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1. 1FUBIC

AL, whwa [ERGETFAMEOTR] 2EHICLEMXETH L. IEFRITIE 19
WIZDIEB. ME2ACLAEAGLOHE, 6207 T—<OTIZ2 -simXEREL
Twh, R TOEY THAS FHHOHEL ¥ 77—, wXCEhThill LEZF%
DNFTWAD),

(1) Introduction (Klaus von Heusinger and Ken Turner)
T. Semantics—Pragmatics Interface
(2) The boarder wars: A neo-Gricean perspective (Laurence R. Horn)
(3) A just that’ lexical meaning for most (Mira Ariel)
II. Pragmatics and Nominal Reference
@) How to deny a presupposition (Ariel Cohen)
(8) Type shifting of entities in discourse (Michael Hegarty)
(8 The hidden path of semantic content within pragmatic context: A frequency study of
the definite article the (Ring Mei-Han Low)
() Referential expressions and syntax-semantics (-pragmatics) interface (Mayumi
Masuko)
II. Bare Nouns and Generics
(8 General number and the semantics and pragmatics of indefinite bare nouns in
Mandarin Chinese (Hotze Rullmann and Aili You)
(@ Tolerating exceptions with ‘descriptive’ and ‘in virtue of generics: Two types of
modality and reduced vagueness (Yael Greenberg)

IV. Context and Quantification
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(@ Binding symmetries and nominal dualities (Anténio Branco)
@ Superlative quantifiers and the dynamics of context dependence (Javier Gutiérrez-
Rexach)
@ Information dependency in quantificational subordination(Linton Wang, Eric
MecCready and Nicholas Asher)
V. Information Structure and Underspecification
@ Semantic underspecification and the interpretation of copular clauses in English
(Ronnie Cann)
@ Mapping VPs to restrictors: Anti-Diesing effects in Mandarin Chinese (Daniel Hole)
@ Contrastive topic/focus and polarity in discourse (Chungmin Lee)
Implicating and focusing on lexically underspecified information (Luis Paris)
VI. Mood and Intensionality
(% Mood, propositional attitude and metarepresentation in Spanish (Acife Ahern)
Futurity in default semantics (Katarzyna M.Jaszezolt)

Temporal reference inside and outside propositional attitudes (Hans Kamp)

[EBRGm L RGO R EAGT, ¥, HLViEHF] CHETAMER, &IE AT
BIER INTWED, Z2LOMRFOEBIEELTEBY. LI ETHERENER> b
HWITER L HFEOBWEOPBTPNICL L, 2RORBELIEL Lo T HHR1H 5,
FREOE—OEHRIZ, o [BERGLEAROBEREE] oL, ERWHERZRLETS
WX [BER]| 25252 Thd, 212, ERESHEIETO,. COMEDERY
LREERTILETH S,

2. EinX OB

DL, F77—< IO RXO@E, FEOFALICHb0T, BO#EREEMET L
T2HOEBTHY, %F-’kﬁ@iﬂ% AH. BE. FEOB ) ARSI S, @13 Laurence
Horn O EIRG—FEM ﬁ%@(%ﬁﬁ?%ZM%&ﬁ%#%ﬁ%t BRBENTVS
@i Mira Ariel D RERFE ‘most’'Z @ % RFTH Y. “not all’k ) LEBEMNGTAE
implicature & LT T A0 Tid% {, BHRICH AR TN default M THE LT 2, @
® Ariel Cohen @73 3“The King of France...”& \»9 X { A6 N7 L ORMHELGEICE LT,
FOREDERMEEZ BRMND 5 VEFEHBRHEALZRELLVIFEREEAL TV, ®
@ Michael Hegarty 12, %473 2@ 527 5 i ae & A A A ORISR % DRT

THHALLIETHLDTH A, @D Ring Mei-Han Low O CIEE & the o HBIHE
DWTOFRETH ., —HOFHEICK LT, FEFRIEH (non-anaphoric, antecedent-less) 7
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the NEWEHFEZ 5D LI EARENTWS, DIZBWT Mayumi Masuko (&, HAZED
B4 ] 22w T context logic IZ & - THERWETH S Z & ZHIREL BTV S, @0
Hotze Rullmann 5 DXk, FEFEDOAEN bare noun DFEHEN - BREGRIIRA #IID
WTHHT 2L DO TH B, @IBVT Yael Greenberg 3R E BRI L BHEH O
TERT BRI T BMEA B L TV 5, ©T Antonio Branco (& I 4o 57 %
EYd, KEORRKEZO7 L —ATHBEICHRAGNAZ L2 ERT 5. DD Javier
Guntierrez-Rexach @ BRI L i, BEHAOR EMOMBRALIRICHESF T4 2 L i3 DRT
DEFAATH) TLIHRE SN D L TET S, @O Linton Wang D#i3id Every hunter who
saw a deer shot it. *It was a female/ It died immediately ® X 9 7. L #E#z = bFIRIC
FAREAORMEBRELZLOT—F &AL, EBXWICTH L2 d O THEIREY, 626G -
BTk, AEOEARNLMERETHSL [HFHO (EL LTO) AEekt ol %
Endiy, Y Tz#EREERMLTYv5, @&, Ronnie Cann A% Copu.lar LOEFRIZ B
5 ERFRHEM® Dynamic Syntax OFHATHEA LIS DT, 55 . TEE 2 HE
ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁf@%ﬁﬁ@%&%?&:kﬁ%éﬂfw%a@@Dmmuhhfd\¢@
O O—EL Diesing ®—f{t (VP OHNEIELOAITI—-TIIHEENE) (T
VP RHIHA T — 7 BRSNS CMRENLZLERNEDDTHE, BO
Chungmin Lee &, contrastive topic/focus &, RFETOREBRROER L FILOMRZ R

L TWw3, T Luis Paris 3. EFFETIIHRMIZERE LTHRE S L2 BEBHFAORKEL.
AN VEETIRERGNICES (implicature) & LTEEINLEZ L EFHLIZERTV 5,
@13 Aoife Ahern |2 X A A4 ¥FED subjunctive % FEEHFH O A THBRL-b D
Thb. @D Katarzyna M. Jaszezolt DFw3Cid,. HFED “wil'OBERETH S, (1) Bl
(ii) EFY 74, (i) MWECEER 035 [FE] OFisz, FEEORBET 5 default
semantics DHHATHHL L) L T2bDOTH 5, TOHHHALS DRT HRICES (., wiEk
12 { A Hans Kamp @i @3, LR DRT B ZEBHE L, 24 4BHIZEWT, F—
@ agent (245 U % attitudinal change (LREEEOZE{L) &4 2203 (mini-discourse)
OFREHFAL T b,

(a) On Sunday Bill heard that Mary was in Paris.

(b) On Tuesday he learned that on the previous day she had left.
&9 mini-discourse (2B VT, (b)XOHFROMWIIL(a) L DM - XIREH L LTHHA L
RUFNIE R 5%, &2 Th)XEMT 5 ILE %R saturation (B2F1) 48 DRT (2 & Y HiH
TELIEPHHAENL,

P EFREOMECTH LD, ZOTRTIC2WTHLIMY LIFZL3TELR . RE
TRFEVPRECHICEETH L E 2 ML, HHOHFTHETHEGTHIEIIT S,
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3. f%

3. 1. L\WHip S“Pragmatic intrusion into what is said”(C 2\ T

Y Grice B Tld, what is said (FHRBY OEWR) BEHAGOANE R D#E
(implicature)Z AW L, FAFOEEIBE I b L LTz, LaL, fi4E, what is said
DFHEIZDNWTH, WIRICKFT LA LPOERIEGT LI EFEREINT VD, FlZ
¥, "John’s car’ &\ ) FIR—2L o THTE John TRENANEGE car L DR R OFLE
PERWIZIZRENL LT T, ZHEROBEEIYIIRTRE S BT HIELR LRV, REITIE,
VWhi® 5 ERGOBR EERZE L ONCEHFE~OFAGHNLEOLER (pragmatic
intrusion) % ® {AFrOEMKLL, T b b Sperber & Wilson, Carston, Recanati,
Levinson b DELIEEFF Ty, LavL, @, @FXHPEE, COmFEMIALTN
%o MHFIZ L D Introduction CiE, T ® X9 % what is said D#EHIZD VT Levinson @
Generalized Conversational Implicature g5 (LLF. TGCI) ~@EZFIEHEI L, X<
MoENTWDS L 9T, WEEEE (Sperber & Wilson 1995) Tli“what is said”& w9 %2
BESIL, BEONTELHERAILFEE (explicature) & LTEELMENEICHER S
5 T 5, CORBOHERBBIEELA—-ObDEEZ ENTW5S, Carston (2002)Tid
S5, RELEBI - H MR BR TS (. BTH. BTHHER (backwards
inference) bEHEINAHIENFTREINT VS, MH-BIL, HEMMEGCRHtE ST LEE
RS PEEEGEP ORELGEEHET L RBEOERNIBER Lo Tk LM%
EL., 362 [FhHmoHi] OREICDWTH L TWwWA, Recanati (2002, 2004) Tl
BRI & 1 E ., EOBEAE T (220 (udgement) OB OHER] &\ 5
BWERTOHG T % { . “primary pragmatic process”& &0V b IEERT TH { &
WA GCHERAZEELTWD. SHIZOWT D, MELRBTOEROR TSR L.
# R, Levinson @ TGCI Z T LF B LR E LTERL TS, LL, QOFHmILICH
W, FEO Horn 1t (i Levinson iZiE v & BhbhTwAA), £0 TGCI % b#HE LT
Wb,

=1l
mg
=

(1) a.Thaven’t had breakfast {today}.
b. John and Mary are married {to each other].

c. Robin ate the shrimp and { as a result] got food poisoning.
Levinson (2000)iZ & 1uid, | f O EHEO TERE, #Ehicw il [FF0FRNE

R L ko TEIHENLLET DL, Horn lE (2O L 9 LRSS I EMLHEICE
5 5LE, Grice ROHEETEHVELRVL, FUNELWTETH 555, what is said D—
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HThiv] (p23) LS9, #E. MW [FLFOMEEL L9 & L72FK (speaker mean-
ing) @ {27 OHMEIE what is implicated T% what is said T %] &9 Kent
Bach (1994, 2001) ®ERICERA L. HikEHDz [H3bLWEENS 5 b3 F € implici-
ture EEZ L9 (p24) ERFEL TS,

ke, FEHROERT O CREME. S0 L ICRE LTwa BB, [l v
ILDEEDL IR BD. dDVIE AT TV BRI L AL LI VI b
O, EWSHEICEETAIIICEBbNL, HAHMIEA #EIIRIC, reasoning & Ty
AR TS L) MRE R EROHER & T, EhBAS ReEROHER.
ThbbIAEL L) ETHHE, LBTTLHMNSL S, $50EESTEV) I EIIF
HFoTwiFhid b hvi i fligzEdyLe, BEERTTO, MKV [ER] 0k
IBLOLERCEDTEZLILEDLTELDOHDD LIy (Recanati 2002, 2004) . AHF T
&, COMEICRRERES Ao TRV, LALIHIZEE L, Jaszezolt IZAEBRD
W@, BENEE (Jaszezolt 2005) T, [77 4 )V P EIKF] (Default Semantics) &
WANEBEEREL TS, £ TIIEFROWEFTR (logical form) L HEFOERE DFIZH
M ERERDO LAV ERDOT, TXTOEHRINEFLERTE2EOBROSKRICHD Y,
BEWRERIMESN S & VI RIAFETR (merger representation) OFANERSIN TS
(p.475) ZhiIC L, EEICEELENTWRWERFER (underspecified meaning) %,
HEFIZ L Ve METRRICELLEELLDOTIRE (., MEETIIBWTICE, (LR m M
(intentionality) 7z & 3FEICHbH L EEHAI S K S MWERBERITLNL LRES N TWA,
ROBNEHRTHE I

(2) The youngest contestant won the piano competition.
a. Jimmy Brown won the piano competition.

b. The youngest contestant, whoever he or she was, won the piano competition.

(2) OFBAGYICELT, FRBFEA (22) & BHENFEA (2b) CEBKRTHLLEEZLL
b, COET (2) CRERORTEESEHLEEDbNSL, L L, Jaszezolt & B IR
it (29 ThrLBMEN:) HEOLHEAELBLLOTH) ., EHFANOHE, &
EMEATRVE (22) OFRMFEA, Ve (2b) OBRMUEAC L LB ShBLEL, 77
d =) b TREMRERNERZOSNEOT, MERRTIE (FRCETAHESENELLN
BWE) (2a) OMROAPERSIND LW (p476). @ [EMMH] & Searle (1983)
ZEILLDT, ADHLIBEIR>TWA, LAL, [EME] OLHEEIFEHENLD
THRWRY, —RICF 74V PIBR2 526N 35A: [ThixERAEIES LT3
EVWIOTRERBOBRZIB-TwH L vbhAERLR WV, 74 FERHIZDWTIE

=127~



M 85

GHROMRMFERLET L TRTFY v,

3. 2. BHREROTELM (underspecification) (£ T

FKETE, —RIIEROFREEMOF L LTHBENLIBMRELIIILH L REREE D 5T
LN TWTHEEREW, #21E, Gutierrez-Rexach O XA Tld i LA EEREL L 0
FTwa,

(3) John went to the mall. He bought his wife the most expensive present. (p.242)

(3) T REBEFOHE2ONIFLED IZHRAETH S E Vo T The & his wife &
WCEREH TN (RofETb 2 John VERIEMETLVEY P2 HE- 2, LOHETD
7 { hiswife IZJohn 3R D BELE 7L L P2 Eo/) UMD o05AREZ B L,

(i) Toltt—FRMe L€ M2 Eo 7/ (Htits)

(ii) 5 CTC—HFBME T VL PEE- 7 (MHxitA)

DZODWRPELND. T OFMATREMEIL, [(3) XORFEROXIRKIZHE—LEMZ
XRESGCORIZBVWT, o7 L ¥y bybx LW EMALDIERY, ZF0OLXH %
x % John BEIZH- 7| LWHIRTRVDRSILE->TEHEALRL LTS, (1) (i) DER
DENIIRTORNR y DRZFITEET 5 L Bhivs, DRT OFERANWBEREOH B
CRMA»ENEHHTH S,

Ronnie Cann OFHXM Tk, E#EH (copula) @ be BIFAUERFE L Tikbih, ¥4 7
<e—~t>DAFEHERESNTDE (DF V) #HEE be % predicate proform & 4#H74 %) .
EAEF D be 1Z(a)FER be. (b)FFHY bey (¢) FE b be. 2 EIZHFHINAAH  Cann 2L
13 underspecified % A OEFEF be #F2 LAY (be @) HMETE, HFEUIRIZL - TEK
Ay FERAMICMRESZAbNAE TS (p319). FXHORH &, HGEEIZIEAS
T, BERICATBZ ). TO (4) HABOEH, (5) BHRICELT 2ERTH L,

(4) A:Oh no, someone has drunk the last of the milk again.
B: John is the culprit.
(5) a. XIREIR © I xDrink(m)®x) [FoTwizI vy 2E8AEEI L]
b. a Zili7= 5 ERIE - (g, %, Drink(m)(x))
c. 8% | Drink(m)(c) - Wrongdoer(o)
d. culprit ®&EH: Culprit(er) - Wrongdoer{or)

“the culprit”®IRIEIRE LT, 20HFIHREME IS TR I 0TI R
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Ve TITXRDS [HoTWAINIE2RATLESH] OFENELR (=5a), 78
H#HIEE (Be) 2L, TREBICE IV 2HRE2BWTW] WA ERAETH, &
512 culprit O EED L [FRHATHHLHETENITWE LAHE] L WHBEREETFNE, #
ORFER, CONRTEFREL BEBROINT THRALZZ L@ INDS, 225 BFEIZD
[IN7BAREE] EWIBREGZ6Nb. BRGIZ [YarBIVs2BAZLOTS
D, REZELBINVIERALETHL] 2B bh, ZhEHLTB DORFELHO be
i, ZORBORRHRITN—ThHsZ L2 RT5AA be (equative be) LEffFINE L
T 5,

Kz, D Luis Paris DX TIEANA YEEOBENOMREEDS, iR L B WERWIZHR
ENTWEDTREL, HBELLTEZOALZENRRENTWVE (p4d2]). KDFIF A
Bl

(6) a.Flnifio entré a su habitacién.
(the child entered to his bedroom)
b. The child walked into his room.

(6b) DX H I, HEHETE [FVWTHRICAo7] @ [HnT] ofFEERO—BE LTR
SNTVBEDIIH LT, ANS YFETIE (6a) OXHIZ [Aoiz] ZIFDERMIZA S L,
FOHRTRBHALZEOLEAEETHLET S, [HWT] & v R Levinson @ 1 &
HTHIE NS (2% Means Expanditure &9 ),

4. wmEIC

[FEhRaR R OBEROMME | B3 2 xBidisE, 28I hTwi, £FBLFod
THERLEFETHOP-TED, FHIMET S, AETIE, BERGHGOHA T —RIZEEHR
B9 & A SN BB L-HMN, BGRHOBRIPREZVEIIICEDbRLAED, &
DTFTOSBORBHEE2TFHESELL0E MmO TRREVWNEZ D,
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