHricowTid
SROFEL L,
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(&) Thl) ) OotricbEHREETH O, X 5ICiX, Mazimize Presupposition 25 & D X A 7 D F ik
KBGHATEZ 202 (B2 WIFTERVDOD) &0 )ROSR OMFEIHICE N 2 5T Y% O WL 5E
ICHWRT 2 (cf. (17)).

(17) a. Empirical scope of Mazimize Presupposition (Bade 2016):
singular definite, plural definite
b. Empirical scope of Obligatory Implicature (Bade2014,2016, This work):

additives, factive verbs, discourse(/sentence-final) particles
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