SERPBEAEREHE H25 2017
HAGER & CHSCRERIC 38U 2 VEH B BIR O A i 15
"o OB

ZE B

Kuroda 1965, Kuno 1973, Hoji 1985 LU FDHfZEh 5. HAGEIAZEOIEHKBIGR (scope rigidity) 7%
IR EIERENTE e, TORBUIIAS ZIFANSNTED, IEFEOMZHC K D HAGEICBI 21F
HERERIEAE Tld RV L S N7z D (Kuno, Takami, and Wu 1999, Kuno and Takami 2002). %7z H
AFEFEED T EEIEAAK D & X0 FMANEEBIRZIF &5 72 LBEENTZD & (Goro 2007)., 1
FSBROARZEROMEEIC OWTRETHIRE R ENT VS, AT, UUOBRIC OV TEED
HAGERS B DORZEZ AN GIAT o e - OREOR R WL T %, i 1 Tl FBIEIC X 3 R0E
WD BDEBIET BT, FNEHHOEIAD HAFE S Z EO X S ICHRIT 20 Z#HE LD TH 5,
WG L Uicsdld, 2Rt A2 EiBIcH > 7eBELTH D . REOIEHETIRREED “All> Not” D
fRIRE 720 . WOMERIE TR TED “Not > Al DIFIRE 22 EDTH 5, HEHIE “All > Not”
“Not > All" [T 22 FHRKE LTHEA BN, ICEIRZRSK 3 RENT, T OHFHEDK
WS, EFE(LFAREEIE N KO EITd 2BCE. MRS EEN2H2VIEH N
FOENESEDH SN S LW S BIEME SNz, i 2 TR, AAGESEORELEEN, bHFEV
DB % HFEOSL R HAFRHERT B ED & 5 RfifRE T 2 M DV THHE Lz, T ORI
T3 2EROMEENHET 20 E S N ERI NIz, BIEDMER LIRS, OO/ X
D 11 FEICEEN, TSIKENSIE “All>Not” DfffREABHNZ LD, “Not > Al DR & H SN
280D, HVENXDOHEAA, OEFICHHES NIz, HHEOBE, &b 2 RS N0
“All > Not” ORJEEFIKOMIRTH % LRSI Nz, £z, HHOWEIC KD BV E W LOMIRDL
HICHEN DD XD IZemiEniz,

1. 1FC&IC

FERICBWT, HRORLTFZ2E0X. B EbF LMmBEFE AT 2 &5 B TIEZTDL
DU HOEVVEDEL B, AR TR e T L GERDIE T 2 BNIHERZR DB L TV,
(1) D& %XDEH. (la) MG EIN TSR [CUR EOHAICH D) =TOHE xISDNT,
PR DAID, x 137 = Y AZRIEIEM 5Tz, L0, 0BHDEMNT = Y AZRATEE T BT
HB, —/T (Ib) IKHEENBHRE [RTOENT 2 VAZRATZLVS TRV Lixh, T
OMBICH TR FEZRNE LTE R En FHDOEDNSE5E Tn-1 HARATIZ] Mn-2 BATRAT]
REEBNEZSNS (e, ImBMRAZ] LWV KNDBDBYRRENS), !

(1) Every horse didn’t jump over the fence.

a. “All > Not” interpretation: For every horse x, x did not jump over the fence.
b. “Not > All” interpretation: It is not the case that every horse jumped over the fence.

—77. HAGE TR ORISR S & S Icefralb 772 ERRICRDAEIE, “All > Not” DXJEE
R OO EN S, *
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) 2EMERE TR - 7z,
a. " “All> Not”
b. * “Not > All”
Tid. (b)) DX I HRVDDZENEE L MHENZMAHUL, HAFETEHEDX S I 5/5ENZDT
HAHIMs “Not>All” DFFFVEIFIZ NG A, EAEORBIE T O DICEHEER N ZRVST
. ZLTHEXICLT T~bUITiRAEV] T~ Laho7z] HETSWHA L WVS HIENEZ LN,

3) a. EEFMERIE N> T2, (* All > Not, *Not > All)
b. EEDMERATZ DI TldiEW, (* All > Not, *Not > All)
c. EEDPMZERCIE Liah oz, (* All > Not, *Not > All)

F&d 2-3) DB TIF MR PO ERMNICHAATN TV S 45 (eg, R, HAZ, &, &
T HAEZFEFHELELTHESTWS, LML T. HAGE IR T2 %58 & BT 5 BICEE
DFEND % RICHEH LT,

4) a. 2TOEDN/E2FOBE LM/ EHDFEDN “All”-genitive NP-ga

b. BEL2ETH/ BELEL BN/ ZEREDN ) PEH AN NP-“All”-ga
c. BELRDWRT/BELNEH/ FENEE I FEDNHAIL NP-ga-“All”

AR THE T 501E. BAREOR(ETFEREMROFIC BN TEEDOH SR D E = /RREN T
bRTWiENT b5, HAEBOFRABREREALEZE DN LWV HERICEH 5T % /-D#EZTT-
72 DTHB, Tl TEIFICALBEFCODOWTIRMAZDENE S E VS HEmbEZDHS
[BoxEhTwikwnizd, 4) TEFREEICOVT, ZOMRIEE—NEEDTH 2 EFHET %,
Fiz, BrElEICBNT TH & Tk TOERVWDYDZIHERET %,

2. BE1-FHET
ARAETIE. SIBITRAEARZE D ZETRELTES S WS kR -z, #AEMMKICIZ. H
RFEDOXE WL DO DRRZERE LTI > THED, XHERL TV EREELTE> TV EEIRRIC
72Dl % X 5 B ke nz2 iz, ERHKICEEAT 28, SIE RIS THEEORNET
B2 RS RGEIIEROBICHEDIFTE XV b, 525NV EWEZREDORREN
W3 EFAZZ T Tz, LITICHIC, . 2 L TREZ T 20612275,
Bl : ‘HOEAIELIED DTk,
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Figure 1: FIBZ. #EiRE. EZEHOAE
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il U 72 R0 3 K OSBRI DG I B % SRS BN RO KR THlbNIzE D TH % (Sugawara
2016)0 FRE LIZFIBCLILIRDORENTH S, ) ¥ Ba) DX I, BN FICE R
Bha / GERERERR 72 DU B USSRV S b & b 5 7205 R ORE TIEEFH R o7z,

(5) “All of the umbrellas didn’t dry.” IZ RS9 % 756

Lt e TR T

a. mINEASH Do Tz Ko NP-ga-All

b. EE S G o Tz & NP-All-ga

c. AT Eh > Tk, NP-wa-All
d. B ARSI Eh > Tz Ko NP-All-wa
LTS

e. INTOEMNFTN T > Tk, All-gen-NP-ga
£ I XNTORGTN T > Tk, All-gen-NP-wa

(6) “NP-ga-All” DE&ME R TOXR—7" MDY X +
a. mINE Ao Tz Ko
b. [ECANEASEN D 5Tz K,
c. DATHEASE B2k,
d. ML ASEH N R o Tz X,
e. RKENHIIZ KGN 0Tz X,

BIEEAAGERRIFEL § 5 “EARZORAT, [5i6% A) F721d ORI ORES
HETHD, HEOKRDDICHBEETCHENMICEA Lz, BINBIIITERZH#T I SHY
DOHERHFIFF-> THBET . AREZIT EANCHEOPICB O THFEDO L TIREAEEGR I H W F
WIZHED 5 B IOV THAZRZI TV S, FEICHET 2ICH20, BMBEZEFOBEBICHS &
IERERZT T2, (5a-d) DPUZEIFIT DN TIIHEREMER & U, 87 ADENSIM U G&iF (52)
1222 A 261 (Sb) 122 AL Gt (Se) 122 AL Z&fF (5d) 1221 N)o fAE TIE— A 4720 HfESH
DE—5y ML (6a-e) BRUZEHOT 47— (EEREEERV) IKDVTEZ T, KR
FHEOFHHEICE D, (Se-H) DZZEMFHT DV TIIALEHERIT> 1o TOEAIMRENEN T
ULHSETE AN -T2, 131 HDFENZIN LT,

3. HE1-HER

LUFDHEREZEEDIEDTH B, MBS Ta— RSNz, [—D2&hiah ol 58
@ “All > Not” fRIRDAZD I 72 TV FIEBA RO RZ M2 /R U T2 BB L, “All > Not” DfE e “Not >
Al DRROIHICHIZ DT HNFEWEER LZEZIEFRI O, “Not > All” OFROHIZF O O/E AR
RDOFHER U TzEIE IR ENEE LT 5,

XA EREILTICATT PR Z eI RGNS %, FRK D, (Sa-c) D=ZZAFHKIFIFE T
ZIETHEEMELN, FHCERIEDIIEITH B 60% 1 ENRITHIZ TS DN TV B X5 7% MERE
BRDAREN ) ZRLize HVEWVIEE T BEIES T DM TIE 25~30% LE&FRTOZEZIZEA
ERBNEZV, SHOMETIE,. 5A5NTEXHNHNENTH S AEEENDH 5 & SIMBFICHRINITR
L7ze ZDLET, XBBWEWZEHINTT 2BMED 25~30% Wz LICEH LIz, TDT b,
INEDXEHOR NI L AW 5 HAGESEDOHIAIE 25~30% T HRIGEWO TR RV EEZS
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HAlI>Not® & = All>Not & Not>All  ~ Not>AllD &
Figure 2: & 1 DFER

N3, £z, 10~15% OUEG THOMEFRBEGROH DR Z RUIBMEE H 5Nz, THITFEEHIC
EOoTREZDRRTHD., ST AMMEDD 2HHERRTHA 5. TLT (5d) IKHBX57% INP
IARTIEF~LEbh o] OXHEZROEMCBE L TiE, ZIF2TORENFEOIEHEEFRDOHR & D
[ZETHoTz, (5c) IKHTzD KD %% “NP-wa-All” DEMTH, R o BIBFEREOIEREBFRE L
THRT 2L DR TH -T2 e D, FHEEEFRD -wa BH 205 &V > THTHOIEREMN T EN
DI TR ENC EICER LW,

i, BHRILTFN T ZHEWRFAMICHITLTVS (Se-D DZMFICBIL TE, (Sa-d) DL
FTE & B LFEREOERDBIREN, 7 (Se) IKHTz5 “All-gen-NP-ga” DM TIE (Sa-c)
X0 X O XKEOIERBRIROMINDOIA L T B HENL ALNEHER LTS, —T7 (50 D “All-
gen-NP-wa” DZEMFTIE, 40% & EMNUDOIERBEIRDFH, Z LT 50% MELSDMNEAREL T2
HVEWEDRVEIBEMES Nz, FEOIAY BT E L, ) TR (1Y bx—vay /7
IV MK OBRD @D EASNS] F. XOBBICHDZaX Y FAERE SN,

WREEFEDDZ L, AFBETHXIAZLEDS B TH] 25 & OIEFEIEICE D 5T RBOEHE
FBRDBINIERICHFE NS EonENiz, Fiz, N Zi5 € DT, 2FEbTh N 1879

FEMEDRF D HW DOV FHIBIRNMENL £ 725 C EAVRENTZ, ZDX I EFEIAOHRTE, (5d) D& S
ICeMelb T Tid) OEFNCREC 2 58T OMEREBMRDIEFICFEN. () DX Icefia
{EFDEFARIO—EZE L TWVA X3 EGEEICEH VO E N EDET X5 2 BRI N, (EHEBEGR
IIHEERNIBIC K B LT 5315728 % & (e.g, Aounand Li 1993,2000), TN5DHRS N2 LTl
HIZZ LR HLNEEZ LN, (COBRNSHEHEBEINSE4R51E) HEGINEHIANS%IE A
FROMFENFICIROENDZ THA S, Fie. HATBINEOEMERGRZRDFETH L LILZ
FANSNTERD, FOEREBBBROAZETT LWV ADEDENWEDNSTFET IR TZE NI K
EERITNETHAS, 272U, ZOEEWVIHTHZ T eh b, HAGET RN RLOIERIERE
FRz2FROBEADHZEFHETH S, LWV IEROBIERL CORRIITET 2L D TIEEN,
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4. FE2 —FHiE

i () TRLENIZX ST, HEED “All of the NPs ... Neg ...VP” £ W I TERDO I H WV F W& F5
Do ARG E DYGEFE BN YLD G A TR ED X S ITHRIRNG 202\ 5 78, HSCRIER
ZLTELWVWEDRIEZ DN Uize BIIEIGHFETH L DHDER & [BEDXT WK -> TV 2 A H
zfmEhn, ZORMICHARREECERS X MRZHZAA TV K IHERZR T T, #itZ
2T BBHCTE. HEROMUED MDD VEWEZRE 5 % 2 L@FHIIAE . D SRVEENHNITH
NTCEXneEni, fHELZ—7 Y MIBCUILITO#ED Th 5,

(7) a. All of the doors didn’t open.

b. All of the letters didn’t arrive.
c. All of the lemons didn’t fall.
d. All of the boats didn’t float.
e. All of the balloons didn’t pop.

COFEE TEERTOEM ] (Question under Discussion (QUD) : Roberts 1996/2012, Biiring 2003 ¥ X
U TER - BB O#ESM | Question-Answer Congruence (QAC) : von Stechow 1990, Rooth 1985, 1992) @
BT AR IR TV T28, T BRI “Did all of the NPs VP?” “Did any of the NPs VP?”
“What happened?” & =D E DEHAE LIz, NS ZHHEOERSIIHEBRE R BN TS %, S
DEMSCE Z NS 2D H 2BEAZLTICE LD D, (8a) ICHBHESIC, “Didall ..2” DY
RIS U THRE TEATIGEITIE, “Not all” DFFRN K O EEEOH 2 RIE LGS LATHIEN
%, THUTH L. “Did any ...7” OEICH U THENL TEHATEAICIE. “None (All > Not) ” DfifEfR
MAEOEEHNDOH 5 AE LD ETFHENS, “What happened?” D K 5 R DILNERICH LT,
H 5B INDBEEEDND 2 RIE L 755,

(8) a. “Did all of the doors open?” — Relevant answers {Yes, all of them did. / No, not all of them did.}

b. “Did any of the doors open?” — Relevant answers {Yes, some of them did. / No, none did.}
c. “What happened?” — Relevant answers could be anything that is relevant in the context.

SINEF HAGEZREEE I 2 ZFREOAET, THABA RGN ORERE 3% TH5, &
KOO D ICHHEE CHAMMICEEA L, AETE A0 HEHO X —7 MIIECL (Ta-e)
BROZHEDOT7 79— (BEREEERV) IKDOWTEAT, #iE 2 T, Bk EoMHid b
T XOADHIRIE NzFE Az vz, bNisEGEORBOE,. JEEEEZNRE LTI
FERTHDLNIZE DTH% (Sugawara 2016),

5 AE 2 —ER

—NH7zD sHEDXZ—5 MBI D D 53 HDZENBIMLIZT &h 5 265 DT —ZRA 2 b
DHIFENED, HBMEICEE Lish - 7z 0 EESZR UIBREAEZHRT 5 L. 232 D7 —X
KAV IWMEENTZ, ZDS B, DENAETH 572225 T— X KA Y MTOWTHET %, HIEE
ZOXOREEIC D 1N IO L, ZNZNOEBOBESMN T LI FORITRT,

X D5 (1-7) & “All>Not” DffRZ LT3 EEZLNZEDTH S, AE 1 OFRLD, (1),
@, &, @ CBELTIEZOMNE LTREAZEDN “All>Not” EEZX2THHAH. MAT.
Q) DXV NGAZE S & DIXT “All > Not” DFFIRCH % L Hixt 5, (3) OREIEIZHRE 1 Tk
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Table 1: S8 2 DHEERER

b Didall .2 | Didany..? | Voa .
| Bl s 0f S0f happened? At
i
(1) All-gen-NP-ga..Neg | &TOD RT7 WM AN 7 18 22 45 85
(2) Minimizer fiiE—Do &I Eh o Iz 0 12 1 13
(3) NP-gen-All-ga...Neg | LEVOETHE LA > 1 5 2 8
(4) NP-All-ga ... Neg R7 N THRN RN T2 5 0 0 5
(5) NP-ga-All ... Neg LEVDREE b 5T 0 0 5 5
(6) All-NP ... Neg TR R o 72 3 0 0 3
(7) NP-wa-All ... Neg LEVRIRCHEBEN - 2 0 5 7
29 39 58 126
(8) All-wa ... Neg EFE B o T 8 0 0 8
(9) NP-wa All-wa ... Neg LEVEETIRE G- 2 0 0 2
NTDRT7HEHOEDITT

(10) It’s not the case that ... 2&;9;} ARNIDTT 5 5 5 15
15 5 5 25
(11) All-gen-NP-wa ... Neg | 2 TOLEVIEBEh -2 74

Tebizhofzm, (1) % (@) [k “All>Not” ZRTEDLEZHNE, XD (8-10) & “Not >
All” DIFFRZL TS LEEZLNEEDTH S, XD (D) &, P& 1 ORERED (40% A “Not >
Al DFFFRE DFER TR B 72D 50% DHVEWELEZ T TH B0, TONGRIZG TIIBhnE
WNE L LD ZTHICEN T DML REXIZE VA %, AFHETIE., ARRZLTE 57
DHTEHEINC ED S DIERBEBIHROMRZ LTz Dh EZ R TWERY, 5 5OMREDMN IR Tz8,
AR CIIERISEIFCBET 5 & 550 T> TRV, O D) IZh U ORI ELSIZ 5%
DOWIZEDFHEE LTz, X8 (1D ZEDRVET B L “All> Not” DR & “Not > All” DFFEFROAE!
& 126 F—RRA V25 T—HRA Y R, HARFEEEDD VE WIS 2RI BB I3 £
OYFRBRRZIEFIC K IFB T EAVRBEN T, P8 1 ORREZBEZ T, Xo8 1D DEED 8%
(6 T—ZRERA V) B “All>Not” Z LT 43% (ie,32 T—RKAVF) D “Not>All” ffIRDODOE H TE
WTW e LZENZZNENOERIRIBZRICEDIZELTE, 12 T7—2 R4V e 5772 RA Vb E
%%, RIFDIGFETIEHVENEERFOLTH->TH. MY BT RIFRC I 2 1E BB GROAZE
EWVI RN TR ETE LD TH D, TORDEOIEEOHRFS (LI transfer) & AaE 2D TR
A GESICHIT BERABEIRD LI transfer i1 DU T3 Griiter, Lieberman, and Gualmini 2010 ZH8),

T, LRORTESEBSEMHCBI ZRIEOMETL LTS, “All>Not” ROEIFICHIF 2 EM
M L OEFHRIBE. F 7z “Not > All” ROMEIFIC I B EMEMC L DAFHEIBHE R LIz, Th
5% L “All>Not” ROEIE “Did any ...2” DE & “What happened?” OE RN 2% 2 D
BICEDZ L, “Not > All” ZRO[EIEIE “Did all ...2” OBRBDHHICZNT LR THNS, K< “Did
all ..?” OB & “Did any ...?” OERNCEI L TORZ NI TREED DR &5 -7z, 8) TERLE
K21, “Did all ...?” DBERNHTT B EEXDE Z & “Not > All” DFERA TEEEEDH B EE] THO.
“Did any ...?” OERNH T % EE X DB Z 13 “All > Not” OfFRA [BH#MDOH %) L4550 T
BB, Z=7y NBSCHR T, ST 2EMOMEOA LI THE e nELZD L, T
OFERIT TR OER (QUD) | BBV EWEXDMRIRISHER 5210 THB VA 51255,
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6. L&

AfalE BAGEDIE BB R OIS DV TE RINFHE Z i3 72 & DORRME TH 5, FRIBBIHRD
Rz HB5ICHT- 0. FRICRRIE T 2R DOTE X2V iz, REOIFRABERIE “All>Not” &7,
WOVEFHBIRIE “Not > All” £7235 X TH D, #HE 1 Tl ZHHDEIEE OB (F:kE & 56
FEREED) DZFNFNUCTDNT, HAFEEED “All > Not” DIRFROI, HULFEL, “Not > All” DFFFRODFH
LWV S ZHEDEINE DS B ED XS s LTW B EH#HE Lz, #HEORELD. () 28T
DVGEEIERRIC BT U QW AR RS O FRIBRIR ORI E N5, (i) FHC “All-gen-NP-wa” O
FETESVEWELERS &S, (i) LTI & O REOIEABBHROARDAIGEL TN TE/2CH
WTE, 25~30% 1EE THNENTHB] EOHWZ L, 10~15% 2 E TOIERIEEIGROIZ | DfFIR
9D, LI EARENT, FBIEIC K D RIROEWICHET DL 80D siIESHRIEmIIEAN =N %,

At 2 Tk, FHBRBRDHIRNAZE TH 5 L ENZEREZRFEL T 25880, FREBRBGHRNF
MTHBHEBEOXRHAILZE ZICED X S I3 Z T 2N DV THEHERO FETHE LTz, Xz,
AT Z2EMOMEENMERICEET 2 E S NS FBICHMAEN Tz, FABEORRI D, () AERZ
NIXUFZDZ D “All>Not” DL 752 K578 DTH -7z, (i) EITd 2 HEHEH “Did all - 27
DFRTIEEIBIC “Not > All” D729 %2 E DML < HHN, 17T 2EMD “Did any ...2” £7zld “What
happened?” OFXICIX[AIEIC “All > Not” Dfffl7zd 2 L DML A 5Nz, LWV I HARENT, K
() &, HEETH 5 HAEDIEHEBEFRAZ ORI O EN R AONSRFEER & U THANTE
ZDOTRIZONEREEINS, R () FETT2EMICKD DV VEXDRRNEDS LWV S
T, L2IEBVT TEERhOER (QUD) ] OEENERINAE S X 2D TRV,

5
i
1 EWEEINCIE. “Not > All” DfEFRIE “All > Not” DFFIREFJE L&AV DE D, “Not > All” DRI b B “It
is not the case that every horse jumped over the fence.” & U 5 i ld “No horse jumped over the fence.” & U5 IR
CH>TEHTHS, L LRI REHEEGRO—ERE UT (FIC indirect scalar implicature & FEEHN
BEMEICE D), 1FET 5 &0 HEE (“There was some horse that jumped over the fence.”) HEEHE NS, L
FL “Not > All” DffFRE WS BXICIE. T OREHEEGRRZ U7z 1O “not all and some” DR E LTE KT %,
2 Kuno and Takami (2002) TIIEHDORILFICIBT ZFHBBIROMHUC I8\ T HAGE S W O/E SRRz
PP L g BN ENT VS,
3 ZO3PNEFA—SMENLDEDTH S, FWVEILHLFENTD O SUEN E 5 hOH|RHZHE LV, Suga-
wara (2016) @ Appendix TlZZT N5 3BFlEAT > b L TWRLY,
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Survey on scope rigidity/flexibility in Japanese
and the translation of English into Japanese

Ayaka SUGAWARA

Abstract

Early research on quantifier scope relations in Japanese has noted that Japanese exhibits a property of scope rigidity
(Kuroda 1965, Kuno 1973, Hoji 1985, and much subsequent research). The property is fairly widely accepted, but recent
studies suggest that Japanese might not be as rigid as discussed before (Kuno, Takami, and Wu 1999, Kuno and Takami
2002), and that Japanese-speaking children exhibit more flexibility than adults would (Goro 2007). Here I report the
results of the two sets of survey that I ran with Japanese-speaking college students. Survey 1 examines interpretations
the participants infer from Japanese sentences with six different word orders. The examples were negated sentences
with universal quantifier in the subject position. This means that the surface scope interpretation is the “All > Not”
interpretation, while the inverse scope interpretation is the “Not > All” interpretation. The participants were shown
pictures to depict different situations, and asked to indicate which situation matches the stimulus sentence. The results
indicate that when the word “all” precedes the Topic marker -wa, the inverse scope interpretation is preferred or the
scope ambiguity shows up. Survey 2 examines how the Japanese learners of English translate scopally ambiguous
English sentences. The survey also examines the effect of Question under Discussion (QUD) over the interpretation. The
translated sentences were coded into eleven kinds of sentence structures, which in turn were classified into three
categories: indicating “All > Not” interpretation, indicating “Not > All” interpretation, and unable to categorize
(ambiguous). The results show that the preferred interpretation seems to be the surface scope interpretation. The results

also suggest that QUD has an effect to the interpretation of the potentially scopally ambiguous sentences.





