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Data: The Hebrew particle lix’ora can be roughly translated as allegedly, seemingly or supposedly, and in 
general seems to have a hedging effect.  We identify three main cases where this particle applies, exemplified 
in (1)-(3): 
(1) Ha feniks gavta, lix’ora, dmei nihul Se-lo kadin. (“The Pheonix (company) charged (its clients), 

lix’ora, fees unlawfully” (Uttered by a news reporter who is aware of a number of facts which suggest 
that the Phoenix company indeed charged fees unlawfully, and he uses the hedge lixora e.g. to avoid 
being sued) 

(2) Lix’ora dani hu ha-roce’ax (“Lix’ora Danny is the murderer”) (uttered by a person who heard his 
neighbors talking about facts which suggest that Danny is the murderer – e.g. that he hated the victim, 
and that he was found near the body with a knife in his hands), but uses the hedge since he knows an 
additional fact that weakens the certainty of this conclusion (e.g. that Yossi, who also hated the victim, 
ran away at the night of the murder, also holding a knife). 

(3) Lixo’ra yesh kan stira ba ktuvim. (“Lixo’ra there is a contradiction in the scriptures here”), uttered by a 
Rabbi who shows that there are facts that suggest that there is a contradiction in the scriptures (e.g. that 
whereas chapter 1 in Kings, describes King Solomon as having forty thousand horse stables, chapter 9 in 
Chronicles, describing the exact same events and period, mentions four thousand lions, horses and 
chariots). However, the Rabbi knows an additional fact (namely that the reference in Chronicles refers to 
King David), which makes him conclude that there is no contradiction. He uses the sentence with lix’ora 
as a rhetorical device. 

Notice that case (1) and (2) are similar to each other in that in both the speaker is expressing doubt about the 
truth of the prejacent, whereas in (3) the speaker is certain that the prejacent is false. On the other hand, (2) 
and (3) are similar to each other in that the reason for the hedge is the fact that the speaker (as opposed to 
others in the context) knows. In contrast, in (1) the reason for using the hedge is not a new known fact, but 
rather the status of the speaker as a newscast reporter, and the fear of being sued.  

We further observe that lix’ora is odd in certain sentences, as in (4) and (5): 
(4)  #?lix’ora ha-SemeS zoraxat ba-mizrax (“lix’ora the sun rises in the east”)  
(5) #?lix’ora ha-SemeS zoraxat ba-maarav  (“lixora the sun rises in the west”)  
Finally, notice that sometimes lix’ora operates on a nominal expression, as in (6): 
(6) ha-miStara bodeket maasim pliliyim lix’ora Sel mar cohen (“The police is investigating criminal actions, 
lix’ora, by Mr. Cohen”) 
 
Proposal: We rely on Barker’s 2007 analysis of clear as involving manipulations on degrees of evidence 
required to conclude the truth of a proposition, and some analyses of evidentials (e.g. Davis, Potts and Speas 
2007), which take this class of operators to include not only expressions indicating the type, but also the 
strength of evidence. We propose that lix’ora is an evidential particle, with a negative and a positive 
component (whose combination yields the hedging effect). In particular, we propose that lix’ora is a 
sentential operator with the following characterization: 

1) lixora p is true in a world w0 iff:  
(a – Negative component) It is not the case that in all ‘most normal’ worlds w’ where 
the set of facts known by the speaker (As) holds, given a degree of evidence used by the 
speaker (ds), p also holds, and 
(b – Positive component) p does hold in all worlds w’’, which are  

(i) identical to w’ in As but in which the degree of evidence used is not ds, 
but one used by a salient participant in the discourse dc, where dc < ds  
OR 

(ii) identical to w’ in ds, but where the set of facts known to a salient 
participant Ac holds, where Ac ⊂ As 

 
Accounting for the Three Uses of lix’ora:  
Case (1): In this case the difference between the worlds where p is assumed to hold (the positive component) 
and the worlds where this is not the case (the negative component) lies in the degree of evidence sufficient 
for reaching a conclusion. In this case, then, the set of facts A used as the basis for concluding the prejacent 
(“The Phoenix charged fees unlawfully”) is the same for both the speaker and his/her addressees (or else the 



addressees may accommodate As), but crucially, the speaker uses a degree of evidence higher than the 
default or standard degree used by his addressees, in order to be cautious. The implication, then, is that the 
truth of p is in doubt. 
Case (2): Here the difference between the worlds where p is assumed to hold (the positive component) and 
the worlds where this is not necessarily the case (the negative component) lies in the set of facts that the 
speaker takes as the basis for concluding a proposition, which forms a superset of the set of facts known by 
the salient participants. In this case, the degree of evidence used by the speaker and the salient participants in 
the discourse is identical. Here too the implication is that the truth of p is in doubt. 
Case (3) is similar to case (2), but differs from it in the implication that p is definitely false. We propose that 
this typically happens in expert contexts (see e.g. Zimmermann 2008, Gunlogson 2001) where the speaker is 
taken to be opinionated with respect to the truth value of p. We show that the move from the weak negative 
component (roughly: the speaker is not in a position to conclude that p is true) to the stronger one (the 
speaker concludes that p is false) can be derived using a mechanism similar to the one used in scalar 
implicatures, where by Gricean maxims, while the implication is only that the speaker is not in a position to 
know p, the actual implication is that the speaker knows not p (Fox 2006). We use this mechanism to explain 
why the false status of p can arise only when the difference between the positive and negative components 
lies in the set of known facts (As vs Ac) and not in the degree of required evidence used.  

We explain the infelicity of (4) and (5) by showing that, unlike what is required in conjunction of 
positive and negative in definition (1), in both cases there is no contrast between the set of facts known to the 
speaker and the (default) addressees: in (4) both the speaker and addressees take the known facts and the 
degree of evidence required to support the truth of p, and in (5) both take these facts and degree to support 
the falsehood of p.  

Finally, we show that unlike the apparent (lix’ora!) nominal scope of lixora in (6), it still functions as 
a sentential operator, hedging the presupposition that Mr. Cohen was involved in criminal activities. 
 
Comparisons with Other Particles: 
We compare lix’ora to several similar particles discussed in the literature. For example, unlike  Barker’s 
analysis of clear, our analysis of lix’ora indicates that it does not only have side effects (information about 
the discourse) – manipulating the standard degree of evidence required, but potentially also main effects 
(information about the world), given the potential contrast in facts known by the speaker and a salient 
participant. As we progress in our research, we plan to compare lix’ora to epistemic modals (per von Fintel 
& Gillies 2006) as a sort of evidential, and as a particle that uses a judge-parameter (similar to predicates of 
personal taste, as in Stephenson 2007 and McCready 2007), and show that lix’ora behaves more similarly to 
modal evidentials than to discourse ones. In addition, we will explore Zaroukian’s 2010 analysis of 
approximating modal operators (as in John has maybe 40 books) and show that similar effects can be found 
with lix'ora:   
(7) ha-xeder li’xora naki (“The room is lix’ora clean” Implication: The room is not completely clean). 
 


