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ABSTRACT

Kang, Arum. 2024. Strengthening effect of wh-so-ever unconditional: Interaction
between focus and concessiveness. Korean Journal of English Language and
Linguistics 24, 194-211.

This paper investigates the semantico-pragmatic role of infix so combining with wh-
ever unconditional. Specifically, we focus on the strengthening effect and concessive
meaning induced by so in wh-ever unconditional. Based on Rawlins (2013) and Hong
(2010), we analyze the dual role of so as a focus marker and a pragmatic illocutionary
operator. As a focus marker, so generates an expanded set of alternative propositions in
possible worlds. As an illocutionary operator, so establishes an ordered pragmatic scale
having universal quantification. Consequently, this results in a heightened concessive
effect and an intensified emphatic meaning. The contribution of current work lies in
clarifying the meaning of infix so, which has not been previously explored in terms of
the pragmatic aspect.

KEYWORDS
infix so, wh-ever unconditional, focus marker, emphatic effect, concessive meaning,
pragmatic illocutionary operator
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Arum Kang Strengthening Effect of Wh-so-ever Unconditional:
Interaction between Focus and Concessiveness

B A9At(infix) so & Agtele= wh-ever T2 AE(wh-ever unconditional)®] ¢n|3}-82
% A3 (emphatic effect)oll tha] A3ttt WEAQ wh-ever FZ2AE B2 ol 2t}

~
—
~—

Whatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient.

4 ‘garlic is his core ingredient’ @} 7L okl Y X3 wh-ever Y-AFE R A ZEh=
AdE A9 FxAdAAAN wh-ever & AZtete FARALS FAM ouHor £33
A= Aol "t =4 WAl ‘garlic is his core ingredient’®] 2] X wh-ever F-AHE A
wh-ever | W&ol oWl gk 7HAHete SgA 0w (5, “FxA¥om") 244 5 Utk =,
Fol a8t Zlo] ojug Aol 1 xxle| Adgle]l, WAl “wiseo] & A Amoltt’ e
g ot olelgt SHolA wh-ever FAMES Fx7dolgtal dth(Zaefferer 1987).
A 9u MY 54 A e Al 7HEHE ARMEY $tok AR, wh-ever
ZAEE i & AR BFY de A4S AT o ol (2)oA if 2 (DY wha-
ever Aol tAE o Fx7 3|4 John o] Qs AS UEhle ¥ x 7F AREEO]

(2) If John cooks x, garlic is his core ingredient.

=4, wh-word ol 7|9tst wh-ever FZ7AEEL HeEFoz HMAAAL so o AFEY
ujgtgd o2 FZH(emphatic) e IS & gl (3)& uA ZxdA FHAc

PN
ES
vt so oF Astsk (4)9] wh-ever FZ2AEL 7% 34 (emphatic interpretation)< 7}R T},

(3) Whatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient. neutral
(4) Whatsoever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient. emphatic
A gz =ojHo] st

AE5H o2 FAL so 9o u)= HAEFAIRA ZZAl(intensifier)e] 9
Xg) ( J

e F=x &M guiE Az 4

-
>
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s
S~
>
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Q
lo
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[e}
so ¥ whatever ¥} A&3PonE FALHALY AR =
wh-ever FZZ&e] Al ®MA Fag ouA
7| & HF-Ast= Aolth,
THE A8 o] ‘A 2LE9 AHE

= =
d38] PeHE Aol 2R ek gol

DRI Fold AASIe] (o] R g wANT = S Be Bgo] HAUT. o BEols 2
e =AY, Bie] RE FEe Azl Qv
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71 E FAske s werh &3] olol A= whatever ol fJsiA 2% GRIF AdET
dopa e gk okele] AN wh-ever FEATE FH A BT vl
sol7H oS Zlolgta ZldiEE ¥l A WHEdRE I 7dE A8t vkl
AHEE T ejm] el wHo] glvk

(5) Whatever John cooks, even egg benedict, garlic is his core ingredient.

~ No matter John cooks, even egg benedict, garlic is his core ingredient.

W vkl $7 wol iz Aol AAxwA ANHE vhs shae] Jde] gl

(6) #Whatever John cooks, even garlic pasta, garlic is his core ingredient.

~ #No matter John cooks, even garlic pasta, garlic is his core ingredient.

(5)e] el AAAL so 7t

4 : He oS ZxEvh g FRel gl
e b Wevk gdd § ek ofee

ol mhso] 28] AR AMEE & fle

(7) Whatsoever John cooks, even strawberry cake, garlic is his core ingredient.

~ No matter John cooks, even strawberry cake, garlic is his core ingredient.

1] dolgel At Eart 7HH e HiES v 2 AA, wh-ever F27AEAA
A so 7F AHEE W, so o AES FelRIVE? 2, wh-so-ever FERAEY AFx 9w
e FaHog ofuA Ayst = U7 wh-ever FE2RAEL oJu] EAE Jvto g A
Ao thek Eao] Aoke o3 Tk AA, wh-ever FERAEANA HUAF so = 2F
H A AH(focus marker) H&S 9, <l WA (alternative proposition)ES A ZITE o]

so ¢ A%s sl "WA|(prejacent proposition)s ‘wh-ever XP'¢ thelE(alternatives)H.th
stgdog et &, ¢ 5 w3 Y (hoteworthy) R 7} F5-3H(informative) &7g°]t}.
=4, 281 FAA so+= 384 FZE AARF(pragmatic emphatic operator; Hong 2010, Krifka
1995)] HES gt FAASE YA so = = FAAOIH st AelA A
WA S A 7IH o5 ol HEE oF7]8tE Ao R HAE Aot}
o] Zoj(polarity item)d] FAMA ZHZE 7] N, FZ2AFANAN wh-so-ever=
T ow A8 Ak olA Hojghe] 78l avts EAAZITE o]
FE gt Fx HAE Al AT
HaiE vge3 #Zol zgHEr. 2 A
conditional) &2 #2413k Rawlins (2008, 2
(1995)e] 7]Rkste] 4xH gaE 384 A

=
2B}, 4 Hol = wh-so-ever F-FTol A so o 93t
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Arum Kang
Interaction between Focus and Concessiveness

2. wh—ever FZ7%: Rawlins(2013)

Ll
>
>
oo
rot
BN
B
e
lo

Rawlins (2008, 2013)&= (8)4 wh-ever FZ27&2 (Ob)9 if
A A (conjunction) ™ st 7+53+4 o).

(8)  Whatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient. [wh-ever F-ZA%]

(9)  a. If John cooks x, garlic is his core ingredient. [If =245

b. If John cooks pizza, garlic is his core ingredient, and if John cooks pasta, garlic is

his core ingredient, - [If 2A-e] AH]

Rawlins & FZ20%S WA A IS AAletal mebA onjAo g ofF&3 sdairii
P wEbd (D)9 B3-S (1003 28 LF 2 7IKiga 24895, o714 Q & o7&
AL, oe A WEol disete Al tiEl A 4EE dbe A 43HHa universal
quantifier over worlds), Op & Q o Y& A7/lE HA Ao 3k dA A3 =S 3= ou

A kAol T}
(10) Op [[o [Q whatever John cooks]] garlic is his core ingredient]

7y WA gAY 1 AAER 270F9 H(antecedent) S WAAIZIAL o7]A
= A AEglo]l EAsA FAE (1009 LF o uigt F44

Z A(consequent)d] A X +=
¥4 B U v dAE AXYG

(11) wh-ever F27AF £42 v @A (Rawlins 2013)

L. [Q whatever John cooks]: Hamblin A~E}Y Q] o]FF o2 A
1. [o [Q whatever John cooks]]: HA& A F2AE9 &3
II. [[o [Q whatever John cooks]] garlic is his core ingredient]: %¥E=
A (pointwise functional application) &2 A gk
Iv. Op [[o [Q whatever John cooks]] garlic is his core ingredient]: Op 7} 7}%

ZF Ao el zhes] Amdich AA, wh-ever XP == Hamblin 2Bt o] oJFEF o7 RA=c)
Rawlins = whatever John cooks & o2& HEje] CP & EA43}w, o] Hamblin (1973)] u}z}
olgf o} o] “Aw. Mary cooks xinw” @22l WA 3% a set of propositions)S A A|$HS HIT},

(12) [[whatever John cooks]]
a. = Apst. 3X [p = Aw . John cooks x in w]
b. {Aw. John cooks pizza in w, Aw. John cooks pasta in w, ... }
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=4, Kratzer (1977), Heim (1982)& we}, Rawlins & (13)3 22 HAE =A0ES
205 Feth 208 H FRAEY] A SAE v go] dwE o vk ¥z
& Apl,epntoll Al BE A tfAE piooll s FERxdEe] Fo

o} (13)9] if-d2 FxA AAA e AskAH(a covert necessity modal)E A& 3+c}. LF
2= (14a)9k 2or, o= (14b)sk Zo] Aodn. (15)0lA dHl= oM Ags =
<4 3F(accessibility function) F. o we} B 7} A4 (the world of evaluation)oll A 2

7he ik AAS Fshe.

I
gR
N
Y
Mo
IS

Q:
rlr

(13) If John cooks pasta, garlic is his core ingredient.
(14) a. [[o John cooks pasta] garlic is his core ingredient]

b. [O]° = Apst. AQst. AW. VW EF(w) [p(w') = q(w)] (type <st,<st,st>>)
(15) [o]° (Aw. John cooks pasta in w)(Aw. Mary was happy with it in w)

=Aw.Vw & F.w) [John cooks pasta in w — Mary was happy with it in w’]

A, Rawlins & wh-ever FZ74F9] LF o= ¥34 4ejrt 285 o] ot A ekstodct

wh-ever CP £ 9F8] A 32} (the restrictor of the modal)Z A &3stH, LF 7+%+= t}23 -t}

(16) [[whatever John cooks]] ¢
a. = AP«stsoo. X [P = Aqst. Aw. VW € Fow) [John cooks xinw — q(w’)]]
b. {Aqst. Aw. VW EF(w) [John cooks pastain w — q(w")], Aqst. Aw.Vw EF.(w) [John

cooks pizza in w — qw)1, ... }

ANA wh-ever CP = %4elZS 34 (pointwise functional application) 2.2 A 3-8t} whatever
Mary cooks+= Aw. Mary cooks x in w FE]2] HA S el (17b)dlA FEl= HA=
AR} =slo g7 HQF 3T}y, Whatever John cooks 9 %H] -8 (modal operator)s= A4S
Z238 ZAgArh(d: Hamblin 1973, Kratzer and Shimoyama 2002). ‘garlic is his core
ingredient’e] AlF3dt= [AT Y =80z FHalA (179 235 E=rh (18)2 JH s+

HA 59 F3Ha set of modalized propositions)©] t}.

(17) [[owhatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient]] ¢
a.=Apst. 3x [p=Aw. Vw € F.w) [John cooks x in w — garlic is his core
ingredient in w’']]
b. {Aw. VW EF.w)[John cooks pasta in w — garlic is his core ingredient in w’],

Aw. Vw EF.(w)[John cooks pizza in w — garlic is his core ingredient in w'], ... }

(18) {if John cooks pasta, garlic is his core ingredient, if John cooks pizza, garlic is his

core ingredient, ...}
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A, (19)9] oJuE 7k Op 7F (18)¢] WAl Heel &5 HF ouE A&t} o=

AP AY if John cooks x, garlic is his core ingredient J B¢ ZHAFEE29] A7 o|t}.

(19 [
20) [
(21) [[owhatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient]] ¢
a.=Aw.Vp [dx [p = AW.Vw' EF.w’") [John cooks x in w” — garlic is his core

[Opl] = AP<si.5. Aw.Vp [P(p) — p(w)]
OP [[o whatever John cooks] garlic is his core ingredient] ]

ingredient in w11 — p(w)]
b. = Aw.Vw € F.(w) [John cooks pasta in w — garlic is his core ingredient in w'] &

Vw &€ F.w) [John cooks pizza in w — garlic is his core ingredient in w'] & ...

ol

bl cheat g

ool F4A olvl b RRe B

(22) Whatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient

@
<s >
@ ©)
Op <s,t>
<st,<st>> /\
® @
{<st, s>} garlic is his core ingredient
/\ <s,
® @
| whatever John cooks
<st,<st,s>> {<s,}
Q
<<s,et>, {<s,t>1> whatever John cooks

<s,<e,t>>
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[[®]] = [[whatever John cooks]] = Aw.ixcooks(x)(John) in wA thing(x) in w
. [I@1]1 = Aps. Ax [p = Aw . John cooks x in w]
= {Aw. John cooks pasta in w, Aw. Mary cooks pizza in w, ... }

o o®

c. [[®1] = o= = Apst. Aqst. AwW. VW EF(w) [p(w) — q(w)]
d. [[®]] = AP«stss. X [P = Agse. AW. VW € Fo(w) [John cooks x in w — q(w’)]]
= {Aqst. AW.VW EF(w) [John cooks pasta in w — q(w’)],
Agst. Aw. VW €F(w) [John cooks pizza in w — q(w")], ... }
e. [[@]] = Aw.garlic is his core ingredient in w

f. [[@]] = Aps. 3x [p = Aw .VW € F.(w) [John cooks x in w — garlic is his
core ingredient in w']]
= {Aw. Vw EF.w) [John cooks pasta in w — garlic is his core
ingredient in w'], Aw.Vw €F.(w) [John cooks pizza in w —
garlic is his core ingredient in w1, ... }
g. [[@]] = OP = AP«stsp>. Aw. Vp [P(p) = p(w)]
£.I[D]] =Aw.Vp [Ix [p=AW.Vw EFc(w’) [John cooks x in w’ — garlic is his
core ingredient in w”]] = p(w)] = Aw.Vw &€ Fc(w) [John cooks pasta
in w — garlic is his core ingredient in w'] & Vw’ & Fc(w) [John cooks
pizza in w — garlic is his core ingredient in w'] & ...
2EHANME wh-ever FE2AELS ALY QY QA SATAZ FAg Rawlins ¢
JATE AFHHEgT oo
st wh-ever CP 2] U]z

ol S
1 =
SR 9 meld ARl AE A BN ARG wh-ever FEARY F8 9]
) A

Ol

o
9
BN
N

o L A AN o
PN % oo TN

ol xS Fx me & Ay = gy AAR 2T wh-ever FE2AT
st AAE so ol dleste BAe AT & ogla old wEl v Zol wha-ever
Afo] AT = A FA3 Rz 4z a3 7Hd 4 gt

(23) Whatsoever John cooks, even strawberry cake, garlic is his core ingredient. #

?? If John cooks something, even strawberry cake, garlic is his core ingredient.

384 Zwo)A

I
. A SHelA Az uA AAk(llocutionary
operation)ol] 23t Aow HAwd Zojt} ol s v HelM= dr aIe] 384 Fx

=2 O
s Hong(2010)2] AyAF+E A7) g},
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3. ¥RE Z=x 3]4: Hong(2010)

B Fo A= Krifka(1995)¢] == 8] d=ro] YW SRS A3 Hong(2010)9]
[e]

83 AFE A7) sk}, Krifka(1995) W = ond xdS 98] 9§74 (background)¥
HA(focus)S AFg3te] wiAd-2d FF2 <B,F>E =Y. of 7] A = xA3td Fd(the

focused expression)®] <jujo]al, B
abstraction of the focus)e|t}t. o5 &3] FAd4H 3+ H&(a compositional function
application)°] 7bsalth. d& 5o, (24a)9t #°] John °] ZF& WS BF BF>TEE
Esta, o] FRE 7INte g FAE 2HE ket 2] wiA-=d Fx+= (24b)¢F Eoh

(24) a. [John]r introduced Mary to Sue.
b. <B, F> : <AxAw.introducedy(x,m,s), APAy.Py(G)>

A7IA 23E W olF John'& &40 A APAGPGE AAGT Wi B 7F 24
e i JRAIQL F & =3 o g FHeto] A Adte] &= Aw.introducedy(j,m,s)8 A&
zk=th o7]d g 2Hes HAATIE Az A 22 onE Addetr] fE AdxuA
AxRFe] F71A QL e AATSE T

Hong & 3#=o] A7} FAXAk(additive marker) ‘&'E t}23 #o] 21S YelE EAXAE
Edaac] ey

(25) E[%=1r $tTh

Hong & 3t=rof ‘=7 23& W& 44 &5 & MwXy 2 b4 4 lva Bk =
R e B A Oim‘z} g

Aot wEhA] 7h 9
sdstt Al dbAE sk owl= (26b)e] FUHAl ARd ZA(felicity
condition)& s dAE 4 glvtar ddsgled di (259 v BAE veat ol

A A8 AT

(26) ASSERT app(<B,F>) w.r.t. ¢ (Hong 2010, p. 176, (16)):
a. §A W& (Propositional Content): B(F) & @At &, c= B dulo]EF o
N2 3% Ed(common ground) ¢S -T%js}_]_ C=cﬂB(F) I} agdr}
b. A4 Z7(Felicity Conditions): WA Ag F7F S48 F} th=u)
ol = B(F)E d&etch webx] JF[FEALTE) A F'#F A cNB(F)=c]

1714 e “e(the input contexDe ©lek WAES s gslop ek ool weh E[=];
grbe thest 2ol gelw 4 qlvh

© 2024 KASELL All rights reserved 201
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(27) ASSERTADD(KATAwW. Tw(AxAw.camew(x)), APAw.Pw(j)>) w.r.t. ¢ (Hong 2010, p. 177, (17)):
a. WA W& cPATAW. TwAxAw.camew(x))(APAW.Pw(j)) = cNAw.camew(j)
b. 484 Z7: dF[F'€ ALTAPAW.Pw()) A F'#APAw.Pw() A cNBF)=c]

(272)9 A 3}AF+= John o] & AS w3t} 494 &7 A2 (the input common ground) ¢ &
John ©¢] & 7FsAol de AAEY IAFA cNAw.camew(GOZ dUolEdHT. Z
ZFAARoZ 43l John came, too £ John came ¥ Zth v (27b)e] A AL O

o7} John o] ofd ThE Abghe]l §kS & Q= digte] EAISoF b= AS agth o
8T AbRRE Folxl o] Y Wl A fJHle]EET] Ml oln] FHEojoF gt} (5,
cNB(FM = ¢ AA%E Fdafol 3h). ‘&9 F714 oujs 3o w@ddd] g 5 19
Jdrz 7hEHE),

0
HREE 7h BART ok obdsh Lol Fnel EARE ALgE & vk

(28) [=°] fllrolls, vz vhEo] F-Abolnt

s WA= 2 ZAAZ AFEE o] A2 (29)¢ Zrh ofEY
A¥ WA Axkxl ASSERTCON S

FRFEAA EE 9 "%‘f‘é} gt Fue =E e
Lieh A 2ol vEd Hke ‘= A= A @27 Aol (29bie] vt
F7FE e 29biD= AAle] HAlE A BAgET 1= W2kinput context)ol °]3f &8
5ol weg Yk

(29) ASSERTCON(<B,F>) with respect to ¢ (Hong 2010: 180, (22)):
a. WA W& (Propositional Content): B(F) = dadFHY, & cE BF)Y dHo]Ex ]
MZ2L % Ed(common ground) ¢’E TFASL c=cNBF) ¥ 2}
b. A3d Z7(Felicity Conditions):
i. WA QA Pt 2A8H F ¢ a2t ol ¢ & BE)E & &3
uwebA IF[FPEALTE) A F'#=F A cNBE)=c].
ii. iAo R c= BR)E 719 s8sk4 o=t
Z, cNBF)E cNBEHHETE TA) 7HsAdo] sk

7HHo R ZAxE W A9 FEsH. A8 5o tae

=
S -
o BDelA =M BAStE 52 544 A7 FEAY ‘F2717Pe Fo A o o]
544 AAE e x2d& We Y HL FE(scalar implicature) A4S W A
%3} (universal quantification)ol]l th3gk F7}49

1 k84 A S el WAl e el i
3}a}e] 73t 7)ol (speaker’s strong commitment to the truth of the proposition)& A&3t}. =,
1dd WA= o2 g gAsEy o A3k & 7R

(B0) [F&717 e o=, 1 A= 5 #
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fel oJulE #4387 918 Hong & Krifka(1995)7F AQke =% wel(emphatic assertion)<
sk AxA AxAE =Qekglth ofl (31biie] AFAH e FrrE gz AxE e
Fwolth of7|A Azl oul= HAA 3tE sHket HE 53 d-de] ok F o EE A
ARl cNB(F)= Foizl WA cNBF)ET ofsirt. o]el gk om 4 A= Fi3
wAE ok Al EEkE dA) wslE wWale A E 5 e v As g8 7RI

(31) EMPH ASSERTCON(KB,F>) with respect to ¢ (Hong 2010: 180, (22)):
a. WA U8 B(F) & @ddh 5, c= BE) dulo]Exo] A2y FF
Ed(common ground) ¢'& T3t c=cNBEF) ¥ 2o}
b. A% =4
L. WA A 7t SAsk FoF 2 oju] o= BE)E 383t
wEhA JF[FPEALTE) A F'#F A cNBE)=c].

ii. ditdo g ¢ &= BE)E A9 &34 &gt =, OBE)E NBE)EL

7bed ol H
iii. VF'[[FEALT(F)AF'#F] — cNB(F)CcNBE)]

(312l Rolel Flwkste] Fui (30)] AAE Fx ofv mAE thgd Lk
F27le dARES WAL F201E EFE BFE P WA AbsHe] e
R

=
< A E A dF A= 18t (Hong 2010, p. 180, (22)):

(32) EMPH ASSERTcon([5 2717 Hp ¢F=, 1 4= 3 F0h)
a. Propositional Content: ¢NAw[come(chomsky)&problem-solved,]
b. Felicity Conditions (among others):
i.  AF[FeALTAPAw.Pw(chomsky)) AF’'# APAw.Pw(chomsky) A
cNBAWF & problem-solvedy =c].
ii. cN Awlcomey(chomsky)&problem-solvedy] is less likely than
cN Aw[Fy[Axcomew(x)& problem-solvedy] ]
iii. VF[[FEALTAPAw.Pw(chomsky)) AF’# APAw.Pw(chomsky)] —
cN Aw[comeyw(chomsky)& problem-solvedy] C
cN Aw[Fy[Axcomew(x)& problem-solvedy] ]

o oAM= 2 A3 3 Ao Aed Ad ATt 7IWste] wh-so-ever FFw
AHT 84 AN AMAE B8l EA5H
4, A

4.1 7Vs AAS €9 AT

© 2024 KASELL All rights reserved

o
BN
St

Lo



Arum Kang Strengthening Effect of Wh-so-ever Unconditional:
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BAg B4 Sl ¥M WA wh-cver 7 7HAE ov] H4E& Huh wh-T
GAGel £ERNE AHS ATH wh-ever o vt Thed Lol wh-Te] AN el A
A S

(33) a. whatever triggers alternatives x € wh-phrase; a designated alternative is base- a
b. [[whatever]] " denotes-
in wO: a
inwl:b

n w2: c

Lo
=
2l
oft

N o
K
X
D
N
N
% o
e
ol
ol

EA4e Ado. AR, wh-ever 2 A& A 3
N3 Fdstty. =, wh-ever XP = 23S WA ot 23S
AdAd 21@260b) stelA sidE & Advk =4, ovt =F
128} wh-ever 9] zpolHo] EAE=dl, wh-ever o A JH AA AA(actual
worlds)7} o} 7}5 Al A (possible worlds)ol A AgHETHE Ao &8 thES Aerect? 2
Ao A= wh-ever® AR ol disl s HW3

sh&4 W= AA AAE 7o s 3 &FF 7|8 common ground)¥ 7hs AAIE
ZIRte 2 o &9 H3M(context set)S TS FE ZIWkolgk HAg st Y-S 9§ uist
FoAztE rell M2 FEolo sk RS AA Y HYjFoltk(Stalnaker 1978, 2002). ¥HH
T JS spE AA AAY FEE e 7Hs AAIY Fteld

=< =S\

N

(31 a. FF 71wk 3k FelAsk Apdeletn W AA AAY A A%
b Tl A3 AT AAl AAG FRR TS AA FA PG
B A et 2o 542 At A, B 4PN ne o Fe b AA:
Mg A7 (doxastic worlds)$h sk AA AA cherelt, B, £ Aol W AAE
874 Zuold Ak with AA AAC dgHE s AAZ Al W@ A2el
Aol A ol AUAA o914 outlandish) 5717 Lelahs RS A Aol

4.2 384 =9 4

2 wh-ever®] AA ¢} 7Vs AAL #HALL 2HH AAA(free relatives)| A & =ttt Wa-everZ} A
2 7] 74 of] A *}33”4 A& 7 AlA Hell A sElo] FX](ignorance) =2 ¥ (indifference) ¥}
728 oFg] FE(modal inference)S 7FA A ®t}(Dayal 1997, von Fintel 2000, Tredinnick 2005, Lauer
2009, Condoravdi 2015).

\-‘J

1) a. Whatever Arlo is cooking has a lot of garlic. [ignorance reading]
b. I simply voted for whoever was at the top of the ballot. [indifference reading]
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jas

NHow sgH Ax e FHpolariy)e) GME 74 E@ o wAHE Ao B
1 (Chierchia 2006, 2013, Fauconnier 1975, Kadmon and Landman 1993, Krifka 1995).
A% M3L HEZE Fauconnier(1975)°] o3& =¥t a2+ 2z g HAZS
= A5 wrEval FEoih
FAROL ARl WE Ushd & glol EAIWE ZHelA
5 A= S fFEsty] i

o

7} ZtH(Fauconnier 1975,

b oo 2> b e
oo ol L oo W o
| A S V> SR

$3%

rlr

=

o

ofo

2

dr

o,

4

2

N

X

=)

o

o,

o

rf

)

J[m

ox,

2

o

o]
> w
o »
N A\
—

a. John could solve the most difficult problem.
b. Scale S

x1
X2

“low” superlative (7}543 (likelihood) 7} ©<)
A=A R(x)9 A= 49 If x2 is lower than x1, then R(x2) implies R(x1).
£ If R holds for the lowest element on S, it holds for all elements of S
(i.e. R(a) entails VxR(x)).

g
=
<

Fauconnier & 384 Hx7} 7549 A= AWl

:l
=
most difficult problem'2 £o] & 4 9+ A5 I

M Tbsel ke AnAANRA At Folehs AL olurt Aol we % WA A®
HANAE BE ol AW 4PN FEL AU w4 sbsAel we
Aol A4 Fa 4 FEe 284 g

S = Arste d A A Adelth
L= wh-ever FF7w0] FA = A=k
k84 HLg FHatar ol wet &Aoo I A IS

(1995), Israel(2011), 18]l Chierchia (2013)°] 9l&] &A% 73x4 =o](emphatic polarity
item)et frAbetth AAR wh-so-ever © AR AREE w FASOI(NPDEA H-AEol A
g4 7x goE AL, th2-& Cambridge dictionary o S A% whatsoever & A=,
not & no ¢ @ FAFE Foll whatsoever 7¢ F-7rol 2 Fasto] WAle g G2 ow|E
ST =

(36) He has *(no) respect for authority whatsoever.

o

> whatsoevero] A %slAte} Agsbd w4 x(FSHattenuating)) A & 2 (indiscriminative) 3l
S WAA7ITE o]= EYo] FCIQ irgendeinendt FAFSITh Eie wh-ever7t FZ27AAONA AMREHE
Az ads vpF7) wio] ofglet B HolEE =9 fgao R x| FEr.

1 Susanne has some new lover-whatsoever now.
‘Susanne hat jetzt irgendeinen neuen lover.’
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(37) A: “Did you have any idea what was happening at the time?”

B: “#(None) whatsoever.”

4.3 wh-so—ever FZ7AFS ¥r ade ZAx 4

wh-so—ever F-Z7&2] o] dxo AL du Fatol Pz AL 7hHt= Aot
UA AT (B)A ATNEE oo wh-ever FERATAAMNE whEo] Eo7HA @& Aolztn
[e)

7t = Ay Ed = vhzo] AREE Y= RO on 7t UrEP/} ATt

(38) Whatever John cooks, even egg benedict, garlic is his core ingredient.

i

of 1 EIH= YA so 7h AHSE W o FEu s, oele el nhze] Hojg 4+ gl
299 Wzt 2] AdeRAA F9E + e & F dvk

(39) Whatsoever John cooks, even strawberry cake, garlic is his core ingredient.

0}1411} §’r?¢7} A AAY FReFA ke AAIER] l'ﬁr”—ﬂ =
wh-ever FZw3 wh-so-ever FZ71F9 &9 HFLS 384 o] th=t}. o}
(40l X wh-ever FZ71ie] 9 M3 AA AA 7]9e pasta ®RF ofyz} 19|
&3l 7Hs AlAle]l HEHel pizza ¢ egg benedict S X33t} o] w) El R39S A dHE=

3184 A FE egg benedict 7}A| o]t}

(40) Context: ¥&}A}+= Johno]l 88 & & v S T8 AEE 2= S 43 3l
W5l 2= John o] 2 W= 287} pasta & g3 9} s gk
pizza Y} egg benedict & 5 7} E At Wt

a. Whatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient.
b. Whatever Joh cooks in possible worlds:
x1 in wO: pasta

X2 in wl: pizza

xn in wn: egg benedict

ol¢b= xHo® wh-so-—ever FEAL =W AT wh-ever FXAZTEY  Sd
g2 egg benedict & ¥§g b oflel 1 HT}
4

=

T ATk obef Aol vERbR =9
Zw o] sEHo = gAY 4 A& strawberry cake 7hA] 9] g H o2 Hloj KT,

2

Y OIAL 508 anyst S 99 @4 (domain widener; Kadmon and Landman 1993, Chierchia 2006)9)
2 olUth Anyw HE WARe AFe o wWebA 2k (contextual
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(41) Context: W3zt John o] 885 & o v T8 A5 2= AS <a 9o
ksl 2}= John ©] F2 == Q8]7) pasta gFa & 9tk AR John &
o'l 28& st vheES A4 AEE AESH] wad 7 FAE e,

HAe} vhsel AH Bl F flE 7] AY Be SHRE, vhEg
AR ThsAe] glrkal M
a. Whatsoever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient.
b. Whatsoever John cooks in possible worlds:
x1 in wO: pasta
x2 In wl: pizza
x3 in w2: egg benedict

Xn in wn: strawberry cake

A, Ea Halo] 7le FHER =% oA HAEY IS wh-ever I wh-so-ever 9

(42) [[whatever]] " in context (41): {pasta, pizza, -, egg benedict}

(43) [[whatsoever]] "™ in context (42): {pasta, pizza, **-, egg benedict, ‘-, strawberry cake}
wh-so—-ever 2] AA] 9L wh-ever o FAHT ¢ Hon (43)9 Jdo] (44)9 HE
4 9t} olo| wal whatsoever & whatever Bt} U] 7154 0]
ALE 71A 4 Q3L whatsoever & ETI AL U] B2 384 Fxol IS JHAA
Aol dH 24S Hong(2010)01 4 #|A] g
| ol HAstE giAEgES

er
] i?l <B,F> :olzﬂ z,: 9\1

(44) a. Whatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient.
b. <B,F> = AATAW.Tw(Vp [Ix [p = AW. VW EF.(w’) [John cooks x in w”’ — garlic is
his core ingredient in w”]] — p(w)], APAw.ix[thing(x)(w) AP(x)(w)>
TZE 7|WMe R 3 wh-so-ever FZ2AT2 BAL ofdet Tl (46a)v=
A Yotk A W&o M= wh-so-ever FEATo] AT
FE 7 Ak Add =71 (45bDe A ik et A3

o =

feol WA -=A
wh-so—ever T+Z7AE2]
A- (A (21) FHa)e

t
B om

dimension)ol A WALe] AAE HgATIE olo] we 84 Fx Tt BARGE FWAA wh-so-

ever REAE AT} fA1R AW S AN st wh-To ARete] Fu AL AN I, 2AE
o dfom BAHTE HolA anysh thEth B 7rel A4 2 Aolde Bie] ool A el

OEA e @
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271 (45biDE dAe WAlE oA wAFgEG g Wk o d&E Tt Hes
e ofo] el g sAel omE AW ¢ k. FRE s ALEZE thE ARE|d
FoJgth= 7IdE FAATOZN oA gre] AsS Hole Zo|BE wh-so-ever FEZEY
A WA YA ThsAdo] W ow AW Jhssit

(45) ASSERT con(whatever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient)
a. A W& NAw[Vp [Ix [p = Aw.Vw EF.w’) [John cooks x in w’ — garlic is
his core ingredient in w” 1] — p(w)]
b. 44 =7
i. 3JF[FeALTOPAw.x[thingy (x) APy (xX)DAF # APAw.x[thingy (x) APy
(x) ] A cNBAWFw& John-cooksw(x)=c] where whatever triggers alternatives
X € wh-phrase; a designated alternative is base- a
ii. cNAwlVp [Ix [p=Aw.Vw EF(w") [John cooks x in w” — garlic is his
core ingredient in w”]] — p(w)] is less likely than cN Aw[F.[Vp [Ix [p =

AW .Vw EF.w") [John cooks a in w” — garlic is his core ingredient in w” 1]

— p(w)1]

Oﬁﬂa 71 &= 2 WA At s P G wh-ever
Z7A29 gule} 7xF wh-so-ever E%i?ﬂvu:ﬂ ou zpol= AT 7 (45biii) o)Al
Eﬁ‘ifr/}. AEWA A so o o8 =YdE Ax A A aE A FsE Fuket
g5 Bdel Yk wh-so—ever FXATAA TG BAl= st d ¢ e TP

(46) EMPH ASSERT([Whatsoever ]r John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient.)
a. A g NAw[Vp [Ix [p=Aw.Vw EF.w’) [John cooks x in w” garlic is his
core ingredient in w”1] — p(w)]
b. 484 =4
i JF [FFEALTAPAw.x[thingy ) APy (x) DAF# APAw.x[thing, (x) APy (x)]
AcNBAWF & John—cooksy(x)=c] where whatever triggers alternatives x
€ wh-phrase; a designated alternative is base— a
ii. cNAW[Vp [Ix [p=AW.Vw' EF.(w’) [John cooks x in w~ — garlic is his core
ingredient in w”]] — p(w)] is less likely than cN Aw|[Fy[Vp [Ix [p = AwW.V
w’ EF(w") [John cooks a in w’ — garlic is his core ingredient in w”’ 1] — p(w)]1]
ii. VFI[[FEALTAPAw.x[thingy (x) APy (X)) AF'# APAw.x[thing, (x) APy
&) ]] = cNAwlVp [Ix [p = Aw.Vw' EF.W) [John cooks x in w” — garlic
is his core ingredient in w’]] € cN Aw[F,[Vp [Ix [p = Aw . VW EF(W)
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[John cooks a in w” — garlic is his core ingredient in w”]] — p(w)]]

2 (41)e] #ete] Zinksto] (46bii)e] = Heel daso] 384 HEmE FHd Aol

(47) a. Whatsoever John cooks, garlic is his core ingredient.
b. Scale S x1 in wO: pasta
x2 in wl: pizza

x3 in w2: egg benedict

xn in wn: strawberry cake < “low” superlative 7} 714 @#8)

S84 HETh AT v vdR TR sAE 7Ite R 3 BE Uik WAy dA
ARG ouHor ofstrh= spxte] WAl Wid v]olE yEhdn ZAiaHow oW geE
Tl dagle] vhsol stk Aol B Fshe] 384 oulE vhEe] Wy
5. A2

= AU so 7F wh-ever FEAEAA AFE o 2AS= o8 Fx gt
et 245 HxE2 sh3lth. Hamblin oV 2& 7INMO.R wh-ever #2315 2379 o=
A% Rawlins(2013)¢F <R A= HE duuA  ddAE ZEste] AT

o

Hong(2010)& 7|t wh-ever FZ7A%0] A 3 :
TAHOE so & @3t HellA BA tfAdS FEstal o5 3ol 3t&4 H=g DA G2
= op7lete 98-S gtk o] HAAA A 9 IS shE %
FAA7IH, o2 I8 o He YR = 2l
UAT. Eae R maet 384 HROA AFEA FUY so o 9w
o 1 o7t ot Eive thed 2 SHAE 7RI AA, any 7F BE EARe)
99 oo 3 D Az AT wh-so-everd] zpolo] thsk W3 FHo] = Qs
A HAl(degree adverb)e 9e o]Qlo| %= drama so(lrwin 2014))9} o] WA
L& AzxskeE &Wo] Stk wEba onA Fx FAlelARY skat T4 3§
e g AHAFS AEE F Qlojop & Flojth ol F&H dAF9 F

¥ ot o
e &
T oo e
N

N oo 2o o S e o S
BN o 3o oF O 1@ x
=
Lo b T
2 S
_ﬁﬁ
BE

EY
fu
e
N
iy

AEF
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