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ʘʰ˔ˇʹɾ˚ɸ˔ʘʹʰ
.



ʘʰ˔ˇʹɾ˚ɸ˔ʘʹʰ
.
˨ʕɭ˔ ˔ʕʘˌ ˔ɭʩʧ ʘˌ ɭɷʹ˚˔ …



.

˨ʕɭ˔ ˔ʕʘˌ ˔ɭʩʧ ʘˌ ɭɷʹ˚ ,̝ ʘʰ ɭ ʰ˚˔ˌʕʂʩʩ

⋅ This talk is about a range of meanings that conjunction
markers express and theway this range changes through
time.

⋅ Empirically, we look at the range+changes in
Indo-European and Japonic
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ʘʰ˔ˇʹɾ˚ɸ˔ʘʹʰ
.
ɭ ˔˯˄ʹʩʹʐʘɸɭʩ ˌ˄ɭɸʂ ʎʹˇ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ



. ....
Is coordination lexicalised?

.....

..
YES

...

..
Is the ∧/∨ logical contrast lexicalised?.....

..

YES

...

..
˕˩ʺ ʺ˅˕ʙʺʱˍ (∧/∨).....

..
Is conj. sensitive to

N/V categorial contrast?

.....

..
YES

...

..
N-conj. is dist.

and also
a quantifier

...

..
{67% of langs }

.

..

..
NO

...

..
V-type/C-level conj. employed
for conj of all categories.

...

..
{mostmodern
IE languages, …}

.

..

..
Is disj. sensitive to

N/V categorial contrast?

.....

..
YES

...

..
˛ʱɮ˕˕ʃˍ˕ʃɿ

.

..

..
NO

...

..
˛ʱʙ˧ʃˈˍɮʪ

.

..

..
NO

...

..
Warlpiri,
ASL

.

..

..
NO

...

..
Middle Egyptian
(WALS#=6)
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.

˔ʕʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˄ɭˇɭʯʂ˔ʂˇ
....

Is conj. sensitive to
N/V categorial contrast?

.....

..
YES

...

..
N-conj. is dist.

and also
a quantifier

...

..
{67% of langs }

.

..

..
NO

...

..
V-type/C-level conj. employed
for conj of all categories.

...

..
{mostmodern
IE languages, …}

.

∗

Diachronically

⋅ ˰ʃˍ ↦ ʱʺ (in IE)

⋅ ( ʱʺ )↦ ˰ʃˍ (in JP)

∗Another (independent)
parameter
Left-/right-most exponence of
conjunctionmarker in
conjunction sequence (>2):

(1) English-type (allegedly univ.):
John, (∗and) Mary, and Bill …

(2) Tibetan/Amharic-type (contra
Kayne 1994):
John, (and) Mary, (∗and) Bill …
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.

˔ʕʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˄ɭˇɭʯʂ˔ʂˇ
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Is conj. sensitive to
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a quantifier
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..
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..

..
NO

...

..
V-type/C-level conj. employed
for conj of all categories.

...

..
{mostmodern
IE languages, …}

.

∗

Diachronically

⋅ ˰ʃˍ ↦ ʱʺ (in IE)
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∗Another (independent)
parameter
Left-/right-most exponence of
conjunctionmarker in
conjunction sequence (>2):

(1) English-type (allegedly univ.):
John, (∗and) Mary, and Bill …

(2) Tibetan/Amharic-type (contra
Kayne 1994):
John, (and) Mary, (∗and) Bill …
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.

˔ʕʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˄ɭˇɭʯʂ˔ʂˇ
....

Is conj. sensitive to
N/V categorial contrast?

.....

..
YES

...

..
N-conj. is dist.

and also
a quantifier

...

..
{67% of langs }

.

..

..
NO

...

..
V-type/C-level conj. employed
for conj of all categories.

...

..
{mostmodern
IE languages, …}

.

∗

Diachronically

⋅ ˰ʃˍ ↦ ʱʺ (in IE)

⋅ ( ʱʺ )↦ ˰ʃˍ (in JP)

∗Another (independent)
parameter
Left-/right-most exponence of
conjunctionmarker in
conjunction sequence (>2):

(1) English-type (allegedly univ.):
John, (∗and) Mary, and Bill …

(2) Tibetan/Amharic-type (contra
Kayne 1994):
John, (and) Mary, (∗and) Bill …
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.

˨ʕɭ˔ ˔ʕʘˌ ˔ɭʩʧ ʘˌ ɭɷʹ˚ ,̝ ʘʰ ɭ ʰ˚˔ˌʕʂʩʩ

⋅ This conjunction particle is cross-linguistically dubbed μ
(terminologically, quantifier particle (Szabolcsi) or
Superparticle)

⋅ A sketch of these particles …
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ˌ˚˄ʂˇ˄ɭˇ˔ʘɸʩʂˌ
.



ˌ˚˄ʂˇ˄ɭˇ˔ʘɸʩʂˌ
.
˔˨ʹ ʩʹʐʘɸɭʩ ɭ˔ʹʯˌ



.

ˌ˚˄ʂˇ˄ɭˇ˔ʘɸʩʂˌ: ˔˨ʹ ʩʹʐʘɸɭʩ ɸʩɭˌˌʂˌ ʘʰ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ

The μ-series (mo)

a. ビル
Bill
B

(も)
(mo)
(μ)

メアリー
Mary
M

も　
mo
μ

'(both) Bill andMary.'

b. メアリー
Mary
M

も
mo
μ

'alsoMary'

c. 誰
dare-
who

も
mo
μ

'every-/any-one'

The κ-series (ka)

a. ビル
Bill
B

(か)
ka
κ

メアリー
Mary
M

か
ka
κ

'(either) Bill orMary.'

b. 分かる
wakaru
understand

か
ka
κ

'Do you understand?'

c. 誰
dare
who

か
ka
κ

'someone'Í ÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÑÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÏ
ʺ˛ˈ ɸ˛ˍʙʱʃˍˍ ˕ʺɿɮ˰
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.

ˌ˚˄ʂˇ˄ɭˇ˔ʘɸʩʂˌ: ˔˨ʹ ʩʹʐʘɸɭʩ ɸʩɭˌˌʂˌ ʘʰ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ

The μ-series (mo)

a. ビル
Bill
B

(も)
(mo)
(μ)

メアリー
Mary
M

も　
mo
μ

'(both) Bill andMary.'

b. メアリー
Mary
M

も
mo
μ

'alsoMary'

c. 誰
dare-
who

も
mo
μ

'every-/any-one'

The κ-series (ka)

a. ビル
Bill
B

(か)
ka
κ

メアリー
Mary
M

か
ka
κ

'(either) Bill orMary.'

b. 分かる
wakaru
understand

か
ka
κ

'Do you understand?'

c. 誰
dare
who

か
ka
κ

'someone'Í ÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÑÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÒÏ
ʺ˛ˈ ɸ˛ˍʙʱʃˍˍ ˕ʺɿɮ˰
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ˌ˚˄ʂˇ˄ɭˇ˔ʘɸʩʂˌ: ˔˨ʹ ʩʹʐʘɸɭʩ ɸʩɭˌˌʂˌ ʘʰ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ
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ˌ˚˄ʂˇ˄ɭˇ˔ʘɸʩʂˌ
.
ɷʂ˯ʹʰɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ



.

ɷʂ˯ʹʰɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ

⋅ Gil (2005) observes (in hisWALS entry) that 67% of
languages show formal similarity of conjunction- and
quantification-marking.
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.

ɷʂ˯ʹʰɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ: ʰʹ˔ ɭʰ ɭɸɸʘɾʂʰ˔

⋅ The μ particle ismultifunctional, not homophonous
(accidental/in disguise). Themost articulate proponents
of such a view include Hagstrom (1998), Cable (2010) and
Bianchi (2015).
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.

ɷʂ˯ʹʰɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ: ʰʹ˔ ɭʰ ɭɸɸʘɾʂʰ˔

Mitrović and Sauerland (2014, 2016); Mitrović (2014); Slade
(2011) against homophony:

⋅ Whywould languages consistentlymanifest homophony
of coordinateȤ and quantificationalȥ μ-markers?
(∵μȤ = μȥ)

⋅ Why can't a quantificationalȤ and a conjunctionalȥ μ
cooccur? (∵μȤ = μȥ)

(3) a. dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

gakusei
student

mo
μ

dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

sensei
teacher

mo
μ

hanashita
talked

`Every student and every teacher talked.'

b. ∗ dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

gakusei
student

mo
ʃ˧ʃˈ˰

mo
ɮʱɿ

dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

sensei
teacher

mo
ʃ˧ʃˈ˰

mo
ɮʱɿ

hanashita
talked

`Every student and every teacher talked.'
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.

ɷʂ˯ʹʰɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ: ʰʹ˔ ɭʰ ɭɸɸʘɾʂʰ˔

Mitrović and Sauerland (2014, 2016); Mitrović (2014); Slade
(2011) against homophony:

⋅ Whywould languages consistentlymanifest homophony
of coordinateȤ and quantificationalȥ μ-markers?
(∵μȤ = μȥ)

⋅ Why can't a quantificationalȤ and a conjunctionalȥ μ
cooccur? (∵μȤ = μȥ)

(3) a. dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

gakusei
student

mo
μ

dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

sensei
teacher

mo
μ

hanashita
talked

`Every student and every teacher talked.'

b. ∗ dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

gakusei
student

mo
ʃ˧ʃˈ˰

mo
ɮʱɿ

dono
ʙʱɿʃ˕

sensei
teacher

mo
ʃ˧ʃˈ˰

mo
ɮʱɿ

hanashita
talked

`Every student and every teacher talked.' 8/46



ʘʰɾʹ-ʂ˚ˇʹ˄ʂɭʰ
.



ʘʰɾʹ-ʂ˚ˇʹ˄ʂɭʰ
.
˔˨ʹ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˌ˯ˌ˔ʂʯˌ



.

˔˨ʹ˨ɭ˯ˌ ˔ʹ ɸʹʰʤʹʘʰ ʘʰ ʹʩɾ ʘʂ

⋅ Earliest IE languages show that there existed two types
of coordinate structure:

⋅ one inwhich the coordinator occupies the initial
(first),

⋅ and another inwhich the coordinator occupies the
peninitial (second) positionwith respect to the
second conjunct.

⋅ diachronically, only the initial structure (a) survives (lost
across all branches)

⋅ {a,b} t
−−−−→ b
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.

˔˨ʹ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˌ˯ˌ˔ʂʯˌ: ˌʹʯʂ ɾɭ˔ɭ ʘ

(4) ɹʪɮˍˍʙɹɮʪ ʪɮ˕ʙʱ (ʙ˕ɮʪʙɹ)

a. ad
to
summam
utmost

rem
weal

pūblicam
common

atque
and

ad
to
omnium
all

nostrum
of us

[…]

`to highest welfare and all our [lives]' (Cic.,Or.,

1.VI.27-8)

b. vīam
life

samūtem
safety

que
and

`the life and safety' (Cic.,Or., 1.VI.28-9)
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.

˔˨ʹ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˌ˯ˌ˔ʂʯˌ: ˌʹʯʂ ɾɭ˔ɭ ʘʘ

(5) ˧ʃɿʙɹ ˍɮʱˍʨˈʙ˕ (ʙʱɿʺ-ʙˈɮʱʙɮʱ)

a. párṣi
save.ʙʰ .˅2.ˍʑ

tásyā
this

utá
and

dviṣáh:
enmity

`Save us from this and enmity.' (Rigveda, 2.007.2c)

b. vāyav-ïndraś-ca
Vayu-Indra-and

cetathah:
rush.2.ɿʪ

sutānām
rich

vājinïvasū
strength-bestowing

`Vayu and Indra, rich in spoil, rush (hither).'
(Rigveda, 1.002.5a)
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˔˨ʹ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˌ˯ˌ˔ʂʯˌ: ˌʹʯʂ ɾɭ˔ɭ ʘʘʘ

(6) ʑʺ˕ʖʙɹ (ʑʃˈʰɮʱʙɹ) [4th c. ɮɿ

a. ak
neither

ana
on

lukarnastaþin
candle.ɿɮ .̞ˍʑ

jah
and

liuteiþ
light.ʙʱɿ.3.ˍʑ

allaim
all.ɿɮ .̞˅ʪ

þaim
it.ɿɮ .̞˅ʪ

in
in
þamma
that.ʰ.ɿɮ .̞ˍʑ

garda.
house.ʰ.ɿɮ .̞ˍʑ

`Neither domen light a candle, and put it under a
bushel.'

(Codex Argenteus, Mt. 5:15)
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˔˨ʹ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ ˌ˯ˌ˔ʂʯˌ: ˌʹʯʂ ɾɭ˔ɭ ʘ˦

b. (galaiþ
came.˅ˈʃ .̞3.ˍʑ

in
in
praitauria
judgement hall.ɮɹɹ.ˍʖ

aftra
again

Peilatus
P.ʱʺʰ

jah)
and

wopida
called.˅ˈʃ .̞3.ˍʑ

Iesu
J.ɮɹɹ

qaþ
said.˅ˈʃ .̞3.ˍʑ

uh
and

imma.
him.ʰ.ɿɮ .̞ˍʑ

`([Then] Pilate entered into the judgment hall
again, and) called Jesus, and said unto him.'

(Codex Argenteus, Jn. 18:33)
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˨ʕ˯ʯʹˇ˄ʕʹʩʹʐ˯ ʯɭ˔˔ʂˇˌ

⋅ Conjunctionmarker (b)meansmore than ⟦and⟧.
⋅ Morphology sheds light in underlying structure.

⋅ Historically, first-position conjunctionmarker (a) are
compound

⋅ Latin atque = at + que
⋅ Sanskrit uta = u + ta
⋅ Gothic jah = j + uh

15/46



.

˨ʕ˯ʯʹˇ˄ʕʹʩʹʐ˯ ʯɭ˔˔ʂˇˌ

⋅ Conjunctionmarker (b)meansmore than ⟦and⟧.
⋅ Morphology sheds light in underlying structure.

⋅ Historically, first-position conjunctionmarker (a) are
compound

⋅ Latin atque = at + que
⋅ Sanskrit uta = u + ta
⋅ Gothic jah = j + uh

15/46



.

ʰʹʰ-ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘ˦ʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰʯɭˇʧʂˇ ʘ

(7) ˧ʃɿʙɹ ̄ ɹʪɮˍˍʙɹɮʪ ˍɮʱˍʨˈʙ˕ (ʙʱɿʺ-ʙˈɮʱʙɮʱ)

a. ⟨prát⟩īdám
this

vīśvam
world

modate
exults

yát
which

[kim-ca]
[what-μ]

prthivyāmádhi
world.ʏ.ɮɹɹ-upon

`This wholeworld exultswhatever is upon the
earth.'

(Rigveda, 5.83.9c)
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ʰʹʰ-ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘ˦ʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰʯɭˇʧʂˇ ʘʘ

b. na
ʱʃʑ

yasya
whom.ʑʃʱ

[kaś-ca]
[who.ʰ.ˍʑ-μ]

tititarti
able to overcome

māyā?
illusions.˅ʪ

`No one [=not anyone] can overcome that (=the
Supreme Personality of Godhead's) illusory
energy.' (Bhāgavatapurāṇa, 8.5.30)
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ʰʹʰ-ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘ˦ʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰʯɭˇʧʂˇ ʘʘʘ

(8) ʪɮ˕ʙʱ (ʙ˕ɮʪʙɹ)

a. auent
want

audire
hear

quid
what

quis-que
what-μ

senserit
think

`theywish to hearwhat eachman’s (everyone's)
opinionwas'

(Cic. Phil. 14,19)
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ʰʹʰ-ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘ˦ʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰʯɭˇʧʂˇ ʘ˦

(9) ʑʺ˕ʖʙɹ (ʑʃˈʰɮʱʙɹ)

a. [þishvad
[where

uh]
μ]

(. . .) gaggis.
go.2.ˍʑ.˅ˈʃˍ.ɮɹ .̞ʙʱɿ

`wherever you go' (Codex Argenteus, Mt. 8:19)

b. jah
and

[hvaz-
who.ʰ.ˍʑ

uh]
and

saei
pro.ʰ.ˍʑ

hauseiþ
hear.3.ˍʑ.ʙʱɿ

waurda
words.ɮɹɹ.˅ʪ

meina
mine

`And every one that heareth these sayings of
mine…' (Codex Argenteus, Mt. 7:26)
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ʰʹʰ-ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘ˦ʂ ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰʯɭˇʧʂˇ ˦

c. na
ʱʃʑ

yasya
whom.ʑʃʱ

[kaś-ca]
[who.ʰ.ˍʑ-μ]

tititarti
able to overcome

māyā?
illusions.˅ʪ

`No one [=not anyone] can overcome that (=the
Supreme Personality of Godhead's) illusory
energy.' (Bhāgavatapurāṇa, 8.5.30)
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˔˨ʹ ˔˯˄ʂˌ ʹʎ ʰʹʰ-ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘ˦ʂ ʯʂɭʰʘʰʐˌ

⋅ the second non-connective ˇ˛ɮʱ˕ʙʏʙɹɮ˕ʙʺʱɮʪ function is
non-singular -- when attached to awh-base, μmay
generate one of the two possible quantificational
expressions:

ɮ universal (∀) distributive terms
ɸ negative polarity indefinite (∃) terms
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˔˨ʹ ˔˯˄ʂˌ ʹʎ ʰʹʰ-ɸʹʰʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘ˦ʂ ʯʂɭʰʘʰʐˌ

(10) jah
and

[hvaz-
who.ʰ.ˍʑ

uh]
and

saei
pro.ʰ.ˍʑ

hauseiþ
hear.3.ˍʑ.ʙʱɿ

waurda
words.ɮɹɹ.˅ʪ

meina
mine

`And every one that heareth these sayings ofmine…'
(Codex Argenteus, Mt. 7:26)
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μʰɮˈʨʃˈ ɹʺʱʥ. ɮɿɿʙ˕ʙ˧ʃ ɿʙˍ˕ˈ. NPI FCI

Slav. i + + − + −

IIr. -ca + + − + +

Gmc. -uh + + + − +

Ital. -que + + + − +

Anat. -(y)a + + + − +

Toch. -ra + + + − +

Cel. -ch + (+) + − +

Gk. -τε + (+) − − (+)
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....

The allosemy of the IE
conjunctionmarkers like ⟦kwe⟧=

.....

..
pronoun

...

..⟦wh-⟧

.

....

..
quantification

marker

...

..⟦quantifier⟧.....

..⟦any⟧
↓

∃
.

..

..⟦each⟧
↓

∀

.

..

..
conjunction
marker

...

..⟦and⟧

.

..✓⊧

.

..✓⊧

.

..?⊧
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ʘʰɾʹ-ʂ˚ˇʹ˄ʂɭʰ
.
˔ʕʂ ˚ʰɾʂˇʩ˯ʘʰʐ ˌ˔ˇ˚ɸ˔˚ˇʂ



.

(11) ....JP.....

......

..μP.....

..coordinandȥ.

..

..μȣ
.

..

..Jȣ.

..

..μP.....

..coordinandȤ.

..

..μȣ

⋅ Bimorphemic fact is borne out: J + μ
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ʘʰɾʹ-ʂ˚ˇʹ˄ʂɭʰ
.
˔ʕʂ ɸʕɭʰʐʂ ɭʰɾ ˔ʕʂ ʩʹˌˌ ʹʎ
ʯ˚ʩ˔ʘʎ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰɭʩ ˌʂʯɭʰ˔ʘɸˌ



.
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˔ʕʂ ʩʹˌˌ ʹʎ 2˄: ʐˇʂʂʧ

Figure 1: Relative frequency of και and τε. (Goldstein, 2016, 65, fig.
4)
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ʤɭ˄ʹʰʘɸ
.



.

ʹʩɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ μ ʘ

⋅ In the earliest OJ corpus (Man'yōshūMYS, 8th c.), the
[wh+μ] quantificational expressionswere confined to
inherently scalar (σ) complements, as first noticed by
Whitman (2010) .

⋅ Old Japanese: not only is the polar construction absent
from the μ-system, but μȣ subcategorised for scalar hosts
only.

⋅ μwas not only distributive but also inherently scalar.

28/46



.

ʹʩɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ μ ʘʘ
(12) 以都母

itu-mo
when-μ

々々 々
itu-mo
when-μ

於母加
omo-ga
mother-ʑʃʱ

古比
kwopi
yearning

須々
susu
by

`I always, always think ofmymother [i.e. at all times]'
(MYS, 20.4386; trans. by Vovin 2013, 146)

(13) 佐祢斯
sa-ne-si
˅ˈʃ-sleep-˅ɮˍ˕

[欲能
[ywo-no
[night-ˍ˛ɸ

伊久陀
ikuda
howmany

母]
mo]
μ]

阿羅祢婆
ara-neba
exist-ʱʃʑ-ɹʺʱɿ

`As there have been few nights inwhichwe slept
together …' (MYS 5.804a, ll. 46--47)
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ʹʩɾ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ μ ʘʘʘ

# of attestations

ˍɹɮʪɮˈ [wh+μ] total ȥȧ
itu mo `when μ' Ȥȥ
iku mo `howmuch/many μ' ȤȤ

ʱʺʱ-ˍɹɮʪɮˈ [wh+μ] total ȣ
ado/na/nado mo `what/why μ' ȣ
ika mo `how μ' ȣ
ta mo `who μ' ȣ
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ɸʩɭˌˌʘɸɭʩ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ: ˇʘˌʂ ʹʎ ˄ʹʩɭˇʘ˔˯ ʘ

⋅ Change #1: loss of obligatorily scalar complementation

(14) たれ
tare
who

も
mo
μ

見おぼさん事
mi-obos-an
see.ʙʱʏ-think.ʖʺʱ-˕ʃʱ˕/ɮ˕˕ˈ

koto
matter

`the fact that everybodywanted to see' (HM II:226/2;
Vovin 2003, 128)
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ɸʩɭˌˌʘɸɭʩ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ: ˇʘˌʂ ʹʎ ˄ʹʩɭˇʘ˔˯ ʘʘ

⋅ Change #2: rise of polarity-sensitivity

(15) いま
ima
now

は
fa
˕ʺ˅

なにの
nani-no
what-ʑʃʱ

⼼
kokoro
idea

も
mo
μ

なし
na-si
ʱʃʑ-ʏʙʱ

`I do not have any thoughts [but ofmeeting you] now'

(IM XCVI: 168.9; Vovin 2003, 424)

⋅ This change is predicted by the systemwe adopt
(Chierchia, 2013)
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˔ʕʂ ˔ʹʹʩˌ ʎʹˇ ɭʰ ɭʰɭʩ˯ˌʘˌ
.



˔ʕʂ ˔ʹʹʩˌ ʎʹˇ ɭʰ ɭʰɭʩ˯ˌʘˌ
.
ʂ˭ʕɭ˚ˌ˔ʘʎʘɸɭ˔ʘʹʰ



.

ʂ˭ɭʯ˄ʩʂ ʹʎ ɭ ˌ˯ˌ˔ʂʯ ʎˇʹʯ ʂʰʐʩʘˌʕ ɾʘˌʤ˚ʰɸ˔ʘʹʰ

⋅ In English, 'or' is always ambiguous between two
implicated meanings.

a. Either it carries an ʙʑʱʺˈɮʱɹʃ implicature,

b. or it carries a ˍɹɮʪɮˈ implicature.

(16) ⟦Mary saw John or Bill.⟧ = j ∨ b
a. (16)⟿ ⋄[j] ∧ ⋄[b] ∧ ⋄[j ∨ b] ∧ ⋄[j ∧ b]

''The speaker doesn’t knowwhetherMary saw John

and the speaker doesn’t knowwhetherMary sawBill

and the speaker doesn’t knowwhetherMary saw John

and Bill.''

b. (16)⟿ [j ∨ b] ∧ ¬[j ∧ b]
''Mary saw John or Bill, but not both.''
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ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A

.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

.

.j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b

. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts

.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

ʎʹˇʯɭʩʘˌʘʰʐ ɭʩ˔ʂˇʰɭ˔ʘ˦ʂˌ ̃ ˔ʕʂʘˇ ˄ˇ˚ʰʘʰʐ

..

j ∨ b

.

⟵assertion

...A.

j ∧ b

.

⟵ σ-alts

..j . b. ⟵ δ-alts.

∴ There two kinds of alternatives: subdomain (δ) and
scalar (σ) ones.

⋅ The choice betweenwhich ones are relevant ismade in
syntax using a covert exhaustification operator akin to a
silent 'only' –X.

34/46



.

˔ʕʂ ˌʘʩʂʰ˔ ʂ˭ʕɭ˚ˌ˔ʘʎʘʂˇ

⋅ The operatorX is a silent variant of the adverb 'only'.

⋅ What does it mean?

(17) X(p) = p ∧∀q ∈ A(p)[[p ⊬ q] → ¬q]
⋅ This LF is read as: the assertion, p, is true and any
non-entailed alternative to the assertion, q an
alternative, is false.
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ɾʂˇʘ˦ʘʰʐ ɸʕɭʰʐʂ ʘʰ ʤɭ˄ɭʰʂˌʂ

⋅ The Classical (earlymiddle) Japanese μ-system: μ∅ (or
allowing both [σ]- or [δ]-carrying complements).
⋅ non-scalar hosts with [δ] specification⟶ polarity
system kicks in automatically as per Chierchia's
(2013) system

⋅ Change in inferential procedure due to featural change
(grammaticalisation):

(18) a. ⟦[¬ μP]Ȥ⟧⟿ SI:X[σ][¬[ . . . [μP ∃[+σ] μ]]]
¬ > ∀ ⊢ ¬∀

b. ⟦[¬ μP]ȥ⟧ ⟿NPI:X[δ][¬[ . . . [μP ∃[+δ] μ]]]
∀ > ¬ ⊢ ¬∃
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˔ʕʂ ˔ʹʹʩˌ ʎʹˇ ɭʰ ɭʰɭʩ˯ˌʘˌ
.
ʹ˚ˇ μ



.

ʹ˚ˇ μ ʘ

⋅ ɹʪɮʙʰ: μ invokes exhaustification

⋅ essentially comeswith two semantic functions:

i. alternative (A) activations
ii. obligatory exhaustification via a silent (Chierchian)
exh. operator (X)
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ʹ˚ˇ μ ʘʘ

(19) An informal entry for ⟦μȣ⟧⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
⎡⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

....μP.....

..XP.

..

..μȣ

⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦
⎤⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ = ⟦μ⟧M,g,w(⟦XP⟧)

= {⟦XP⟧}A
→ X(⟦XP⟧)({⟦XP⟧}A)
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(20) X[δA](p) =
⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩
polarity reading if under¬

FC reading if under ⋄
additive reading ifX is iterative (Xȥ)

⊥ otherwise

⋅ Howdowe derive additivity? Recursive exhaustification.
(Fox, 2007)
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ɾʂˇʘ˦ʘʰʐ ʰʂʐɭ˔ʘ˦ʂ ˄ʹʩɭˇʘ˔˯

(21) ʖʙ˕˕ʙ˕ʃ (ɮʱɮ˕ʺʪʙɮʱ)

a. nu-wa
and-ˇ˛ʺ˕

ÚL
ʱʃʑ

[kuit
[who

ki]
μ]
sakti
know.2.ˍʑ.˅ˈʃˍ

`You know nothing (=not anything)' (KUB
XXIV.8.I.36)

(22) [X[δ][ You don't know [what-μ] ]] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . =(21a)
a. ɮˍˍʃˈ˕ʙʺʱ: (= p)

∀x ∈ D[˕ʖʙʱʑ(x) ∧ ¬ʨʱʺ˩(˰ʺ˛, x)]
b. A(p) = {∀x ∈ D

′[˕ʖʙʱʑ(x) ∧ ¬ʨʱʺ˩(˰ʺ˛, x)] ∣
D
′ ⊂ D}

c. X[δ](p) = p (∵ all alts. entailed under neg.)
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ɾʂˇʘ˦ʘʰʐ ˚ʰʘ˦ʂˇˌɭʩ ˆ˚ɭʰ˔ʘʎʘɸɭ˔ʘʹʰ

(23) ⟦who⟧ = ⟦someone⟧ = ∃x . . . = a ∨ b ∨ . . .

(24) a. ɮɹ˕ʙ˧ʃ δ-ɮʪ̞ ʃˈʱɮ˕ʙ˧ʃˍ:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .=(9b)

..
..a ∨ b .. ..[assertion]

..a ..b ..[δ-alternatives]

b. ʃˮʖɮ˛ˍ˕ʙʏʙɹɮ˕ʙʺʱ:
X
R[δ](a ∨ b) = a ∧ b (⊢ ∀)

⋅ Similar implementation by Bowler (2014) forWarlpiri.
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˔ʕɭʰʧ ˯ʹ˚!
ɭʰɾ ˌ˄ʂɸʘɭʩ ˔ʕɭʰʧˌ ˔ʹ ˦ʘʹʩɭ ʂ˔ ɭʩ. ʎʹˇ

ʹˇʐɭʰʘˌʘʰʐ ˔ʕʘˌ ʂ˦ʂʰ˔!
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