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1. A&
BRAl A A 2 A Fcounterfactual conditional AFelA EAHoR AAH

=
9 dAdde 48 A7 vk 4, &9 oA B F AR, =¥ F
02 AYsts 2AEY FE HHo| WAAH ZARAAE HHEIA
2 E=H(von Fintel 200114 A<14).

(1) A8 739 @ FHfailure of strengthening the antecedent
a. If kangaroos had no tails, they would topple over. &
b. If kangaroos had no tails but used crutches, they would topple
over.

(2) 7143 A= 2 Ffailure of the hypothetical syllogism
a. If Hoover had been a communist, he would have been a traitor. &
b. If Hoover had been born in Russia, he would have been a
communist. #
c. If Hoover had been born in Russia, he would have been a traitor.

(3) -9 2 Ffailure of contraposition
a. (Even) If Goethe hadn’t died in 1832, he would still be dead
now. %
b. #If Goethe were alive now, he would have died in 1832.

O 3 #H yAEY 2487 7HdYH ZdEsubjunctive conditional, L
g3 A4y =7 Eindicative conditional A}e]e] oju] Apeo] FA] =99
el Heol itk tge «EoA ¥ 4 gl%ol(Karttunen and Peters
197991 A1 <18), 4Wvtdd AZaeE v2 A, 713 ALY Hho] v



A EAEH Re ohdth 2WYR ARy 2dTH A4 AL A
o9 Aol BA FHHY Aelt gt AAX, T WY AT
WY 2AEE FRIE 712 FAUA Sl BA B £ Atk

(4) If Mary were allergic to penicillin, she would have exactly the
symptoms she is showing.

T 7HH A4 ¢E A3 278 FConcessive Counterfactual(©] &t
CO du WA A =7 FAbsolute Counterfactual(e)dt AC) Atole] T
dolohl) WAl ZAEE F AU AEL even 59 A7 Yehiz
Fede EFstn FR vz oS 44 sNEE Aoz gAAG
059 dES HE (6)2 FHY 9uz dNsEHes Hel 292y vy,
BGylA e Fro ug ol & gt

(5) If Charlie had quit smoking next summer, he would have felt
healthier. (Ippolito 2003)

(6) If it had rained, it would not have rained heavily. (Jackson 1986)

o] &2 WA ZAFo BAFE o8l 48 7R EAHES (OF
SAA Su 8o Az FEH WHoR MHYIE A& BEHoz .
ol& 9, M 2FdAE CCY gv A EXS ACY x3od BRAgFE
o Ar7ldM e ZA 3R #HAA F kA RO Aolzp vEhdtie
Atdo]l &18 Aolth g1 3FME o3 onlg AojHE F FE
o AA 9 Aolg}t CC/t EUdE =49 gEscalar implicature® 2 4
B, 28 AZNHAY EAEC] o] oA %A HEE & 9;1‘“7‘]
Helth 438 dE9 H713 AFog, CCAMNE F 7R FH7 &
HogFa F 7H F59 CCot &ollA] AT EojA oo oz ’é
HE =2 4HED 53] o] FL Bennett(1982)9l 4 A7} €, standing-ifet
introducing-if®} T @ F2 tE}t 5FAE AAY =9 & 8¢
3t delgle FAES ¢dstA .

2. CCY 94 54

1 o] 2elAe Fd ¢l zhEolgte &0l AsA dR v 238
of &sts Lt By =8-S AR I
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21 A%9 27

(AL A) 2dFdAM Yehtes A 714 2F & olARNA F2 7H5A
A YujEe #HoAM dEso] $oHStalnaker 1968, Lewis 1973, von
Fintel 2001, Schlenker 2003 %). 8| & 7}sAAE AAse Wy =&
Zpol7h l7lE AR JBAH o2 o)F =952 =FHogE EAS @
T o8& A JHA FE RFFo] dAAANAH BAUE olfel Wi HE
g AEe AAS =AU 2y o] A EAMRA e AL, °E
Agol =AY FE FAAWN =& AFT U¥A, A 71K LFE A
olol A UEltE ol dsjiH e FEEHX Ftke Holth

o] & #&aldy] & (D-(3)9 v E3& thA] A

(1) b. If kangaroos had no tails but used crutches, they would topple
over. '

(2) ¢. If Hoover had been born in Russia, he would have been a traitor.
(3) b. #If Goethe were alive now, he would have died in 1832.

AY 9458 & d9 AZeA geovd, (b)Y (20)e % 2 &
A7 Aot AR @byl AS o] £F AAT i g wel=
Aol Rg A FAdde A AW A= AF Aok A
Alof 1832l FAE & 7] Wit ©)F 22 2AES
6% ZE o ez uHg wox vpstx e 2e #A vEd
LA FA 24 & FE U

(6') #If it had rained heavily, it would not have rained.

olfd EAML 3%} (6)8 AMY zUEez v A F o &
BatA =8 g

(3b’) #If Goethe is alive, he is dead.

(6'') #If it rained heavily, it did not rain.



$ 72| olH@ Ee RAS HolE
R wels AA% FA Abold] of

(5') If Charlie had not felt healthier, he would not have quit smoking
next summer.

(6)& A4y 2R AR T3] JPAAAE ¥
(5’’) If Charlie did not feel healthier, he did not quit smoking.

o] & ojfg AolHe] CCe ACY 9] Aolo] wWae Aolgtn &
o AEdA AFHRAE A AR R, ©)04 e FRY &g
gAg & gtk ol fAM FEA QE wistA ol H & evenolTHE
FAF gAHo2 yeuAE E%AT, )T 6)2 FE TELE Y
HAE o ouirt 4 A2 ¥ ‘El BAXE 28F FEg 9|t
YA e ¢R9 9urt dehtx] gE (209 2& £3< R
1A BE o & FA¥ F ded, 2 2L BRAINE AdH F
A Ateld] B& BAVE YEYA gEh

(2¢’) If Hoover had been a traitor, he would have born in Russia.
22. AA AR A%

dutzoz 7HAY 2AFS Ao EAAANA AR 2AFLE A
o=o] gk 2y o)y ABAHY FYrt 4 Eojgte R ofrh
A2 AHE ZA Y, Karttunen and Peters(1979) ¥l AHE (4)
o 2L FRE d=2 294, MY 2AFAA AAY AL #§F 29
3t A RAlpresupposition’t otygl Atall3 FZconventional implicature®] 2t
3 FAgT o5 CCol HallAes Edx2 AF3A EAT, evenol Wid
o] 59 EA& vFo FzEd & W, o]5& CC/t 54 W& AAIs
t Ao ol @x HE:Ae €ET Eeer Y ®ojzdu IFsa
Acki AztEch &, o5 AZte] mEW, CCo AAY AR HA| 4t
2 AW ZAER uAsIRZ, AdAH FF4 EHEH, CCe ©A
oA A FFHo] Az ¥FE FHY Eolge Ao A&
£9], Even John likes Billo]|#t= &3 & - even?l ZHfocuso] Johnd 7



L - g2 F 7R E AHZy ez &3 1) John )Y xE Bills £
ofsle ALZEo] glon 2) Johne I FolA 7H% Billg Folsix ¥L
A 2 Agolt. o8 FEE o] AEAMANE evend ¥ FAscope©l
dtute] BARFZE ofUz if B AAMA A Bf, F even ifd] FRHEO
PAHE Az u@/tAZ AAGG & F Qi)

°o] 22 CC/t AxAY #&F& TolEUdutn EE HelA Karttunen
and Peters(1979)¢} 9171 & Zo] ok 28} o]} FAld o] & CCrt
HAwge §57 S @AAANM dHo] AMde] oldete AAE =
detn BE FHAAA olER AL g g F, AZAAY TF o9
=, QA= FHert oln FAvkes Aol AAHM, G AF H7t
A @& Aolg: Alde] AAEG T BE Ro|th oo g AAE =
2 374 tdA EG2

23. ¥ U4
CClME F29 A factivityel F38 GIME F2ol, & )

7 1gs2del oW Fache Abdel o g g4 §HLeh Has
2, ©A4E ¥ X @AY, eddE A3 el eAE %¢ Aol

2) FA CCAA HAY ARlo] AAAA, otld Feld FEAA w0 AL F
Atk A7l E o] EAld W MG AFE A ¥1, @A AAZ It E
| Mg, S B& =964 AAS A §Fe] ZA FEHA
3 ol3 Ut} A2, FHelld AW R AT von Fintel(1999)2 Karttunen
and Peters(1979)914 ‘FeHog ¢ty & EFL ‘HAAIH=E 982 3
3 o Kadmon(200DAME “FHHoz FgHIYE EFES G2 AE3HA

E ¥et BEE dAS FEFA §F Alo)9 d2F FEe] M FadA g

AL oA, ol & HE W HoJE o] =M E o] E Alo]g F
< d9sA § BaE Qvn 2ol CCY 9w &4 3pHolA, M A A

Aol T4 AAel 2AT HE doie Aotk EE, 3 A A3 thFo
A9, von Fintel(1999)& webA CCollA AAY AAE AAZ Evid, b

g ZAEEY AA} He stsAAY $3 4, CCY HRAY FEHIAE

TatA dBHoRE 49T 4 dvde FHe] Utk FLE even LF9 v

ol AA wEQA, Felly FHAA M E =97t FE3| ololA sith

3] Bennett(1982), Lycan(1991), Barker(1993), Barker(1994), Francescotti(1995)

FZ. evend 3 =W FHF FFolEle ¥F AAE FH3n B

g 9uiE 4%y 9A3F orlz HFT tiEFHA =9olt Bach(1999) F=,

even® ZHfocus¥ P FAscoped A3 =9 Z & Karttunen and Peters(1979)

2z,

off I Jm o
ox



E Aol & dEun B F qlth evenol BA|F o2 e Y e e
o &4 H2(Bennett 1982).

(7) Even if the bridge were standing I would not cross.

(MY B35 3A7t oud BdE FE YA & Rolghe Aol
g5€< ¢ £+ Aok

B ACOAME FA9 AHEAo] wt=A FEHAE FEd. Charliert
A2 o AZsRdn =hvE AHde] G)dA btz #EHFHE AL of
Utk ole 209 &L £39X %= wt7kA olth Hoover’t AA 2 vzt
AEAY AFe ¢ £ 2129, 232 Hoover7t vjAa7h oz 9w
7t & o AstA ded

olgA Bgte w Uty o s ACAME FZo] Folgte FFo] YEh
Z geth o] 94 AC% CCH AHolgelgtn & 4 AUth

24. 8.9

o] 3ol A -2 ACS CCH 9 Hol& A 959 A 7HA = Ae
gk g FRAAY Be @A A¥, dd9 AFFHE HAY =9,
F1] A FF. olFelA AAE F dE JEHAE i 22 R
Eo] St} CCellM e Ao ARl #d HAA7E, bR Karttunen and
Peters(1979)el1 4 FA == A% 2L FZA7? =& df§ FEAAY =
T BAY 3 AN oHE FAH L AHA FHHEN Fd o
& FHol BE CCAM doluerl? MM AHHRLD AHLEC] ¥
A 7bsAA uigd mg 7j&9 =99 FEHAM d¥d + UL A
A7? ol AEHEL, 2% AdFE ACS CCo 9v] Aolg HH 3
HA A sde] Hojok & FAEY Aotk o] =& 3FAAE o]
A g FFHA o] M.

3. AC¢ CCY Ao

g

31 AAY FA1): 7HEE =D& ALY 23

cCel ou BAelE ¥ 7K wgel 9e 4+ feu, ZA F A
540 28 2FUL W 7Y B $40] olFold 4 Avkm Bk
Shtbe gy 2ABldE B4, the st Fud ougs 54



ol 53] Fale AS ZAEY FH9 9nt even ifghE EEHINA 1}
Burte HolA, %E 9 onE evendl oW HYA MFsHE A=
7} 723 9o foh(Karttunen and Peters 1979, Dancygier 1998 %). CC
o omE Sui2A HAHHY o] F JHA EHE FAA FEFoEH,
CC7t ojw g ZAES AAZ =dstz, oy F=2& EYoeA 4™
487t Aot

4 Karttunen and Peters(1979)e] ™ g von Fintel(1999)8} H]#& B
7t von Fintel(1999)9] #A A 7R ZAE W Y dF2
thEo 42 g%d.

8 pNC=0@ @ A4, C common ground)

3

,
1o
s 7

o N
N

¥ ZAEL if p, qF Col pB T AAJ AH =Y 9
+ 5

Al A AA wollA Foltt.

&

ol A A A AR, Aho] AHHQ (e} 22 7MY =L &
7] Hgo o] F4& o] olyr} Karttunen and Peters(1979)& ©]
A7) g8 99 #el dedd =AS AFEY 2UEY 2HH
02 AAZT o]AL von Fintel(1999)°] AA§ HelZ w3iA
(10)7 o] dHrh

,d
3
(B o ok

N ol

]

(9) “If p then q” conventionally implicates:
a. Indicative mood: “It is epistemically possible that p”
b. Subjunctive mood “It is epistemically possible that ~p”

(10) a. indicative conditional: p N C = @
b. subjunctive conditional: p N C # @

von Fintel(1999)¢] #jAlo] m2d Col p7} AAA AAZL EAFT A+
P 2UEL Foltt. olg WiE ALY 2HE L Co p7t I AA
7 EANE AF Fol E9

aeu olgjd FHL o e e Fo] @) F2 AMWY FHs}

£ gE} gAAEA dysel T4 Fo

(4') #If Jones took arsenic, he shows just exactly those symptoms
which he does in fact show.



gk (9)¢}F (10)9] F4o] 7Y 2AET ALY ZAE Alejg] Ho|H
S AEgsA RAFEGHE, DY AN (4)g AHLEE F£E glojof 3},
¢ (1002 713 =4 &3 AMYH A8 FRAYE 8754 &7 o
Folrt. a2y AAZE (4)°] ol (Hut AlgHojor suz FA7}
WA St

ol A& #ds7] 918 von Fintel(1999)2 Stalnaker(1975)9] =
A4S T FARsA tg Zo] Atk =AU (9a)E p7t AYIE b
AAE T 43¢ CoA EHY Jod Ay fEe] UF st =
g von Fintel(1999)¢] w2 2Mdy/7t4He] F&E pd A7 ol
228 AAY EAot wgA g 2AFL EHog AL &
pte 7HeAA AAZE Co FEIAFAE HAZ o st &
o} olgA Eud 1A AT 2UFo| *ddlaE sM5AAN Co B
-0l old g AHAZ st Joa oo ¥ 4 Sl

]

(11) a. default: D(w) < C
b. subjunctive: D(w) € C

von Fintel(1999)o 4 402
W owdd zdge e 2
& el

(11) c. counterfactual: D(w) N C = @
3.2, AA 2 FA(2): NPI

(11o)NA 8 WA E 288 d4AANA prt ARolge
& BnEEE MW 2AEFHn APt AT CCOt AEE o
p7t BAMANNE ARYE %A EY AAA? o] & 3]
o] &2 evend ©U|E NPI®t HY3A sHAstY Bz I ol
even?| 9u] T CCo %¥He 2nE NPIS #FaEg B 71X =24
X 2 ¥ (Linebarger 1987, Kadmon and Landman 1993, Chierchia 2002 %),
NPI¢] 949 #Adomain expansion 715 % FAHE Ao2 R e A

&
do o N
& oox A

3) even©] AEAY ¥&5L Hej2vn B0y, A= ¥E3 NPIE HysHA 3)
Ag 7189 =g AR AEE £ A& Aot HEFHA H2=
Chierchia(2002) =



Tolt},

NPI9] 49 &4 7|58 gAHdez EAM4L HEAHA =& Kadmon
and Landman(1993)°]t}. o} =2l any9 2u& A td&9 A K=
A s, ool 7|3l any NPI9l 9|9} free choice item®] v &
d#H oz Hdgdten A=

(12) any9 9Ju]¥ £ (Kadmon and Landman 1993)

a. any CN = the corresponding indefinite NP a CN with additional
semantic/pragmatic characteristics(widening, strengthening) contributed
by any

b. WIDENING
In an NP of the form any CN, any widens the interpretation of
the common noun phrase(CN) along a contextual dimension.

¢. STRENGTHENING
Any is licensed only if the widening that it induces creates a
stroniger statement, ie, only if the statement on the wide
interpretation = the statement on the narrow interpretation.

d. LOCALITY
Strengthening is to be satisfied by the ‘local’ proposition that
any occurs in.

o] ZFA LFrt FEIE= AL  wideningoltt. Kadmon and
Landman(1993)2 t&3 22 A& & d=Z B9 any¥ widening effect&
A3y,

(13) a. I don't have potatoes.
b. I don't have any potatoes.

(13a)e YolAl AE #AAVE gidke AH S 7HE Y o] i 3ae v
3 U¥tEQ #AAE ouidd AT (13h)E EwrEd AAER ohvE
A Ay Ao]l YA £ B ZAEVAE YA glvde AEE 7HE
2tk & anyd AMELZ A =99 thido] HE A dFol AFFH
d AARE EFsE AFM HAFZHA FAAANE TFHEE Ao
349 Aolgktxn B 4 qth

any?} 78 NPI9} eveng Ha3tA EAFUIHE, evend 2vx any$
A2 dFe JggFo2 ARL 4+ & Aotk EE any® 22



FHo2 JYBPo] o FolAAL e Rolth evens] FHHY Y
Bol7] fsl 2294 |2 SUY EAL ohAl @ W AvuA,

(14) a. John likes Bill.
b. Even John likes Bill.

(14b)ol A evend) ZHo| John¥ @ (14a)9 2 2w E HWd BX
(14a)l A =919 diido] e AL John(FL Bil)elth. $-2+= John ©]¢
o] & AlFE0] Billg FolsteAol daixe nag dart g v
(14b) R A&, 22004 AAE Az 2L &= F John 0199 ©E AZE
& Bill& Fo}3lH, John 713 Billg ¢ Folgd R 22 AFolds &
Fo] AAGh evenol @3 o]FoHY olAZAY =& evend °]F
& FFo] fd IAAZ FHAXA, ofYH AAJAA FEIE dHolw 2H
o] gtF oz o] gt} o] FY FHL evensd] ¥EH AAE FEIRE,
& e\}enol Egetr AEAY F=scalar implicature®, 2 =& 7153}
A st AAE FESAE Ao, evend HAAE evend Ao o ¢
€ A o9 Fd 99 &3 e UFERY 98Pz vy
€ Aolth. d9E8F L EE 2o HE 99 ut @I evend %
ol MA He S J93ZLE AMA FGoA dojuA HY, FAT

7t HE AE 998FE SATY 4994 doluA dd. FRe 9r
£ Bole even if 94, if A AAI} evend] Ao & ALE B £ 9l
€ Aoy, o] AL FIEFL ifHo &3 FAY FhoiA] dojutA
2

CC 9A] even if} ¥H 9 9ujg FTHates HdA 54 9983
& AAZ Pk 2¥9E FAE Aud Ao FAFgFo] oA
wale dolth. 999 CCE p [ g2 3L evend] v F A&
shR7tA 2 CCol &34, pe qF AEAZ 7MsAel 7 HL& HA7L
Hot pET g8 AEAE teAel 2 FAEY ITE X={p, p, )
g HdAS 4L ol HWAE FI dojddn & F 9lon,
a8 FE 9u =Qld 9% F9EF i o] I/ Co REAF
o] Hojo} gtk zExm CC GA| WAL A ZAFEo]7] WEd {w: wE p
7t Ze] He HeAA) € Colth. & prt qF AdAZE Aol A
A7) Wi, "pE pRUE qF HIANE steAe v & 4 g R

4 WY 248e 0o E/%E e Lewis(1973)& e ohhdz cx
o] WAEH EAF) ¥ ZAFYL yehdT,
5) okl o7t thAl Ao slo] #o)7] WEe] T/ olgtm 2o,

_10_



otk 2YLE (YY) ) p € ol {wh w'e It Fol
g& A5AA} € C7h 200 olge) o ackstel (DY ¥4 o
&3 2ol (1S #7479, e 2AFS0] EPsts AAEL ¥4
3¢ 4 97 "ok

(11") a. default: D{w) < C
b. subjunctive: D{w) ¢ C
c. counterfactual: Diw) N C = @
d CC:Dw)NC =@, o W C DCV {w gE Fo] HA &
7tsAde] pEtt £ HAE X0 &l He AA wl

F p O-c qoll 9T 998FL2 CAAM dojuter, of o oM Ao
& ool Fol He AAEe] Col XEHA Bt o2 HA 3}l CCol
A 7 AE JbeAdel ®E p O g8, Z'ol £8 yriA] HAEe]
gE Fol HA & b4 Ateld Hl@st o] FofAA Hrh ojHT HaE
TAlA CCY FEA gurt 2&dda & + AUt

33. CC BEAe &

FEo U Hx=2 FHA}e FHL o7 AHdz  £(2002),
Dancygier(1998), Lee et al.(2000), Lee(2004) To1A AA R v} gt} o7
AAE CC GAl 754 ARE =YITUT B, Lee et al.(2000)2] AA

o] &84 CC7t =t 7t54 H=E U&n Zo] y23siy ny

=
=
i g

(15) CCY 7}54 A Xlikelihood scales ©W&i# 2 ¢A AFAltriple
<Xg £, >R B
() Zq= p?t Y d g7t Y 7teAo] 22 BAE pd HAFoIth
() Zq' F BA py, ol A&, po] Y HETh 7l FY 9 g7t

6) {w: we p7t &¢] He 7t5HA € C(D)eIBRE 343 {w: w2 Tprt Fo)
He 7HsAA) € C(@)En 3 =27 448 gasit. o] dldA 949
gZolse B3 A E AMEEd Tprb FA AAZE AAZE CCY AAVE L
2 2L @0 Folatx 34 @ IA Folgte EAL ¢7] "ot 44
A7 HAAE9 A <#34<9 A Fmaximally consistent set(Hughes and
Cresswell 1996)0] obd &, 7}sd EE WAZ dAAANAN AR FoAR
01 B3E £ o

- 11 -



i

o #Zd JteAe] ¥ E$ 238 O A$dU p<pol R E
4] % @partially ordered seto]t}.

CCY A7dL A U3t 71549 A5 g Z&lower bounddl
Axgh F, CCY AAL FHo] 7/1F dojux &g A 2L =] &
o HAES AY S E AY A FHlinearly ordered seto] ofja BHE
A AFJLE B olfre A8 e HAE Aleld steA AEIF WA
AFgez ddEezsts BFLS Q7] Aot & A2 d& F 94 p,
pt & AEANZ J5AL 28 F g7 gEo|th

75 HAEE oA AYqdd fEx oARA s J=s CCH
Ao FFE nHex & 5 Utk gAY CCE p O q S 3
Z AgEHAKe] o] CCe "pE AAZR @t & 7]F A Alevaluated world
(Z2 BHAAANA pE AAelth o] df AA pE 754 FE oA
st SFgkel] AT oA Bdd AANE HAY ¥AF Tpe AR
pEth A9 gl & = vk & p < “polth (15)9 HE Ho] w
2, CCE [p—al=[p—dlE =g pE Foz HAAHo Utk watA
FFo] Aol HA Fo#H g AZoloAE ¢ ok oridA CCY
FAaY AMdAel ddrt.

a8y H=A4e] §EA CCY th$e FARA28EE oJ89A A9
Hezk? p O—c g9 A€ “q O—c “polth ti¢ FA ‘EV‘] CColB 2
“pe] AEE A% A AERE "321“%} F A3, o] HEA oAt
A7MARZ g < g AZE F U gEA (159 HAE oo wie} o
A BAE [(g—o"plole—"plE 5@ 230d 9 FA9 gl FA
o] =M [p—qldt [q—pl7F TAd =257 B&d "p = g7t HH,
wex defe] S BA Tp = qF ALY "q O q T2 p O
po EZl "ok WA i BAE AR Altrivially ol Hoj(z A
88X og HAEA gon), MAAFG FA Alold REo] Arlie, A
o 27 FAZ AU ¥ o|2H dgo] Hrt

AEeAE, CCoAlAM Yetvde FRe ol CCot 7154 FARE =Y
31, o] 7bsAd AETE AR §5& Yo7 dEett o] §F
o] CC7t WA AT oZA AASE HAEHN 432 EE doyd
A s HA on HAe] JFE FA Ech wkA ACE vAEF =A
9] on] Mo wd A Arr YA Fevh mEr] CColA
HetuE §F BAC ACAAM = A3 Jelydx] gor, CCo w9 A
A Ydeldes B4 94 ACAHAME vEA geta B & o

-12 -



4. CC9 ¥ 7}A ¥+ : Benneit(1982)% T4 o=

ool =9oA, ZE CCZl 33l HYd A} 22 F3¥9 AA9}
Ao FEE BTt JoE HOAE ¥E ‘:}% BtEo] 7} =
lth. 2|2 Bennett(1982)& (16)1 2L o4& A F M #89 CC

g FEaT

o
L

2.0
T

(16) a. standing-if:
Even if he drank an ounce of whisky, he would get drunk.
b. introduced-if:
Even if the bridge were standing, I would not cross.

standing-if (¥9]& evenol if A9 Al Lol & SU71E AT even
o] JFdol if 49 AR BT HAE & i dE 9 (16a)
AN evend dFEL if A AAI} olYd ounce’t H7| W&o (16a")&
2 M & 4 g gelA (16a)e (16a')E §&5ddu & 5+ .

(16) a’. If he drank even an ounce of whisky, he would get drunk.
a’’. If he drank a gallon/oint of whisky he would get drunk.

W introduced-ifE even®] F&Fdo] if A Ao} HAE, weA T4
9 AtdAdel F&EHe CCE 7tz a7t §F7F 52 2 & F9
A BFUz g g vEtEy (16b)E w@3d F$ (16b)e (16b)<g =
goh(ol g FFo| oud #AS AHA dojudeA e AdA 47
Bk,

(16) b’. I will not cross.

e EFAA GAHS K], $87t gl thE CCE introduced-if
of &% Aol standing-ife & FEEL, HF CCHE Hol7/l& &4
g even?] o] if B9 RPN s AN USHAE CCHR
& 4 gtk 53] A Lo =99 Aoz A% CCEol even?} 2, %
2ol v & vedlE HAHA EXJ gedE FEY 9gnE HAdgs
e Zesdd, FAY 4B FEsubjunctive concessiveo] oty ) CCe
it A Ao FBe oniyt A FEo|W, weEtA standing-ifS
TELZ o] =99 dige] olyzta AL4E = A& Aol

_13_



5. 38

o] & YA A F /A FF, & ACY CCE FE3}1,
TE9 zZolg HAAG FFH9 o)z ’S"é‘s}?&‘:} a8 7ze) AS
FASIAAA ofFA CCE ACIHA YEIUR & 5o JFHE B
A Agatdth. 28n CCE BoAw F9 A4S 53 e 2
AEE2 Bennett(1982)9] standing-if2 Bol, %x &njel g3do] if &
gt dglEe 2AFoE B1 CCAAM AYsint.

olFA ZES WHAW AH3I Holde FAEC] Ytk FAEYG HA
o] &7} 7‘—‘15"0‘4 TS Abold dAAE F W dESA RAFHE R
FHoE Hol A3 AR deEd F JITFES HAEYY §FHo] A
Ad Qe 2ol A FATLEZN, AR AEAe] gFo
dojutes dlo]l Fd FAUA dEEA EXE B ABFHo=

&g 43 EEFHU TAY A2 ARsA @ A,

AZe ATE T Heo] Holop sty FEo|tk. ACY HAY o
£ o 99§ 74, 283 dggsge A 5% CCY 9r] =

& § 9A ol Fd FIHAA AF7} o] F ok e Y EEolt

rlr mim 4

H535(1998), &30 AT FIEA 2 b =, AT, 22, =
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