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2 Modal enrichment
In this section, we will discuss experimental data regarding the interpretations 
of some key examples, in particular variations of the initial watch-example (1).

2.1 Experimental settings

All our experiments took place in a classroom setting: the examples were pro-
jected onto a wall and read aloud twice. The test subjects were then asked a ques-
tion -  after the presentation of example (1), e.g., they were asked what time it is 
according to B’s answer. They noted down their answers on paper. In most experi-
ments, we did not predefine a list of answers to choose from, that is, the ques-
tions were not multiple choice questions (exceptions will be discussed below). 
The experiments took place between 2005 and 2009 at the Universities of Bonn, 
Frankfurt am Main and Duisburg-Essen. The test subjects were mainly under-
graduate students in computational linguistics, linguistics or German studies. It 
can be assumed that all of them were naïve regarding the issues investigated, 
meaning that they were not linguistically biased. All test subjects were native 
speakers of German, except in the first experiment mentioned in the Introduc-
tion. In the experiments, we investigated the interpretation of German sentences 
in dialogue contexts. In the present paper we also provide English translations 
of the examples, although these were not provided during the experiments. We 
assume that the observed phenomena of modal enrichment also occur with 
the English translations; the experimental data, however, are only valid for the 
German examples.

2.2 Data

We start with the original watch-example (1). Schmitz (2011) tested this example 
several times with different test groups: in all experiments the vast majority of 
subjects modally enriched the answer sentence. In the original example, “aber” 
{but) appeared as an adverb. The tendency towards a non-literal interpretation 
persisted if “aber” was changed into a conjunction between the two answer 
clauses (example 2a), if it was replaced with “und” (and, example (2b)) or if it 
was completely left out (example (2c)). The results of respective experiments are 
given in Table 2.2



  



      

 



         

  



 



62 Hans-Christian Schmitz and Bernhard Fisseni

already missed your train. Thus, you ask a passer-by, who answers: ‘It’s 3:10, 
but my watch is 5 minutes fast.’”

Was tun Sie nun? (What do you do now?)
0-1: Sie bedanken sich bei dem freundlichen Passanten und gehen 
zügig los, damit Sie den Zug noch erreichen.
(You thank the friendly passer-by and start to walk fast to reach the 
train.)
0-2: Sie bedanken sich bei dem freundlichen Passanten; anschließend 
gehen sie fluchend nach Hause.
(You thank the friendly passer-by; then, you go home cursing.)
0-3: Bevor Sie zum Bahnhof gehen, versichern Sie sich noch einmal bei 
dem freundlichen Passanten, dass Sie noch genug Zeit haben.
(Before you go to the station, you make sure that you have enough time, 
asking the friendly passer-by again.)
0-4: Sie rüsten sich innerlich für den Nachhauseweg, versichern sich 
aber noch einmal bei dem freundlichen Passanten.
(You prepare to go home, but ask the friendly passer-by again.)
0-5: Sie fragen den freundlichen Passanten: „Entschuldigen Sie, wie 
viel Uhr ist es jetzt bitte tatsächlich?“
(You ask the friendly passer-by: ‘I’m sorry, what time is it now, really?’) 
0-6: Sie fragen einen anderen Passanten, dessen Uhr vielleicht genauer 
geht.
(You ask another passer-by, whose watch may be more exact.)

The six options the subjects had to choose from can be (partially) ordered on a
scale:
1. We assume that a subject chooses 0-1 if he chooses a non-literal interpreta-

tion of the answer due to modal enrichment.
2. Option 0-3 demands a non-literal interpretation, too. However, we assume 

that the subjects who choose this option are not completely sure whether 
the non-literal interpretation is right.

3. We assume that the subjects who choose options 0-5 and 0-6 are indecisive 
about which interpretation is right.

4. Option 0-4 demands a preference for the literal interpretation.
5. Finally, option 0-2 demands a clear decision in favour of the literal interpre-

tation.
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F: Wie spät ist es?
B: Es ist 10 nach 4. Meine Uhr geht 10 Minuten nach.

(Felix (F) and Benedikt (B) are on a walk in a park, from which it is a walk 
of about five minutes to the station; they are having a conversation. Felix 
wants to take a train that starts at 4:15 sharp from the station. The train is 
always on time. Benedikt knows about this.

F: What time is it?
B; It’s 10 past 4. My watch is 10 minutes late.)

Wie spät ist es der Antwort zufolge? (What time is it according to Bene- 
dikt’s answer?)

b. Felix vermutet, den Zug nicht mehr erreichen zu können, und beschließt 
(durchaus verärgert) einen späteren Zug zu nehmen. Nach 5 Minuten 
kommen Felix und Benedikt an einer Uhr vorbei, die 16:15 h anzeigt. Felix 
beschwert sich bei Benedikt.

F: Was redest Du denn für einen Quatsch! Es ist ja erst 4 Uhr 15!
B: Warum? Ich habe vorhin gesagt, es sei 10 nach 4.

(Felix assumes that he will not be able to reach the train and decides 
(quite annoyed) to take a later train. Ten minutes later, Felix and Bene-
dikt pass a clock, which shows 4:15. Felix complains to Benedikt.

F: You are talking complete nonsense! It’s only a quarter past 4!
B: Why? I’ve said that it’s 10 past 4.)

Beschwert sich Felix bei Benedikt zu Recht? (Is Felix justified in com-
plaining to Benedikt?)
-  0-1: Benedikt hat Felix getäuscht. Felix musste ihn so verstehen, dass 

es bereits 20 nach 4 war. Felix ärgert sich zu Recht.
(Benedikt has misled Felix. Felix had to understand Benedikt’s 
words to mean that it was already 20 past 4. Felix is justified in being 
angry.)

-  0-2: Benedikts Äußerung war vielleicht missverständlich, aber 
durchaus richtig. Felix hätte nachfragen können.
(Benedikt’s statement might have been mistakable, but was in princi-
ple right. Felix could have asked.)

-  0-3: Benedikt hat die Uhrzeit korrekt genannt. Dass Felix ihn falsch 
verstanden hat, ist Felix’ Fehler.
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74 —  Hans-Christian Schmitz and Bernhard Fisseni

to some extend different predicitions on meaning and acceptability. Finally, in 
4.4, we will elaborate the approaches regarding these differences.

4.1 Relevance

In section 3, we have argued that “aber” triggers modal enrichment because only 
if the first answer clause is enriched can “aber” block a contextually relevant 
default conclusion. That is, enrichment is explained with reference to the rele-
vance of B’s utterance regarding A’s question. “Aber” cannot be the only enrich-
ment trigger. Yet, this suggests a question over whether, and if so how, we can 
further exploit the concept of ‘relevance’ for explaining why recipients perform 
modal enrichment.

A first attempt of explaining the initial watch-example might go as follows: 
without enrichment the answer is not entirely relevant. Relevance can be defined 
with respect to the question under discussion, namely A’s question what time it 
is: only information that at least partially answers this question is considered 
to be relevant. (Cf. respective definitions of Ginzburg 1996, Groenendijk 1999, 
among others.) The subjects enrich the meaning of the first answer clause in 
order to make the entire answer relevant. The information that the watch is five 
minutes fast is irrelevant unless it has an effect on the determination of the time. 
It does not have such an effect if “ It’s 5 past 3” is interpreted literally. However, it 
has such an effect if “ It’s 5 past 3” is interpreted in the sense of “ By my watch it’s 
5 past 3” .

This attempt is confronted with two problems: firstly, if the answer is inter-
preted non-literally, then the information on the watch has an effect on the 
determination of the time but is still irrelevant regarding the question under dis-
cussion since A asked only for the time and not for the accuracy of B’s watch. 
Thus, if relevance is defined exclusively with respect to answering a question 
under discussion, the non-literal interpretation does not make the entire answer 
relevant.

According to both the literal and the non-literal interpretation, B conveys 
information on the time and his watch. Only according to the non-literal inter-
pretation, the information on the watch is crucial for determining the time, that 
is, for deriving the answer on A’s question. If we want to argue that by modal 
enrichment B’s answer is repaired to become relevant, then the concept of rel-
evance must be so defined that it also covers the reasoning towards the sought- 
after information (the actual time): information can be relevant even if it is not 
an answer to the question under discussion but helps to derive such informa-
tion.19
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The second problem is that by our attempt we cannot explain why the interpreta-
tion depends on the order of the answer-clauses. We have seen that it makes a 
difference whether the information on the accuracy is given first or second -  only 
if it is given second will the answer be enriched; reversing the order ‘turns off’ 
modal enrichment. (Cf. examples (11) and (12) above.)

On the first sight, this problem might be solved by referring to the discourse 
update potential of the answer clauses. It might be that due to the update poten-
tial the sequencing of the clauses can be constrained (as in Update Semantics). 
The idea can be illustrated with an example from Veltman (1996):

(19) a. (knocking at the door)... Maybe it’s M ary.... It’s John, 

b. (knocking at the door)... It’s Jo h n .... * Maybe it’s Mary.

Let it be given that there is someone knocking at the door and that we know that 
it must be either Mary or John (not both). After we hear the knocking, we can utter 
that it might be Mary, since as far as we know it might be Mary who is knocking, 
even if we find out later that it is in fact John (example (19a)). However, as soon as 
we found out that it is John who is knocking we can no longer reasonably assume 
that it might be Mary. Therefore, the sequence given in (19b) is considered to be 
‘bad’. This is explained with reference to the discourse update potential of Hit’s 
John].Once the common ground is updated with the information that it is John 
who is knocking, the assumption that it might be Mary is no longer consistent 
with the common ground and, thus, cannot be reasonably uttered.

We can try to transfer this approach to the watch-example: due to the update 
potentials of the clauses (not further specified), example (19a) is considered to 
be ‘good’ while (19b) is ruled out. (Remember that underlining indicates content 
added by enrichment.)

(20) a. Bv mv watch it’s 5 past 3. My watch is 5 minutes fast, 

b. My watch is 5 minutes fast. Bv mv watch it’s 5 past 3.

Update Semantics operates on a propositional level: one sequence of proposi-
tions can be accepted while the same propositions in reversed order are ruled out. 
For ruling out a sequence of propositions, it does not matter whether the proposi-
tions are derived by literal or non-literal interpretation. Therefore, if we rule out 
(20b) we also rule out the following example (21), in which the modal operator is 
explicitly given.
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(21) My watch is 5 minutes fast. By my watch it’s 5 past 3.

Example (21), however, seems to be acceptable and well interpretable; it should 
not be ruled out. Thus, the attempt to solve the order-problem by stating a con-
straint on sequences of propositions, like in Update Semantics, fails.

To take stock, let us reconsider example (11): we are looking for an explana-
tion why the answer of (11a), repeated as (22a), is interpreted non-literally and 
why the answer of (lib), repeated as (22b), is interpreted literally.

(22) Wie spät ist es? (What time is it?)

a. B: Es ist 5 nach 3. Meine Uhr geht 5 Minuten vor.
(It’s 5 past 3. My watch is 5 minutes fast.)

b. B: Meine Uhr geht 5 Minuten vor. Es ist 5 nach 3.
(My watch is 5 minutes fast. It’s 5 past 3.)

One way to solve the issue is to assume that enrichment is in principle possible 
in both examples but that in (22b) the recipient has a preference for the literal 
interpretation -  and in (22a) for the non-literal interpretation. Thus, one defines 
‘preferred patterns’, or schemas, instead of constraints for sequences of proposi-
tions. These patterns have an effect if the recipient can follow his preferences and 
choose one interpretation. They do not have an effect in cases like (21) for which 
there is no nearby modal expansion.

Another way to solve the issue is to restrict the possibilities of deriving a 
non-literal intepretation, that is, of applying an operation of modal enrichment. 
Instead of making it possible to derive the non-literal and the literal interpreta-
tions of both expamples and then filter out all but one interpretation in each case, 
this approach assumes that modal enrichment is only possible in example (22a). 
In (22b), the non-literal interpretation cannot be derived, therefore it need not be 
filtered out by additional rules.

We will follow the first approach in the next subsection, 4.2, and the second 
approach in subsection 4.3.

4.2 Reasoning

We assume that the scenario of the initial watch-example (1) and its variations 
suggests that time is read off a watch or some chronometer. This assumption is 
justified by the fact that most people’s feeling for time is inaccurate. One can cer-
tainly also imagine a different course of events:



  at  



78 Hans-Christian Schmitz and Bernhard Fisseni

(25) My watch is 5 minutes fast. It’s 5 past 3.

Let us now reconstruct the interpretation of (25), with the clauses in opposite 
order. Again, we claim that (25) can in principle be interpreted both literally and 
non-literally. In contrast to (24), however, the vast majority of test subjects choose 
the literal interpretation of this example. We reconstruct the non-literal interpre-
tation as follows: the recipient learns that the speaker’s watch is 5 minutes fast. 
Moreover, he learns that it is 5 past 3 by the watch; he concludes that it is in 
fact 3 o’clock. The recipient follows the speaker’s line of thought. To arrive at an 
answer to his question he has to draw the crucial conclusion himself. (In this sub-
section, we do not demand that in the script of watch-reading and time-telling the 
information displayed by the watch comes before the information on the accur-
a c y  of the watch. The script is compatible with both orders.)

The literal interpretation is reconstructed like this: the recipient learns that 
the watch is 5 minutes fast. He adds an (underspecified) dummy premise on what 
time it is by the watch; then, the literal meaning of the second sentence -  that it is 
in fact 5 past 3 -  is interpreted as a conclusion of the first sentence and the dummy 
premise. Again, the recipient follows the speaker’s line of thought. To arrive at an 
the answer to his question he does not draw the final conclusion himself;20 he 
assumes that the speaker draws the conclusion for him.

For the interpretation of (25), modal enrichment is not necessary to match 
the answer with a script of telling the time. This might be reason enough to not 
perform modal enrichment but to rely on the literal interpretation. Another 
reason might be that recipients prefer interpretations that reduce their demand of 
own reasoning; they choose the literal interpretation because only according to 
this interpretation it is the speaker who draws the relevant conclusion.

A conclusion comes by default at the end of a reasoning process and, thus, 
at the end of an utterance that follows the script of such a process. After the con-
clusion, the answer is finished, and the voice goes down. Now, let us change the 
example, so that the voice stays high at the end of the second answer clause:

(26) A: Wie spät ist es? (What time is it?)

B: Meine Uhr geht Minuten vor. T" Es ist 5 nach 3. 'L 
(My watch is 5 minutes fast. -T It’s 5 past 3. T")

We performed an experiment by presenting example (26) to 16 subjects. As in the 
other experiments, we read the example aloud twice. Unlike in the other experi-
ments, the voice stayed high at the end of the second answer clause. (The voice 
is indicated by the arrows.) If we are right in assuming that the answer can in
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is such that it permits or exacts a modal enrichment. In all examples under 
discussion, it is plausible that the speaker first presents ‘quoted’ the unfiltered 
information she retrieved from an information source. This ensurs a fast flow of 
information without interruptions, if not the maximally efficient one. The recipi-
ent cannot expect that the speaker will consider information that is plausibly 
unfiltered to be unconditionally true.

We assume that in giving the time, the speaker generally refers to her chro-
nometer of choice and quotes it directly. The information provided by such an 
external source -  the watch -  is generally correct and the script by which the 
speaker acts is probably available to and similar for most speakers. Therefore the 
‘quotation’ need not necessarily be indicated. (This line of argumentation can 
also be applied to the Peter-examples (7).)

On the one hand, in quoting somebody else or an external information source 
like a chronometer, the speaker is not necessarily committed to the truth of the 
quoted content. On the other hand, one normally does not quote nonsense and 
information one considers wrong, at least not without warning the hearer that 
one may be passing on misinformation. If information on the reliability of the 
information quoted is added afterwards, the relationship between quotation 
and assessment of reliability is readily inferred -  in the examples, the reliability 
assessment cannot stem from the watch (and it would be self-mockery if it were a 
quote from Peter). By contrast, comments on the reliability of the quotation given 
beforehand make a direct quotation inappropriate, as, firstly, rhetorical structure 
only permits unmarked quotations in clear cases, i.e. immediately after the quote- 
inducing question and, secondly, the script is altered in a way that the cognitive 
advantage that may be the reason for quoting unfiltered information is evidently 
lost and the correction should then be factored into the following information.

(27) A: What time is it?

a. B: It’s 5 past 3. My watch is 5 minutes fast.

b. B: My watch is 5 minutes fast. It’s 5 past 3.

Let us illustrate the approach with our standard example (27): A’s question 
induces a quotation context, so that the first answer clause of (27a) can be inter-
preted as a quote (by B’s watch). Although in principle the quotation could be 
extended to the second clause, this is not possible in this particular case because 
a watch cannot give information on its own accurracy. In (27b), the qualifying 
clause, which cannot be a quotation, comes first and immediately closes the quo-
tation context. Therefore, the following indication of the time cannot be consid-
ered quoted information; (27b) cannot be modally enriched.
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For our explanation to be plausible, we have to assume that information gener-
ally comes with a slot for the information source from which it comes. Stipulat-
ing such a slot for an information source may seem a large overhead; theories of 
polyphony (v.i.), however, may provide independent motivation.

In the remainder of this subsection, we will discuss the ideas sketched above 
more precisely, especially the question when information sources may be left 
unspecified but reliably inferred to be different from the speaker. We will also 
briefly discuss the relationship of our account to polyphonic analyses of utter-
ances.

As in the previous subsection, the approach presented in this subsection will 
only be simulated with the watch-examples. It is, again, straightforward to apply 
it to the Peter-examples (12).

4.3.1 Quotations in quotation contexts

When we speak of quoting, this is short for ‘passing on unfiltered information’; 
one should construe this to be a metaphorical way of speaking, which does not 
correspond to the concept of indirect speech.

As modalisation in our experiments occurs reliably, an indication of the 
information source cannot be obligatory in all cases to (quite) reliably convey 
a certain interpretation. Similarly to cases of temporal or causal relationships, 
we assume that textual order can provide default interpretations;22 these default 
interpretations may be justified by reference to scripts, as suggested above.

Let us consider the original case of giving the time. We can assume that (i) the 
time displayed by a chronometer is generally considered correct unless we have 
evidence to the contrary, and (ii) a speaker generally reads the time off the watch 
directly, and immediately gives the information to a hearer. Assumption (i) gener-
ally justifies (ii) and both together justify the omission of a restriction like “by my 
watch” . Reading time off a watch stating: “ By my watch, it is 15:05” would gener-
ally be perceived as pedantic and awkward unless one doubted the correctness of 
the watch or has reason to make one’s announcement ‘fool-proof’.23 It is therefore 
the deviation from (i) that must be signalled, not compliance with it.

In the examples discussed above, the default assumption (i) is not in order. 
The speaker’s watch does not display the correct current time, and the speaker 
knows this. He can, however, still rely on the hearer’s assuming that he read the 
time off some chronometer. An efficient way to inform the hearer without delay, 
as sketched above, is to follow the standard script, and then specify the deviation 
of the watch.
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4.4 Testing competing hypotheses

The two approaches introduced in the previous subsections give different expla-
nations about why the inital watch-example (1), without “aber” , is interpreted 
non-literally and why the example with the answer clauses in reversed order is, 
or even must be, interpreted literally. The first approach (Reasoning) sees modal 
enrichment as a kind of repair; it focusses on the issue of why and under which 
circumstances enrichment takes place. The second approach (Rhetorical Struc-
ture) defines quotation contexts in which modal enrichment (‘quotation’) occurs 
by default; it therefore focuses rather on the issue of why and under which cir-
cumstances enrichment does not take place.

The approaches open different views on the same phenomena. Since they 
also make different predictions regarding interpretations and acceptability 
assessments they can be evaluated with regard to these predictions.

(29) My watch is 5 minutes fast. It’s 5 past 3.

The crucial example is (28), which is interpreted literally. According to the Rea-
soning approach, this example can in principle also be interpreted non-literally, 
while (at least a strong version of) the Rhetorical Structure approach excludes the 
non-literal interpretation.

We have already seen that the example can in fact be interpreted non-literally 
if the voice stays high at the end of the second clause. (Cf. example (26) and the 
results of the respective experiment given in Table 12.) That is, a strong version 
of the Rhetorical Structures approach that even denies the adaption of quotation 
contexts by intonation cannot be upheld.

Furthermore, if modal enrichment of (29) with neutral intonation is ruled 
out, then the following sequence of sentences should be considered inconsistent 
and, thus, unacceptable:

(30) Meine Uhr geht 5 Minuten vor. Es ist 5 nach 3. Tatsächlich ist es also 3 Uhr. 
(My watch is 5 minutes fast. It’s 5 past 3. So it’s in fact 3 o’clock.)

The three examples (31a-31c), by contrast, are considered to be consistent 
and acceptable according to both the Reasoning and the Rhetorical Structures 
approach.
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and thereby provide an adequate use context for the conjunction.'10 Modal enrich-
ment is thus a repair procedure.

We discussed three further approaches to explaining why modal enrichment 
takes place. According to the first approach (Relevance), modal enrichment is a 
repair procedure to make an utterance relevant. We have shown that the approach 
fails if merely based on a ‘question under discussion’-related notion of relevance. 
The second approach (Reasoning) also explains modal enrichment as a repair pro-
cedure, namely for making an utterance fit a given script of deriving and convey-
ing information. We have shown that by this approach we can explain the phe-
nomena and make correct predictions on interpretation and acceptability. The 
third approach (Rhetorical Structure) assumes that rhetorical structure provides a 
slot for a modal operator. Modal enrichment is not the free application of a modal 
operator but an instantiation of this slot; it is hence not a repair procedure. This 
approach also explains the phenomena. However, it differs from the Reasoning 
approach in some predictions regarding acceptability. We have evaluated the 
different approaches. The results confirm Reasoning but they do not seem clear 
enough to consider them as decisive evidence against Rhetorical Structure.

Open issues still to be investigated are, firstly, an overview on the opera-
tors of modal enrichment that can be constructed and applied, and, secondly, 
the relation and interaction of modal enrichment with other forms of meaning 
expansion. This demands formal modelling. Thirdly, as we remarked at the end 
of 4.4, methodological concerns regarding experimental data in formal, truth- 
conditional pragmatics are to be solved.

Notes
* We thank all test subjects who participated in the experiments. We also thank to Benedikt 
Löwe for providing us with the paradigmatic watch-example, and Patrick Brandt, Eric Fuß,
Uwe Kirschenmann, Udo Klein, Marcus Kracht, )oost Kremers, Manfred Kupffer, Charlotte 
Matheson, Cécile Meier, jens Michaelis, Katja Niemann, Steffen Pappert, Christian Plunze, 
Bernhard Schröder, Magda Schwager, julia Steube, Petra Wagner, Martin Wolpers, Henk 
Zeevat, Ede Zimmermann for helpful comments, letting us borrow test subjects and stimulating 
discussions. All mistakes are ours.
1 In total, 42 test subjects participated in this experiment, among them 26 native speakers and 
16 non-native speakers of German. The preference for enrichment was significant:
Xäf-1= 21.429; p = 3.673 · 1CT06. There was no significant difference between the groups of 
native and non-native speakers regarding their answers. (All non-native speakers replied that 
it was 15:00h according to the answer; the 6 subjects who interpreted the answer literally were 
native speakers of German.)
2 If one compares enriched versus non-enriched interpretations, the difference is significant
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19 This is not the concept of relevance defined by Ginzburg (1996) or Groenendijk (1999), but it 
has surely the flavour of Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1996).
20 He even cannot draw this conclusion because the dummy premise does not give actual 
information on the watch-display.
21 p = 0.005 for a one-sided test.
22 Temporal and clausal relations are the standard examples for explaining how order can 
affect the interpretation of an utterance. Cf., e.g., the example from Horn (2006) “If they get 
married and have a baby, their financial situation will be better than if they have a baby and 
marry.”
23 If one does not doubt that one’s watch displays the correct time, identifying the information 
source this way could only be warranted in very unusual cases, where one looks at the watch, 
but uses another information source for giving the time, a n d  where the information source
is relevant to the success of communication. It is quite difficult to imagine such a case. 
Furthermore, the hearer would normally notice the speaker’s information source anyway, e.g. if 
he refers to a wall clock or mobile phone.
24 The roots go further back to Mikhail Bakhtin; see Dendale (2007) for a brief sketch of the 
term’s history and a comparison of different approaches to polyphony in the sense mentioned 
above. Note that there are various notions of polyphony, e.g. in sociolinguistics. We restrict 
ourselves to the one we found most helpful in analysing our examples, though.
25 See Nolke et al. (2004), or more briefly Nolke (2009) and Nolke (2006) (in English) for 
an introduction; Dendale (2007) (§3) gives a short overview of ScaPoLine in English. The 
presentation of Nolke (2006) is more detailed, and gives some background, both historical 
and in contrast to ‘the Anglo-Saxon tradition’ (137-138; §2). Kratschmer (2009) gives an 
introduction and some background information in German; she also provides (§5) a Danish- 
German-English glossary of terms.
26 Cf. Nolke et al. (2004), §2.1.4; Nolke (2006), 142-143.
27 See also Nolke (2006) (§4.2) and Nolke (2009).
28 One point about this distinctions between different images of the speaker and other real- 
world persons as represented by the speaker in the discourse (and hence called ‘discourse 
entities’ or ‘êtres discursifs’ in ScaPoLine) is important, namely that the persons mentioned in 
discourse may well be misrepresented and that -  e.g. in cases of irony -  the speaker may play 
with different images of himself. Yet, this clearly exceeds the scope of this article. Similarly, we 
are not concerned with discourse entities which are purely technically necessary.
29 Following Nolke et al. (2004), 29-30; Nolke (2006), 144-145.
30 The relationship between the links and the judgment is not entirely clear as acknowledged 
by Nolke (2009), who promises a clarifying paper.
31 Cf. Nolke (2009: 26), which we paraphrase here. Remember that discourse entities are 
‘created’ by the speaker L.
32 Cf. still Nolke 2009: 26.
33 Cf. the example by Nolke 2006: (145) with the fruit juice ‘locutor’ of: “Drink me without 
sugar!” written on a bottle.
34 Speaking of ‘correction’ draws on the polysemy of the term. One had probably better speak 
of ‘instructions that suggest that a correction to the information given previously would be in 
order’.
35 Friedman tests for overall coherence and naturalness are significant (p < 0.049) and 
marginally significant (p < 0.084), respectively. This suggests that ratings do not depend very 
much on the stimuli, even more so because comparing the remaining stimuli pairwise with
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(30) there is no significant difference, only (31a) is marginally significantly rated more natural 
(p  = 0.094) -  and of course, we have to apply a correction.
36 See fn. 39.
37 Yet of course, they shouldn’t have to know exactly what we wanted to investigate to 
understand our questionnaires.
38 Cf. Bayley (2002) and Fisseni (2011), 2.2.2.
39 Of course, it might be that also other operations of meaning enrichment are carried out and 
that therefore the modal operator is not applied to the literal but an already expanded meaning 
of the sentence.
40 Or, adverb, in the case of “aber”.
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