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1	Introduction

The grammatical category evidentiality is known from a large range of languages, where various evidential distinctions are expressed by morphological markers on the verb. For instance, Willett (1988), de Haan (1999) and Aikhenvald (2004) define them as grammatical categories that mark the information source such as direct perception, report or inference. 

In German, the grammatical category evidence is lacking in the verbal paradigm. However, there is other ample means to express evidential categories indirectly via modal particles, modal verbs and verb position, as we will see below. The present article focuses on the role that modal particles have in the interpretation of weil+V2-clauses and argues that V2 in conjunction with the type of modal particle indicates that the speaker's evaluation of the embedded proposition - be it subjective /emotional or evidential -is relevant for the state of affairs expressed in the main clause.

2	Embedded V2 in German

The status of embedded V2 and its impact on interpretation have been subject of extended discussion in recent times (cf. Gärtner 2001, 2002; Antomo and Steinbach 2010, Catasso 2016 and Catasso and Hinterhölzl 2016 among others). While there is disagreement whether adverbial and adnominal V2-clauses constitute separate assertions and whether they are truly embedded under a host clause or simply coordinated with it, it is clear (and uncontroversial) that some weil+V2 clauses give rise to an evidential reading of the adverbial clause motivating or providing a reason for the assertion of the host clause, as is illustrated by the interpretational differences in (1).

(1)	a.	Die Felder sind weiß, weil es geschneit hat
		The fields are white, because it snowed has
	b.	Es hat geschneit, weil die Felder sind ganz weiß
		It has snowed because the fields are completely white

While the verb-final causal clause in (1a) provides the reason for the state of affairs expressed in the matrix clause, the V2-clause in (1b) provides the reason, or rather the evidence on which the claim of speaker that it has snowed is based. In other words, the adverbial clause in (1b) modifies a speech act expressed by the host clause, while it modifies the proposition expressed by the host clause in (1a).

While weil is generally taken to relate propositions in (1a), the role of weil in (1b) is disputed. For Antomo & Steinbach (2010), weil in (1b) relates two independent speech acts. For Hinterhölzl (2020), the adverbial clause in (1b) lacks independent assertive force and V2 is taken to only indicate that the embedded proposition is epistemically anchored to the speaker. This means that the assertive potential of an embedded V2-clause in the latter approach needs to be licensed by an assertive operator in the main clause and it is argued that it is exactly this property that accounts for the rather special distribution of adverbial and adnominal V2-clauses in German. The interested reader is referred to Hinterhölzl (2020) for further details.

In this approach, the interpretation of weil-clauses can be captured by the attachment site to the host clause: A) the propositional relation results from attaching the adverbial clause to IP, as in (2). B) If the adverbial clause is attached to Evidence Phrase (EvidP) that is taken to occupy a position between FinP and ForceP in the C-system of Rizzi (1997), it specifies the evidence for the speech act expressed by the host clause, as in (3). And C) If the adverbial clause is attached to ForceP, it expresses a relation between two speech acts, as in (4). In this case, as expected, two separate independent speech acts can be expressed: in (4) this is a question by the host clause and an assertion by the adverbial clause.

(2)	a.	Die Felder sind weiß, weil es geschneit hat
		the fields are white because it snowed has
	b.	[ForceP die Felder sind [IP [IP weiß [CP weil es geschneit hat]]]]
		
(3)	a.	Es hat geschneit, weil die Felder sind weiß
		It has snowed because the fields are white
	b.	[ForceP es hat [EvidP [EvidP geschneit [CP weil die Felder sind weiß]]]]

(4)	a.	Hast du den Artikel von Hans gelesen?, weil ich finde den sehr gut
		Have you the article by Hans read?, because I find it very good

	b.	[ForceP [ForceP Hast du den Artikel ...gelesen [CP weil .... sehr gut]]]

However, things are more complicated than this. There are weil+V2-clauses that give rise to (pure) propositional relation's readings, as we will see in the following section that discusses the impact of modal particles in different types of assertions.

3	Modal particles and types of assertions

The presence of the functional head Evid0 is independently needed for the interpretation of modal particles in German. I follow Zimmermann (2012) who proposes that modal particles in German are to be analysed as evidential markers which indicate differences in the knowledge states of speaker and hearer about the relevant state of affairs. 
	However, Hinterhölzl and Munaro (2015) note a difference in the interpretation of the modal particle in standard questions and special questions: while the modal particle has an epistemic interpretation referring to the knowledge state of a discourse participant in the standard question, the modal particle has a deictic meaning referring to evidence that is directly accessible in the utterance situation. The reader is referred to Hinterhölzl and Munaro (2015) for further details. 
	The same difference shows up in standard assertions and exclamatives, as is illustrated in (5). According to Zimmermann (2012), the modal particle ja indicates that the content of the relevant proposition is uncontroversial. For instance, the speaker may use the modal particle in (5a) to indicate that the proposition that he asserts is part of or can be derived from the common ground. In this way, the modal particle modulates the illocutionary force of the assertion reducing the typical discourse commitment connected with this speech act type namely, to supply relevant evidence for the speaker's claim in case its validity is challenged by the hearer. I will refer to this interpretation of the modal particle ja as its epistemic reading.

(5)	a.	Der zweite Weltkrieg begann ja mit dem Überfall auf Polen
		The Second Word war started PAR with the attack on Poland
	b.	Hier ist es ja ganz WARM!
		Here it is PAR quite warm
Alternatively, we may assume that the modal particle in (5a) indicates that the speaker considers the content - since uncontroversial - as not at issue and hence proposes to add the proposition to the common ground without discussion, in case it has not been in the hearer's common ground already.
	Note that the impact of the modal particle in (5b) is crucially different. It does not indicate that the relevant proposition that it is warm is part or derivable from the common ground. Rather it indicates that there is uncontroversial evidence for the respective state of affairs in the utterance situation.[footnoteRef:1] We may thus say that the proposition it is quite warm is not what is asserted by the speaker in (5b). What is asserted and what constitutes new information in (5b) is the difference between the evident uncontroversial state of affairs (in the utterance situation) and the speaker's expectation about it. I will refer to this interpretation of the modal particle ja as its evidential reading. [1:  This mirative use of the modal particle ja has been already noted by Kratzer (1999).] 

	Let us now compare the impact of the modal particle ja in (5) with its impact in an embedded V2-clause,  as in (6). What is uncontroversial in (6) is the new, maybe unexpected evidence in the utterance situation that the fields are white. Imagine that the speaker wakes up in the morning and looking out of the window is uttering (6): the weil-clause expresses new information and not information that is uncontroversial because it has already been part of the common ground between speaker and hearer.

(6)	Es hat geschneit, weil die Felder sind ja ganz weiß!
	It has snowed because the fields are PAR completely white

However, there are also cases of epistemic ja in weil+V2-clauses, as is illustrated in (7) and (8)[footnoteRef:2]. It is clear that in (7) and (8) ja does not have an evidential reading and also that the embedded clauses express relations between propositions. For instance in (8)[footnoteRef:3],  the reading is that the speaker is sad because at his place there is no snow, arguably constituting a simple relation between two state of affairs.  [2:  I thank Martina Faller for extensive and very helpful comments on an earlier version of these notes. She also pointed out to me with the help of corpus data that weil+V2-clauses allow also for purely propositional relations. As we will see below this observation is almost correct and only needs to be modified minimally.]  [3:  I am indebted to Martina Faller for this example.] 


(7) 	Ich musste heute deshalb nichts kochen, weil ich hab' ja noch was gehabt vom Braten 	am Sonntag
	I had to cook nothing today therefore, because I still had some (rest) of the roast on 	Sunday
(8) 	Ich bekomme Schneebilder und das finde ich sehr schön,
	aber das macht mich auch traurig, weil hier gibt es ja keinen Schneefall 
	I receive pictures with snow and that I find very beautiful but it also makes me said 	because here there is no snow 	

In general, note that this occurrence of epistemic ja in an embedded V2-clause is surprising, if the role of embedded V2 is to indicate that the content of the embedded proposition is at issue, while epistemic ja can be taken to indicate that the relevant content can be taken for granted in the common ground between speaker and hearer.
	Something else must be going on in the clauses in (7) and (8). For sure, the modal particle is not modifying the embedded proposition, since the proposition that there is no snow at the speaker's place can be taken to constitute new information in the context of (8). 
	Note first the impact of V2 in the case of (8), repeated here in (9a), and compare it with the impact of a verb-final clause in (9b). While the verb-final clause in (9b) is absolutely unmarked and neutral from the point of view of the speaker's perspective, the vividness of (9a) - also observed in (6) above - can be given sense, if we assume that the embedded V2-clause serves to indicate not only the knowledge state of the respective proposition, but crucially serves to indicate the speaker's evaluation of the respective state of affairs. So that we may say that what is at issue in (9a) is not so much the embedded proposition, but the speaker's positive or negative evaluation of this proposition.

(9)	a.	Ich bin traurig weil hier gibt's ja keinen Schnee! (negative evaluation)
	b.	Ich bin traurig weil es hier keinen Schnee gibt (neutral evaluation).

In (9a) the speaker's evaluation of the state of affairs of the snow being missing is arguably negative and supported by the previous context, while in (7) above, the speaker's evaluation of the embedded proposition is arguably positive, otherwise one would expect a different conclusion of the type: in order not the eat the same thing again, it was necessary to cook something today.
	Hence it can be argued that the contribution of the modal particle in (7) and (8) is modifying the causal relation between the embedded and the main clause, in the sense that the speaker's positive judgment of the pertinent state of affairs constitutes the uncontroversial reason for not having to cook, while the speaker's negative judgment of there being no snow constitutes the uncontroversial reason for being sad. Note that without the speaker's judgement in (8) the pertinent reason is rather controversial: the lack of snow can also be judged to be an advantage, given the problems and hassle that snow may pose for people to move around.
	In conclusion, V2 in these cases indicates that something more than the plain proposition is at issue.  V2 seems to indicate that the speaker's positive or negative evaluation of the state of affairs expressed by the embedded clause forms the basis for the causal relation between the embedded clause and the state of affairs in the matrix clause. How can this analysis be extended to the evidential use of the modal particle illustrated in (6) above? We may assume that in (6) it is the evidential evaluation of the embedded proposition that forms the basis for the causal relation between the embedded clause and the matrix clause. This means that there are two different types of a speaker's evaluation. One type can be categorized as being objective and epistemic. The evidential evaluation is a subtype of this, since the  evaluation is based on the world knowledge of the speaker. The other type can be categorized as being subjective and emotional, since it is based on the speaker's preferences. The impact of (9a) can be described with the presence of an unrealized evaluative adverb like: Ich bin traurig weil hier gibt's ja leider keinen Schnee (I am sad because unfortunately there is no snow here).
	As far as the analysis of cases like (6) is concerned, it should follow from other considerations that the causal relation is not between two propositions / state of affairs: given that the speaker has evidence for a certain state of affairs, this allows him not only to establish a causal relation with another state of affairs but licenses him to the claim that the relevant state of affairs holds, thus expressing a relation to an assertive speech act. I will leave this point for further research.
	Given that the finite verb in the embedded clauses moves beyond evaluative and evidential adverbs, as is illustrated in (10), we may assume that it moves to the Judgement phrase (JudgP) in the analysis of Krifka (2020) that may be taken to occur between EvidP and ForceP. 

(10)	Ich bin traurig weil hier gibt's leider offensichtlich keinen Schnee
	I am sad, because here there-is unfortunately evidently no snow

Krifka (2020) argues that a speech act is split up in various partial acts, in which a speech act is based on a judgment of the state of affairs by the speaker, a commitment of the speaker to his judgment and the public indication of the speaker's judgment in the form of verbalizing the relevant judgment. Dependent on its evidential or evaluative import, the weil+V2-clause can then be taken to adjoin to the EvidP or the JudgP in the matrix clause.
	The purpose of this short notes was to throw some light onto the complex interaction between syntax, that is, the variation in verb position in German, the interpretational variation of modal particles and the different types of interpretations that weil-clauses can enter into, depending on these differences.
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