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Dongsik Lim. 2013. On the Interpretation of English Sentential Ad-
verbials in Interrogatives: Adverbials Which Introduce Evidential-
ity and Other Adverbials. Language and Information 17.1, 33-52. Some
sentential adverbials in English, especially those which introduce evidential-
ity (hereafter evidential adverbials), such as apparently, purportedly, report-
edly, and allegedly, exhibit what we call ‘the perspective shift’ in interroga-
tives: they are interpreted from the speaker’s perspective in declaratives, but
are interpreted from the addressee’s perspective in interrogatives. To account
for this phenomenon, we argue that English evidential adverbials are functions
taking a proposition as its argument and returns a character in the sense of Ka-
plan (1989). We further show that, with this assumption, the perspective shift
of evidential adverbials in interrogatives can be explained within the rather
standard semantics of interrogatives (Hamblin 1973, among others) and of in-
dexicals (Kaplan 1989). (Hongik University)

Key words: evidentiality, sentential adverbs, perspective shift, questions
1. A&

A (evidentiality) 2 $}x}e] T (assertion) o] AT Y= HE 9]
FEAS ATk e dojol N FALS ZAMNE BASE /5e P
E_B] FHE4 (0] A4 FEl4: evidentials =+ evidential markers) 3

AHTE o2 Sol, St’at’imcets ©] (K= Lillooet o : 7ivith BE]E|A] )0
lﬂ%—:’roﬂfﬂ Aelq] dFuse) s ARHE Ad) o= ku?, ko, -an’olgh=s Al &
7o) 274 Welest 2Alee, 270 S04 Wela A0 Belo] oz

ofX
Sl

T =

o

mlm a
OHﬂ ofl
N X

I~I g o OIN

=<, 58, A48 AR AN A T da= 7Hn (1) ol dist
Aelolm, (2) & o] Al Fej4ae] AA g o|td (Matthewson et al. 2007: 202, 203
| A H_ )-

* o] =% Lim (2010, 2013) 9] =25 Foj9] Aol Agdlo] £ Aotk = £ 288 4

Al o] AR A A= AT
T AeA ufz 92z 94 Zoltfgta o] w53}, E-mail: dlim@hongik.ac.kr
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oloje} AR ATA A1

(1) St’dat’imcets 2] SA4 Fela
Evidential Gloss

ku7 reportative
k’a inferential
-an’ (inference from) perceived evidence

(2) a. wa7ku7  ku sts’éts’quaz’ l-ta  stswaw’cw-a.
be Report Det trout in-Det creek-Exis

“[Reportedly] there are trout in the creek.”

b. plan k’a tu7 wa7 tsuTc na maq7-a.
already Infr then Impf melt(Inch) Det snow-Exis
“The snow must have melted already.”

c. pel’p-s-dcw-an’ nelh  nelklih-sw-a
lost-Caus-2sg.Conj-Perc.evid Det.Pl key-2sg.Poss-Exis

“It looks like you’ve lost your keys.”

ZA4 Bearh s ZASA P ASoE ZAYL Edo] ). S5 9
olo A% 3740 BHE 27 71502 e Felat AW, AN P 2FA
must U (von Fintel and Gillies 2010), 2752} apparently, reportedly, purportedly,
allegedly 5°) ARE FHsh= Ao A o, 9 webie 249
Fdo] AL BHI7|E et} (‘I saw that John beat Bill’ A T saw} 22
7d$-: Simons 2007 F2).

o] =2 FolollA TARS Bk Al A 84F 7R EAREA (ol
Z74 2R o el DD, & o PAROR, o £ES SA4 BARA
o] FEolAl Kol AR ©]F (perspective shift) Aol thejx thErh. o] @4de]
ojujsh= w7k FARJAE &7 HAsiAl (3a) &} (3b) & vlas] HAL

P

(3) a. Purportedly, John beat my son.
b. Purportedly, did John beat my son?

I AAE oul= FHRAF purportedly ol o3 EJH Tt SHAI T (3b) 2F 22 o

FolME 28 BAL O 9ug S98hs A4S B 5 ok FAIF 2R, (3b) oA
TRAL purportedly= John o] B2} ZA9 o}l 52 wiFi kel AR tishA,
AAE A ARl A FA Zvkete] HE As AL ZIvditke Qs
=gttt & FARANA purportedly= AR Al WS WHA, SJFEollA
purportedly+= Ak AlS wrdstta & 4 k. o]efsh A2 (3b) ol thsh
Aol gRol A 293 Sejdeh. (3b)ol thal Bxhe (da) 9 2], & (4b)

ol T & gk

o,
X,
L
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(4) a. Yes, (purportedly,) John beat your son.
b. No, (purportedly,) John beat your son.

A= purportedly S BAIA R Aoz A thete] A F A 7]t
3t S UeERd & Ttk ¥lE purportedly & HA AR AFIIA] drjets, o
28] Z4zte] tigell= 2 o] A 7HH A S A 719kstarl ok vidle| =
Z olu7l welettia £ 4= Ao} o] apparently, reportedly, allegedly S5 SAAS
Tdoke o FARECl «]5—5— ] Uehd wjol = wprbA] o] o]

o] o] FAIZE H& ot tha Zth A} Apale] AlHe| weEl o u] &
Ao] itk AolA, SAN FAs — T dojollXY SAA Fe4s) vzt

0,

7R 2 — dZ9] A& (indexical) o] 77k QJulE Atk & 4= Q). SHA
4519 B T8 BREAAE B2 AolE AT o5 BIE W) 34 Y

1}, o] AFAL (3a) 2} (3b) A my sonS ARG A A} o}5S FHE It
Aollx & 4 ATk (B (3b) oA my son ol A= Al o]F] %‘Oﬁkv}fﬂ (3b)
o] my son HAS ol=Z oulaforrt sHAIRE, GofollA T ou] A
ERLbA] ob=th). webA AEolet SAA FElA Alelo] FER I ApolFE FAll
235 & 5 e Yujee] 87 & 4 Qi

Folol Ao A o5 SAE EFFAHER ol e} thE EAFAIA = Ve
ks FollA olgfgt Al H% ouE Adti & 4 Utk Garrett (2001) &
oA satEo] A AH A %0l, honestly St T2 23FA A=, (ba) & 22 HAFA
= 3AF AASHA oloprlstal Athe Yu|E = YSHAIRE, (5b) 9F 22 oJFFellA
= AA7E BRG] olopr|® S 3R Zdi Stk o E =Sttt

DAY @ B (3b)o) thE e, 3 (da)f (4b) 9 2 thstel (4a) i} (4'b)E SJuaAE
=T A A3HEA, o)lE FEF0 & o AN BFEATE 28R o7 olA AlE ols dAte] e
=210 tis|A o 7S &SI (AR ] F-L reportative evidentiality & X 38H= reportedly
o 2 BAG] Be Ao}, 17 FAR BehlE purportedly s o BAL TR 482 4
sich).

(4’) a. Yes, I have the indirect evidence regarding whether John beat my son.
b. No, I don’t have the indirect evidence regarding whether John beat my son.

%, (4a) &} (4b) = ‘Did John beat your son?’ ol tgt Fe]z], b FAE 7R Y=o st
2 ofdeke Zleoltt. skAEh 3-8 & B A3 AHEA 2 ddl, S48 on|7t vz 24
ofulz =Rtk ol FRIA. = Aol e, WAL A4 2, BE 2 A, & Did
John beat your son? ol th3l go] Ht} SAAL ouj= v Ae|xAZ <l /]U]E 2+7}o) q]\go] 7
3700 7 g el Aotk S (el dige § 6 (1AA0) ol ad (1))
Zo] Fu, o] W A= N AEAE AL EFFAR digshe FAE 7HAL d=AE 71
Sk Ao,

(4”) a. Yes, (purportedly,) John beat my son.
Ae|2 A8 u): Zo| f ok5S wsic
B2 A o6 e £ol 1] oFES Tk A
b. No, (purportedly,) John did not beat my son.
AzAA ofu]: o] WY ol5S wje]x] gsirt.
AR ZAA 9n): v Eo] Y o} eg wlEgA] Agithe AME A SAE SElA &
Sttt

>
o
N
N,
N
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(5) a. Honestly, John likes Mary.
b. Honestly, does John like Mary?

15 Aol theliA, FAe vt 2ol 98 + Aot
(6) a. Yes, honestly, John likes Mary.
b. No, honestly, John does not like Mary.
HoIA honesty7h A48 1, A7 A1) istel A4 S eRd
th= Aotk & 3 A= ARA honestlyS Ao R F27t AR EHA

A2 87 (3 honestly®) Aol AAAAL ol F3h), AR SHoIA

ly gozn Aol ASA g d-S Vbl 2ol
o2 3t B HlEro 7 Fo], o] =ES Jo] ZAA HA}, 12T honestly EI’Jr

O

2o AN RN AR o5 PAu RS BN AP AL
=gz A} olF 98] 22HE 941 o] £ 0|24 714, = Kaplan (1989)

] AIQFSE A Fofe] o u] &3} Hamblin (1973) ©] A ¢Fk o2 ojn] o] tjs)A
Atk 372 M= Lim (2010, 2013) ol 7|08k S77d 28FANE] oA 5L Al
ksl o] ojF gL} 2 Aol 7 oulBolA] o R REIM FAA Al
A oolse AUE £ JEAE Ak 42NN o] =AM Aljkd A0 HiE

P W 8 S e e, 5L SRS v, Yol 9E ¥
A B AAE s g,

2. 0|24 7]

2.1 Kaplan (1989) 2] ] 0]9] 2Ju]&
Kaplan (1989) 9] A 50j9] o]u] 22 o]sh5t7] 913 thae] & 24
NA mustc BF AAH el ooz HAHkL AFAL). (
Z)3kololm, (7b) olAl= Fo)7} 3+ 714 (definite descriptions) o]t}

(7) a. He must be rich.
b. The president of GM must be rich.

(Ta) 7} John < he®] AA] th/d (reference) 22 71| 7| WA ¥3le lvtar 71431}
aH¥ A3} o]FolAE I FHA hed] AA] TS John 0 ® AA o] Hr}
Fod 22, o 0l hesl AA AL AR H4 2L £ A
weba] W5hA] k=the Folth weba 37t o] F ol = AlH A, (Ta) = A}
of 2143} PP BE RS AN Johno] $A1Y A%, 22A 1 Aol
Zro] Ht}. A, (7b) 2] A% (the president of GM©] de dicto 2 |42 FA¥ =
must 7} the president of GM R T T Y2 J&AE 718 H-%) the president of GM

2 0] REG 718 AL A F4 Ao AAAA ZAL= L)
3 o] AL Lim (2010, 2013) ol|A] AA= o] ¢l Kaplan (1989) ¢} Hamblin (1973) &] £ ¢Fol| 7]ulsic}.
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Lo

AN g2 7FsAA et W = Aok S (Th) + Ak A 43 F7Fssh
BE FRSAACIA, 27k AFsAlAlelAe] GM el Fde]l RAY AP, ewx] 1
Aolut o] "t o] A9 ZFeAlAlel wet GM 9 3732 dete Aol gle
;ﬂ\o

v

ol gt xolH-E A3l 7] YA, Kaplan (1989) 2 I, here, now 52| A|3&o]+=
ZThs A tiaiAl= SH Aol x| ek 3 (context) of] Tl Al o EF o], whebA]
o] AzolE9] A W2 ol oo AHAor AAArta FA3CE g W
3L Zulo] o] AA] thdo]l FolA|, o] AA] thdZ ojmd TS Al A A =
HASHA] 9d=The Aeolth o] 7<= PAE6t7] flef Kaplan (1989) 2, ¥ ol A
e B0 oS Y= (character) o2ty Bl o[l o] P w3} Bl =3
o7 FHaA 2 B9 Y (intension), Z-& WA (proposition) E W = 42
7Hdstaint g ¥ 5ol *@“H , o] Y59 ou] AL F Ao AHA o]
AA Ak, WA A7) 3 e ‘:"ﬁ‘rUL o, I 249 Yu7t He 95 A
7 AAE A I} £ % =Zor FHaA HAE W A Ak 22 HAl=
NASAAE =802 HalA] AXE Y == 42 7Y H T Heim and Kratzer
(1998) = watx] Kaplan (1989) o] 38 @ A13}5HH (8) 1} Zo] At}

(8) ool &% ol thal,
a. o AR [Y]y = Ac.dw.[¢]*
b. 9 collA ¢ o Y= [¢]§ = Aw.[]**

A, 43} 2 WS o] FojA = TR AlAl w, BB} o] R X AIA ¢, BAL
s, A7t a &) %A (quadruple) £ (9) ¢ 2o] 43t

(9) 3} W ¢ =< w, 1% 5% a" >

oA o] B A Kaplan (1980) ] o] 0] 2| Eol9] olv) Wsh=A) (10) 9 & 53
A 14},

(10) T am rich.

Kaplan (1989) o] o] 2°lA], thEA}L I = 23} &9 c* 9 32} s* 2 st o] &
FASketd (11) 2 2t

(11) [[I]]C* [[Iﬂ<w t* s a > S*

4 Q5colels Mo o] F W (p. )°ﬂ wgith (547 o2k, diEeR FQH%HJ ol 3l E o
b HAE 235 FE 98-S 3= character 9 ) 7]%% oz e =37 %\l—ﬂ-_‘_ H o},
5 oj7]ol A 2} a¢ & Egan (2007), Egan et al. (2005) 5ol F38 At)Re o quﬂ/H 7445}
= B/ =3 tE2h AR B9l dEiAte] EH%EAL Agoz AFAHoz AL uid,

*H‘JH«I ou 2o FrAe Fulde HEo FRF ST Fge M. JoiFe) ojul 2o
o3t =0 4.3 =X,
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wWehd, (10)9) Fel2 A (12) o4 Holsol c* 42} 8747} - Fupel wleh wre}
A7 ek, oA, Mary 7} (10) & 2890S 39, T+ Mary & 72717 Suz,
(10)2 Mary 7} ¢* o4 $442 49 2elm 22 1 39out o] Ak, wpAA]
2, Tomo] (10)< W3HPL A4S [= Tom < 7274 HBZ, (10) Tom o] c*
oA BAY A9 el 9F 1 Apele Fol Heh,

(12)  a. WOF s* 7} Mary 29, [1]°* = [[I]<w*>t*»5*> = Mary
ukebA], (8) 2 Maryﬂc oA BAtYd A9 T3 o2 3 Aot 7

ol
b. E’l’o—']: s* 7]— Mary{ﬂ- III]]C* — [[I:H<’LU* t* s¥F> Mary

wehA, (8) 2 Mary7]—c oAl B AL a8l 932 I ASont =

ot}

SAA BAREA] Qur 7|EA o 7= upirA 2 FAlstE 4 9t} (13) S R}
(13a) 7} 2 c* o A Lalw glrka 7P e 49, (13a) & (13b) 9 22 v =2
A oulE AU Ao

(13) a. Reportedly, John saw Bill.

b. Implication: s* in ¢* has reportative evidence regarding the fact that
John saw Bill.

(13b) = ShApel 2A0lth = s* ) FA7} T upel Bt (13a) 9] W2 AA o
we Dbk (14) oA Kol A Y, whek 31217k Mary o] @ (13a) = (14a) oA
Rol AT} 2wz AA o AUA =i, 327} Tom o] @ (13a) & (14
o ze WKz A4 oug YA "k,

(14) a. 9eF (13a) 9] $}A}7F Mary o] s* = Mary
w}2hA], implication of (13a): Mary has reportative evidence regarding
the fact that John saw Bill.
b. WeF (13a) o] A7} Tom o] s* = Tom
w}2bA], implication of (13a): Tom has reportative evidence regarding
the fact that John saw Bill.

b)

2.2 Hamblin (1973) 2] oJEF9] oJu]&

Hamblin (1973) & SJEEL 7Fsdt SHEY AY, 5 BASS FAolebr Et
oh 2Ela BARA BAEY AdE EEdte A2 ATAE] of3FE o5
7Fsstttal Bttt ol & £, whot FolX 9 sHl =232 5 Jd= A
o7 IFEE AFREY ;Q?Ja Z|Algke}. 283l Hamblin (1973) 2 &)FAF HA|
Aoz YehtA] e oRE, 5 yes-no oEEY] 49w BAAHLEE 28] 9=
whether& E3eFaL Qe 2oz Hokth mwebk whodl o335 (15a) 9 2]

j
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™, whether®] o|$ @52 (15b) 2 Zo] A}, 7oA whether o3 GA
of thalj A A 1 ApAe} 1 “WH A gAL A, & s4e SHA FEY

S A 7IA Bk (=2 7kt 817] A8 ©1F9] =2+ yes-no o FE T
thE .

(15) a. [who] = {x. : = is a person}

b. [whether] = {Apst.Dst, ADst- ~ Dst}

A o FARE] JHAl, £A, v BAE st Y JAFeER FH7] wE
o], oJu] AL 9} =30 Fdsto g 7FFE3= Heim and Kratzer (1998) 24]9]
GHSIMES ol ARV, ] AU Al A (160), T A
Hod A3 (10h), $2 £33 Aol BF Qe A (1607} A7
A =, o]d A% Heim and Kratzer (1998) oA 715 & EV\ A4 (functional
application: FA) 7#3& 2 gFoz Hgsk 4 ¢l

(e

(16) a.
/\
Ocor> {B :Be Do}
b.
/\
{04 T E D<0’,T>} Bo
C.

/\

{ara€eDegrnt {B:B€ Dy}
A& 23] 95, o] =F-2 Hamblin (1973) & Heim and Kratzer (1998) 2]
WAl o] et A3 4] St Heim and von Fintel (2001) & whek, th3) 22 oju] 34

17) Pointwise Functional Application (PFA)
If « is a branching node and {8, ~} is the set of its daughters, then:

a. [a]q = Aw.[B]a(w)([v]4(w))
b. or { w.[B]4(w)(z(w)) : = € [¥]4}
or {Aw.f(w)([vlq(w)) : f € [B]e}
d. or P f(w)(x(w)) : f € [Fly and 2 € [1]4}
whichever is defined.
3 B Ag FAEH] (17h) & ], (170) = B4t (17d)
w93 et BE 490 929 A9 A8BTh w2, (162) 9 4§ (17h)

o

it r[r

[
N
fin)
2
X
%
B3
mﬂ

2hed ] 15 (15a) = Heim and Kratzer (1998) U} von Fintel and Heim (2011) oA
Aote WE 3 A (intensional functional application) ol 7FAA| gk, o] Xole= o] =2jojAE
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E31A4, (16b) 2] A (17c) 2 E3lAl, (16¢) & A% (17d) S B84, 7 3 94
=9 %‘JU% E&%ke Ao] 7Fssi Rt

FAAQ A= (18) & E3 So] Hx} Hamblin (1973) o] w2 (18) &) LF =
(19) o o] At}

(18) Did John leave?

(19) /\

{Apst~psta )\pst- ~ pst}

Aw. John left in w

(19) oA, Aw. John left in w eR= HA|+= whether 7}; X]/\]ﬁ}h Fgt ok = F
7ol Ao Ajtstodof sttt =3o] ofuel Tt JEY Yol 7] wiwel, (17¢)
£ FEoitt, O 292 TE2H = 22 (20) o]d, o7l A ‘r‘ﬂﬁ: (18) o] T2
2 F 79 7hsst §9, & 89 'Y £AY $HY AES A H+=
AL B 2 9}

(20) [(18)]q = [Did John leave?]y = Jwhether]4([ John left],)
= {f(Aw. John left in w) : f € {Apst-Pst, ADst- ~ Pst}}
= {[Apst.pst](Aw. John left in w), [Apst. ~ pse](Aw. John left in w)}

= {A\w. John left in w, Aw. John did not leave in w}

249 =& HgeR sto, o] Aole golo] SAN BFFARl HE 24

Aokt 94 3104 o] =8e] wjA o] F Lim (2010, 2013) 9] dH=ro] 27

A Fejao BAS 7HeksHA A7) 3.2% 3.19] =95 ulgte g ko] 9olg]

AR BARAL et o] FES A ict 3.3-2 32004 Ak AR FES B

A2l 24%‘}04 BART 223 3.4+ 3.29] o3 FES oFEel A5kl AA
i

3.1 o] SAA P49 9 Lim (2010, 2013)
AR oo Sol7] Hel, SHole] SA4 Fehiol thaiA Az BA @
Fol2] 44 Fehaol olm Aol Y=ol Y AL o} A3 &) Ao] AzelT YA
9 (5A1 5 1998, Chung 2007, Lim 2010, Kwon 2012, Lee 2013 55, ©] =®dA=
Hl@ A =gho] Qo] AN FEAZ oA T Y o gElA AzE HE2
st

WAl FESfoF & AL T=olY -H- A oERlA AlA olF S H
ALk Rolt. (21a) AAAT, BARAA “B-t 37 BAAA BARD A
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Wet A4 A7 FAE AT YL el W, (21b) 9] SRR “HE
AR} A Az B0 kel ARl el §e @ AL BAh etk
oulg etk = 2A49) ARe] StelAA Bl AR § AT
(21) a B57h 939} vhid e

47} 99} Be

o] A4S AW3st7] 98 Lim (2010, 2013) 2 3k=o]o] ZAA Fe47t HAS
=Po R o] 955 Were T5oln, SAARY dul= 9 FoJx7 (Heim
and Kratzer 1998 o] 2 ZA)) 0 & vepdrial £33t} o & o o] ¢ -

= ot 2ol el et

(22) [-H-]* = Apst.Ac : s€ has only direct perceptive evidence relative to p.p
( 1S U= W2, < st s%a¢ > g ARAZE 7PE ")

= =9
AEA 1B A4 Bole] FAY Felash 5
= QRS EHoR At AXL st B4 B4
=
o

o
1=)
tlo

axil}

o] =%

oz B ) 19 4

ATk ) , 3200 A= Fole TAA EFFATL Hol= AlH o)F d4de]

Lim (2010, 2013) A AR gF=ole] ZA4 Hejzo] AR o]F @d4be] 2a7}
o

5A Ao BAE £ 98 B Aot

7 oo
3 Bl A
I~
T Atk =

xS o

31014 AR GF], o] £EL Jolo] A4 BN AA BAZ AN U

(23) LYo L3} F9 c* of A,
[reportedly]“* = Apgt.Ac : s¢ has only reportative evidence relative to p.p
(ce= FY9E Yeh= H-E, < w1 5% a¢ > 2= ARSSAIZ 7IA"ET

—~
[\)
w

=

of W= ¥, o] o) L3} F9 ¢* oA, reportedly = BAIE =F R REokA A
(definedness condition) & 7}A]= Q=L &4 3o Ag Y =t} o] uj
2 TS =Fo = HA HAE W = FETS (partial function) Ad], o]
Tol Ao 2L, =FOE Hoe B 9 32 s 7t poll ek FH SA
ortative evidence) & 7FA 1L Qlojoptt sth=, & 27t p ol tiafjA +7t=
Sojofgt stth= Aojth W ¢ 7} o] A 2AE WEAIHS W, o] 9%
A1 AAE 22 U &

9o YA

o F

o o BN

—~

re

of r
v

Tegoe g 712 FAuE Ju =AM s BAZE Hd AL -6-rt 298k AHE
AARAE HA AAA Juitt. Gk 29 =9 thieo] AlF olF didelx, £ o] =& FAYL
HE golo BARAES -H-9 22 AAAEA ouE E9%ke 2o AR ¢geng, o]
B =o€ o] w2odAe A7 Frt. 68 AAIFQ on] HA] o] o3 FEoe EFATIA
Sth. AU oA -t o AIAAL u]of] thgl =2 2% Chung (2007), Lee (2013), Lim
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olz gt

«%”ﬁﬂﬂl+ = 9

r{n:
i
33
il
g
n
N
)
Iy
2

Fﬁﬁ}i‘r A, Golel SA =RHA

xol ¢ & 2 sy, AN 2R 29
st A =% Z]Eﬂ%% EF S 7]% 2 A siMEA Ao &, SA4
ERFARRE A ;oS BT c* 9 A, F T o] AN siAEA At A o
213k 7o el ¢ 94 EPZM] ofs AHAoz AIH A oF2 47 (AE =014
g5o] Ao 42 39), Axole o3 s* o Aol MFHAT, SAY &
AR omlE s* o BN SHE A ket (Z AR olFol dojuA Adt).
ol oA 2= A MA dS5o] FARAA, F HA o S5o] ol AFH=
e B Zoltt

o
*
(rt
)
N

i

o°“

| o

3.3 FAE

o] ollXE SAA BT A ARA BAEANM SA8Y ArE EYskeA, 2

2laL o] SAAL] o7t ojg A Bxte] FAE THTIE AoR sMEEAE (5
4)

oj@ ] ZAA BAREAT} A Eo) 9} upRAA 7 slAte] B A FHAE A1) (2
9 o2 BaiA B Aot ofefoll A X, AN EFRAL reportedly S E 3=
BAE (24) & Johno] UE Bty & A2 AH o] o]9jol], ‘Lh= John o] 112
BT AL o2 Algto 2 RE AsSolA Lokeh el njAez AR ojn)e
A I

l‘[‘

fje

l

(24) Reportedly, John saw me.
~» The speaker has reportative evidence regarding the fact that John saw
the speaker himself/herself

SElE (24)9) =2 @A (LF) o] (25) 9} Zrha 743

P iy
reportedly
John

saw me (i)
Qeje] whsh g c*ofl sl A, (25) & e} 2ol QAL
(26) a. [(D)]* = [me]** = s*
b [(24))"
= [reportedly]c* ([John saw me]) (by Functional Application and (26a))
= [[reportedly]]c* (Aw. John saw s* in w) (by (23) and Functional Appli-
cation)

= Ac: s¢ has reportative evidence re. J. saw s* in w*. Aw. John saw s*

in w.

5 o)F & HFHE Bo] RSk WA= g shelnh
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(26b) 1A, S74 A oM EQHE Ao 28E cof that Re 27
A, o] ¢ A% Yk Axapel 3| A% o] ALk ¢ 9 B 57 7} (24) F
AA 2 ke off (26b) o A5 c¢* ol Ago] HA Hu, Ho] 4ol wet c* 2
s2F s* 71, Johno] s* 2 mhgdtie Ad tish 33 Z2AE /X1 9L AL, H}lﬂ
Dol John o] s* & ETHE Aol vl S9e A, ©2A 1 Aol o] P
Aw. John saw s* in w 2F= BWAE W A4 H1, meta] A9 7R A oA John
o) 5* & WL Y, 24 T Aol (20) & ol A Wk oj7lolA] S,
ko] 3 WA ANESWRE, reportedly St A Fo] BT s* o A|AA HAFH = AL &

b
20,
kY

o] A2 o] =& ALz, 7oA fEle AHT YA R ol Jﬂ/ﬂ

—ErTJr gzA4 AN 2R A, 22 AES Te AFe SAE THETe
NAE=AE SAL BFFAL reportedly & E3sh= i (27) = o"ﬂ/‘i

li‘%l Zloltt, ofefoll A HolrpAld], (27) 2 o&we] k&<l ojv) (“John o] WY&
B 27) ol sk Ae)xAF ofn) olgol, FAt he AgomE AsNE
< W&ol 71¥kste] &= st71E AL Zididitke nidlE 2 i A ojujE Adr)
(27) Reportedly, did John see me?

~» The speaker expects the addressee to answer whether John saw the

speaker based on the addressee’s reportative evidence.

2+ Lim (2010, 2013) & we}, (27)9] LF 7} (28) olekal, 5 reportedly 7}
whether 2t} §-& 93AS 71Xtk 71 s}

(28) /\
reportedly

whether

Aw. John saw s* in w

FAAQl BAjo] Eoj7}r] oA, thEe AES s BAL 9 reportedly 7}¢
whether Bt} HL AJ3FHAL 71AoF s=7}? EE=, reportedlyﬂ- whether BT}
Uzl AgFsto]of 3=7}F? Lim (2010, 2013) o WEw ol 43 YA (type-
mismatch) & 34317 As|Aolt) o] =F2] F7 H]—Efq reportedly+= HAE
HLOV\% AL Y =& ot} = reportedly 2] 8L <st,<c,st>> 7} Ft}. o]
£ A5l F1, (29) A8, reportedly 7} whether Rt} WA HA| o Agstciar 71g3)
J-LIX}.
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(29) [whether [reportedly [Aw. John saw s* in w ][]

o] A% reportedly7t BAE =Fo2 Hdt] e He A FI2 9%
T4, = <cst>7F 541’/} AR 2.29] (15b) AlA $-Bl+= whethers <st> 53]
BAE HAHA <st> 739 A HAe W =kl 7HESHATE ol reportedly
7} HAE =go 2 FHeto] UeE= <cst> Y Yo, HAIE FH3= whether
o ot AorE A9 e YT (78 2YXA). ol2d A4 ¢
e aEsto], $2l= whether7k WA WA} Agstar, o] Az o] reportedly 2t
Agstoia 7p s
oAl (28) ol THall Al ThA] 3 W A3 Zbsto] W2l P oA et npdriA| &, e
o] W3} £ ¢* o] YolX mex s* 5 ZFeIXITh. weEbA] reportedly ] G o
of o] Q= o FE, whether John saw me=, 2.24 A4bE 23 S U314, (29)
oA Hele A 22 3R] tigat #Ao tige] el At
(30) {Aw. John saw s* in w, Aw. John did not see s* in w}
HolA reportedly= BAE =F o2 A 95 W v+ T2 YHJ7 W&
oll, reportedly~= PFA (17b) ol 2J3f| o] 3] A4l Z2he] Aol 28-S A =L
I A3E 33 SHH FAY SHl ek, F MY 95 A¥e] ==drh
o] A2 (31)4 2ot
(31) {Ac: s© has reportative evidence re. J. saw s* in w*. Aw. John saw s* in
w, Ac: s¢ has rep. evi. re. J. did not see s* in w*. Aw. John did not see

s* in w}
o] A" A, Hamblin (1973) 9] A|oke] whe o]&&o] ojulE ThA] 3 A Azt
R 2 Hamblin (1973) o] @2, 31217} ol gt RS diths AL 753 2

o A2 AAIA AAsE Aotk & Aol AAR AANEE Aol7] wEol
A ol e das, F FHE 442 3 ARl e e A= %E‘rﬂ
A et 224 AL ol Yas Tkt stuE A7) A sHoR A9
wfollof Hl2 4 o5 SH2 FAkel s LI A Arh. SHe 730l FACIE,
S BAIE Y5l el ol miZHA| oIt} o] & (31) ol A3l K, (31) ol vhet
O‘L Al Yoz &3l e 9552 Al dsiA Ao r LA &
o, 22X FA7} o5 WX ke shuE Al SHe R "efof I} H A
e Aotk

o8 @Fl FI (31)= thA] & WA el Hak (31)2 SAe] SHel s
He 953 #49] SHel tesHe 9%, F 958 Aotk 47k dXkkelA
A o] mee s* o WA sfiA o] HAAT, Ho] 2L o3| o Ao =4
olm, c& 43| "t AxbAtel sl AL o] 917] wiEel ob4 iAol A oF
= eIt ol o] F 7HA A% Tk ofH Ak s* ol JsiM HH A3 A
okthe ofmeltt (s* of el W3H rhd Z4ze] f5to] o] c* of 2§ o)A
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WAE EEHelok Bh). Z FANE Auizk obg s* o BAGIA SNSIA ek
e Zolth 3 £ A AP AES Y SHoR AP

)
o] AAje) Bulol] A8 omA ARl ARolA H4o]
7 Ho Wb, Aol As] s* o Aol AR AT, FA4e] ojule
HAe) AAoIA sl Ado] Hi, = AA o5 Aato] £E= A Ak,

4. 9 7] AHE
480X 2l 3-oA AR EA4% #hE 2 VA AR ES e At

4.1 goiF2] oJnj g

o] 2o BAo] T3t G ot 74T S Egan ef al. (2005), Egan (2007),
Stephenson (2007) 5°] < AA A Fe) 2n siHS Al Al 2] 2
u] & (relativistic semantics) & £ o= Zlo|th o|&°l =W, & 49 9nj&=
Fulg} 7bs A A Bl opu gl <3 712 WEF (assessor parameter) of] el A= AFT) A
olgh= Zoltt. ol & ¢l o5 (32) oA HQl ZAAH, [ 2 == sl
c 2w ol9o F7AF WF a & HlZo]oF St F73t

(32) [y]o"

T FFE FAN BRIV B9 AV, AN NHL b w7t o}
Uetaol S&doletn AgFoRA 498 & Ytk F, BARAAE a7} 3R
A

s,
ola1, oJFEFolAE a7} B 7P o FRolA Y SAEY Al olF
st A Adrg o] 7hs sttt

o)zl et 2reket ARl WaRolE ek Selvk o] ol 2L HakA
tloll= A 7 7HA] o]f7F Atk AA, ojH et A2 889 Aol Yzst o
Bolepr|ithe 280l wet 2R3 0|24 VAIE B4k, ad hoc ¥k o] Eolgh=
WFHE S1517] itk B elok, $217) B, BAReIAE B Nakel sha)
o| A gk o ROl A= B7HA Wde] AAlehs, o] o5 =] A% 7 7)ol
e A ol e Aol glo] oAl A4S Aol Yztae] £2WA}
A28 HesA 7t ekl
$A), Athzel JulEe SEelE S0 B AR el thd 277
sleksinl, o150l 51 Qe SAE Al ofe] 1A ThE alHle] Jhse Aolc.
Ahd, Ao gu|2Y 7 F2% +=A 7R st A Atolo] Y9
£ YA (disagreement) o]t} o]FH 3t ELX 7} 71 2 YEl = Zlo] QXA A
A AAFE (epistemic modals) ¥ 3] 8 <0] (taste predicates) o]t} 3 &o0]2] o] E
So] WA T FR £ F1F Aol g 2L BAAE B 5 9
9 g ANk -Jﬁ"ﬂ/‘ﬂ E gxo], FHA EEE FA (a C)E ol g3 AE A7
AR, o] BE AN %X‘H*P—O] o BARNAME A} (S ) FAE UeEARE o7

AA2) ZAE YA LA S Arstel 71 dxel A7 Do Atk % BAE w3
we} msbA e Al mhEskA ek,

i

i

+

u m}n
o rlr ¥

>

J|

e
52
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(33) a. John: This is delicious.
b. Mary: No, that’s not true. This is not delicious at all.

(33)3} 2L USHE AAATG. 3 2L SAL F1 AL Po] YTk, 1]
Bt gho] ok FRSHE AL AALUG. AW BAL 2L 2 Aol ol
QLA AU F B0l FA B AN oA .
AAGol ol Kaplan (1989) o4 £98 £, 34, 123 349 744
TS 0 s EHE F del Sl ol 2% 2ol e
57) oI (3 (30) S (330) o1 5 el S, Johm 3 Mary & oI

ZU0] S, ol Higdel 1 s} ] D} Z 9AA g zo] Wal=
AAAE o] HWIE ‘WA Q ”5:—‘.‘01] oAt AT = o). o] FAE
Ast7] S8l o4 o ] Y AL B =T HEE EYstoiof gt
ot 23t} o5 WEW (33a) & John o]gh= B 7EAFe] thsiA] Fe]al, (33b)
+ Mary 2= 3 71Ape]] tisiA] o] HTh

BFA T Stojanovic (2007) & & x| thst Ao Ju]E o] A YUA]A|
g3lths 212 A Fslit). (33) 2 thA] &2 o Bobd, AAu7iA v Zhzke] 31t
Z}7] Zpale] FH A B w’ o] FA]e] Bho] A=A gleAlel thaliA] o] oF7] st
< oy, o] dFl vuH (33)2 Ao gu|EoA olopr|sh= A= s
Ax)79] o] opjehe Ao|th

von Fintel and Gillies (2008) HA] AH]F2] ojujZ2o gjst © 71X ¥ E Yl
Feth 53] o5& AAH FF AxkAtel tigk AiFo] ofu]2e) ths] ATfEct.
/z}EH—,—./] ouj2o] =+ o= 23 2t} (Kratzer 1986: von Fintel and Gillies
2008: 784 AL ).

R
= g
£

K
N,
Qg N AN o X,k

30 o

il

(34) Suppose a man is approaching both of us. You are standing over there. I
am further away. I can only see the bare outlines of the man. In view of my
evidence, the person approaching may be Fred. You know better. In view
of your evidence, it cannot possibly be Fred, it must be Martin. If this is

so, my utterance of (5) and your utterance of (6) are both true.

(5) The person approaching might be Fred.
(6) The person approaching cannot be Fred.
Had I uttered (6) and you (5), both our utterances would have been false.

(34) oA -8l (33) F MR 2 B YA 7 dojuhal Qe AX A Helrt ot
EYAE 23] A8l A ouj2odA A= W el viZ 7R "
T Y3A= Aol A von Fintel and Gillies (2008) 2 Stojanovic (2007) 2}
7R R ol g a7t YR Aaettta £33 o8 S0, °]E°ﬂ wEH,
Ao ou oA sk Ads th2Al, (34) 9 (6) o] HE=A] (34) 9] (5)
st AFAA B4 (28] 29 2 EYA)) gkl B+ oHoh £ o 9YsHA
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M
kel
%
X
Mo
ON

Eoitt S uf, FA FF A St 2 AA7E o] =
FE AR} <ol Eo17F A= WAl (29 prejacent) 7F FA o] H
Folo] fAe] H= AR HEASHA &7] o], T 9
213t B4ek 2He wEskal YA etk Aelth

ABAC=E, o]ggt F 7HA] offroll AT e, o] =& FIRt W] ZA%
EAE vlolsolA] 712 Stk

4.2 A48 3=

Potts (2005) = (3ba) &} 22 3}A| A& H AL (topic-oriented adverbs) 1} (35b) 2}
7L A} A& B A} (speaker-oriented adverbs), 2] (35¢) 9} &2 w3} 4240
(utterance modifiers) 7} 442 & &= (conventional implicature) & = ¢Jstcial £73F

Skt

(35) a. {Cleverly/Wisely}, Beck started his descent.
b. {Unfortunately/Luckily}, Beck survived the descent.
c. Confidentially (speaking), Sal is about to get canned.

SHAIRE £19] EAloA SAAN B AR SAAEY YuE Y 222, 5 (Heim
and Kratzer 1998 ] w2 1) dZF2o] A (presupposmlon)i =3ttty 7pEs
of webA o 22 EFRALR Holes FAE 7Rl o' AL A g5 &
Jstar, thE AL AAS =YsteA AR 5+ Aok

©glo] Sute AA R o] F 7lx] B Halyl TR Aojt)h Atk (35)
oA AFH FAES A5, A48 AR 2, gEFAA ol FAE
2|7} E88kA okt ZE]_T!_, AHAF Abgo] "t st ks, of
g H ol5S HolAE 9k Aog AR}
Potts (2005) of] W= A= fﬁ%% ojuw] 5t -*47:‘ oA AHEHE A Hl=E e
ok st7] wiZolnt. o] Heo] FRsHA =&jvk= Zlel, Potts (2005) 7} HA] A4

$5L QAT T damn} 22 Dol Solth. damng O FRoIA A=
AeE Az 2l A E (36) o Ut itk

(36) Did you finally quit that damn job?

o) A% damne B NA 1 o] o} FA gk uwL hehdiT,
BHF A% ©]50] Lolwrh, (36) oA damn - FAke] AHeNA 1 Dol ofF FA
rhe ofu g vehok shdl, eis gule WS A ol mebd $ele
AN ERRAS, B R RN A o5 el ERA 2%

0 A7k S A9 Sl Ak o) e Yol ol daron jobolek LA A% AL
A9 Zlolth olelT Aol (36)9] damne Aol Adg QUL S, o] AL dumn
© d%e) 8oz AHgH Zoz Hof v, ol $¥7 TR g JERlNe] AR olETe
Hulsh o=,
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(honestly 5) A2

e

Zo) obd AR QTR 7R BT

4.3 o2 FARALY] H$

uEE]slr] Ao, Al2olA A5 AF3HAE honestly 2l =78kl thsliA] A 23|
B a7 A A% AAEAS W, honestlye] A5, AR BEREARRNE T2
Al, AR ARG ofUet ko] AJ”E vk o] 7hsdt AX Y AR (35) &
Baf

(37) Honestly, does John like Mary?

honestly 7} 242k AollA slAd 7, (37)2 FA7E £A8H tids] & A
3t Ztigicke onlE F7ke APt sHARE honestly = BHARe] Al ol A
s o] kst AXH HelH, o] B¢ (37) 2 BpAke] o2 o] AT o2 olehs, 5
A= A AES FAH LR s Ao] okyw, John o] Mary & FoFsh=A] o F
of thell H& As ¢A ZAvhe Qv F7te dLste AAH =AY webA
honestly< 222 llA Ake] Al H2ke] AlH Abole 242 yYeid= 2A |
o] AXIt

SHAIRE 2]t honestly 7} SJEwolA 32 Al A B E 4 Q=
Ao} ofe A BYIHA on, BRE Q¢ honestly S22 olA XA
e Hdval F4ske do] &t Basiths Aot oH R £ A=
A F ZEA eIty AA, A2ollA AFsxol, A ARl gt i (ofh (3
2 M) 2 o8] AAb (e okl tiEe] b 7F s didskal vks
HlZE 24 ojulE Fukeitt

N KT lo

i

Q0
~

(38) a. Yes, honestly, John likes Mary.
b. No, honestly, John does not like Mary.

oA, e o] RS2 (37) I B2 B0l honestly 7t BRAFe] A H&
Wgshe AA" oA o), o] oFE HAF FAAA FHeRr A9AHA Aot
(negatively biased) 31 #es$tt} (Andrew Simpson, Michael Shepherd, p.c.). (37)
= Al A& E0, 37t John ©] Mary § FoF8tA] ¢b= 7HsAd ol okl A zhstar
AL (ZE]AL o] AHS AR 4 Qlokar) 7R sl HAp o] A shAks, AR
2 John ol Mary & $o}h=A19] ojol ol B2 §8 AT AAE Bonz,
oAHe] (37)F 22 AES 94 5 Atk o] wf o] AR Fuke = vz 1H
Sjule 2 thee] @ AR 2okl & vk Ade $AA 25l de 7l
Adl, ol John o] Mary & FolstA] ¢b= 7Fs/dol Ethe 3HAke] A7 wiEolth.

N oge BARE, $A4 B3R 29 def £ o A2e FEE =5k 2™ 944
A=, ABA AA7 MZL FRE oo £ 5 k= Zojtt. 7oA e, SR
T AAle Yo MEE FEE =9 & vk 7PgEtt. 53] -2l Schlenker (2007) 9]
PFs Wolso], EHof A A =YHE AAle MEE FRE =9 4 vk 7Hgett &
©] ZA|SE =2]+= Schlenker (2007) ZH=.
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SEARE o] 27k Azt = E3kar BRAErE (37) 3 2ol A ke A2 FAF o
3] John o] Mary € Fotst=A]2] of ol tisiA] 100% F4le stale §

et} (vhef A skl ok of el o2 3k A& A E skAl ¢gk= Ao,
= AFol disl #4240 tgS 7dsks dalE 7ML Sl 278k AES
G57] w2ell, A2 didol tslM spaprt &) Xetvs, = 3xke] #4171 & ¢
FRsH v 3884 B3 yehdth o2 g4 adE AU de
o &l honestlyehs FAZF AREE $17] wl2ell, o] FAbs 3Ake] AR o] =%
AEY<s vUetde 231, S 3] AdS wrgske 2AX " HolA He Aot
olgidt B4 H& A T 22, honestly 7t TFH 7] BAHAA &
o7 AR onieh, honestly 7} A E = Aol FANAZ ol FPE W Yeht=
JuiZt N2 FH Zhssiths Foltth. &, 37 (37) 3 22 A2 tide] 540l

2 Zoleka 7sA 97 wel BAelA &4 tEE Ae a7aThs oz
o3 Liehdth. ol4ge] $HE ZAR Sol, Selt honestly = FAY BFRA)

A2 o E RN WEA AR o5 BFS BTk FwTh
5. 48 W e BAS

o] =wollA el Fold SAAL EFFA, honestly 59 =%
o] FwolA Hol Al o)F Aol thsiA sttt 2ea $A
BAE =@or WotA AL YuE Ao xR = 95%ks =&t 7}
Ao g, BFAQ Axolo 9ul2 (Kaplan 1989) T} o] E& 2] oJu]& (Hamblin

23 grjreld ojnlgo] o A o5 A4l 483

g 89 4 Qe o FA4Y 24
SAZF BYehe ofuE g PE o 7155 o 5, 125 honestly 59
BA SRR A 944 Kol F 4L o @A AP 5 YA Fol A=
ZrersiA skt

2E o] wRA o4 ABEA 7 EASe] ofe] A o} gk, 4

[e]
oA TAEE Eoke e 84E, dE oA AAAF FF 25T 9
oA oulE & o A7 vt vk 223 st SR BEARARE Al
o]5o AN F H AASHA EAZ BR7F Utk oAlE =,
Y BRI A8 B} npRTA R AR o]F d4
(2005) oA el A TEe =Ushe Aoz AVEAY SRS
&S HolA] grethe AMdS Btk 7oA B yolrt, el ou gt fAEe]
AR olF AE HoleAE AAs BE 227 k. o we A

ARk, 94 A £ 4 = Zlo] Ernst (2002, 2009) oA A2 2R} A3 FAL
(speaker-oriented adverbs) T}, o} 7]oll= A tha} 22 FAMSo| 23HET (o
o] o= Ernst 2009: 500 Z2).

offt
Ol

\

>,
o

flo kb 4o

)
)
d
o,
-
=¥
&

[o b

oy

(39) a. &3} A3 (discourse-oriented): frankly, honestly, briefly, ...
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b. F7} (evaluative): unfortunately, amazingly, mysteriously, conveniently,

oddly, appropriately, . ..
c. 91ZA] (epistemic): probably, definitely, possibly, clearly, apparently, obvi-

ously, ...

Az A AFH, S7Ae u|E sk FANS (purportedly, supposedly, al-
legedly, reportedly, apparently, ...)-2 Ernst (2009) 2] o] F-=o|A (39¢c) ol E3He
o B 5 Qo) (919 oA apparently 7} (39¢) ol =3 AL E uw). 2|2
(30b) ¢] BAFSS Potts (2005) 7+ A2l & $E2 =etiy AAHUY BAFS o]t}
wetA] FHA 0T e, dollA SARE =4St 7HEE FAREC SEo A,
(39a) o] &3} A FASH (39c) o A HARSo] AJF o]F d/4S Helokal A

[o

ZHel & 4 ok 22 olEd dE2 ods] 4PA Aol 2o 53] 4%
o] FAREe] Y FAHLR oFEolA oWt Ao ou|E HoleAld A=
WEAQ a7t 2ot 53], AlA o] A4S Hole FARE ] FAl tidk 7]

2o BRN 248 & gt $EE B AL WA 5 Gk o) A9, A
% VYL Helx RAE B
S 987, el o et Aol
F el tsAE B Be 3
A T g,

B }__4 AwtA ol ZA}/ 2u 2o o3t 7| E T
T7F dgstt) o]# e FAL TS A7 FAZ
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