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1d. & B4 7 23R4, non= L4
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2b. A AT TAEALE?
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[P RS, 2 A 0 X L A [ 0 ) i o o 3 R A G
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A NISYER B 5 A A B 2R, iR
A2 R A Tyt 22 ] )R] P S 2R iR A K
SURETZ R R B 2 ) - 4eaitly . SCET
[ AL ) ) A 5 25 5 i 8L i) 199 46 5% 5% A% A0 LA
1L, 2% BA P 32 8 ok %) ) e] () R) ) S AR A T
AEAY

PR, AT 2By a5 %, B 20 it
28 50 AETT R R R OT TS AT L BT AT
et A — 2845 52 ) (AT S 5 00 ) 4 A )
A () A BRVE B0 % o X e PR el ik £
HZ R Z AL R e KR . 4R, AT hE
MR SCHETE A 45 A Be sl 7 1% 19 2R 40
o BATEEREENT RO BAE, W s DS
R EA M i, Rk R A
P —LBIE 9B, X LE S HERRE LIS AU B,
DR o 25 b e s RE AR A Stk 5, B ATy Ak,
A BA BT ENTRRE DO R
NOZRRIZ YL, A [FTE S MOZZERIA K (BRI S
VR 16 & SE 0, o 1 RE B 3t P A 45 b B B
Tk

— EAREXEE

(—)EREFZE

KT R R RE, 20 20 50 ARAUTT iR, 418
185 EACRVE B A6 . Hamblin 5 CHE H BEfR
[ A ) TL AR B

o AR R,
T A,

& PR TARA R R AR E
FFLOA TREEMR—ANTLE,
J5i K5 Montague® $LSSEAN A TE 200 5 (15
M, At ) JELAEL AR 75 B i B A4, Hamblin® $A 2 Mon-
tague [ I REY” I FH B B R 9eiE b B, BV iE
SRy ) g a5E 37 6F I ) ) s 4 6 RN AN S iz SR
W, Hamblin TA Sy 3 1 Hr Y Jk A% BE ] 37] © who ”
“what” 25, 7E 8] 7 g A2 AT 5 R 44 M [E] L 40
“Who walks?” 5 “Mary walks.” , 0] LI{E N —JG3h
TIIETC, 40 does what™ , A LA 2 2817 R,
1 of what kind”, £85I DL, fthTA Jhy ik 46 B il
5E (0] 1) BETE 4 i F] T Montague $2 1 (197514
{EABALIA S “ who™ 5 Mary™ ift & A [f] , “ Mary” £
HLAIEFRPAXIE, [ Mary | =m (I _E—X} 77 45
SN T X Ar1aiE S IEE R B RIS, [ Mary | &
T Mary” RIB R XS, m 2 TR BB R o B
IFRIR) , “who” AR 5 A A B A, HE AR
BRI EARRT G, MR TR FR—E X R4 B
WA ATRERI X4, [who] = {m, j, b -},
TEXFIARRE T , 24 Mary walks.” 5 BT,
“Who walks?” #3k A Be Al (1) £ &, BVE i Al
REERMES (K 1 FR) .
F 1 Hamblin R EEEIE 5 £ AR L

Mary walks. VS Who walks?

[Mary] = m VS who = {m, j, b---}|
[who walks] = {walk’(m),

[ Mary walks ] =walk’(m VS
e velk'(m) walk'(j) , walk’(b) ( |

CwalkFIAE T H B  “ walks™ ) LIRS FR)

Karttunen® $ 1 7 538, WA by [m] ) & 3 Fir 47
IEREREG A E T REE RES . flds i
Hamblin #4734 R K 5 #2 [0) 4), A AERAT 56 T
)R] A B 18 o 1) 432 [7) ) S 4 A ) ) (em-
bedded ) , [a] )/ hy i 53 A8 A K= 26 2y 3m) 5 18T, 40 1
asked who walks” , Karttunen A i {T-ff] 5¢ 7 [] /)
F18) BV 1S 07 127 R[] 45 e fifp B¢ L 49 ) /) 0 1] 422 1]
), T R 2 By 3] 23 0k J T A% 0 it B ) 40
“know” “find out” & 5y i) 23 BRI T Y B3 B A%
H)E M, “T1 know who walks” “I find out who

(DHamblin C L. * Questions” . Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 1958, 36(3) :159-168.

@Montague R. “English as a Formal Language”. In Bruno Visentini (ed.), Linguaggi nella societa e nella tecnica. Edizioni di Communita.

1970, pp. 188-221.

(®Hamblin C L. “Questions in Montague English”. Foundations of Language, 1973, 10(1) ; 41-53.
@XKarttunen L. “Syntax and semantic of questions”. Linguistics & Philosophy, 1977(1) ;. 3-44.

35



IR ER PN === A B i Y)

2021 4E45 1 1]

stole” , AN, & s 1A 40 “ depend on” £ R AN
[ B3 (1A LE IR K 52, “ Who comes depends
on who is invited.” . i AJ B2 52 4 BHIE T 0 ik i
R BE TG, iy LIIA A , 18] 5] L% A6 BRI 24 58
0 IXRE S A Bk AR ), BEAS 211 55 e %
BE AR IR RE T, CREMRRE ] 3R] M B AR
S5a. Who walks?
5b. 1 ask who walks.
5c. I know who walks.
5d. T find out who stole.
Se. Who comes depends on who is in-
vited.
(Z)XI5IEX
X1/301E L H Groenendijk and Stokhof® ( N [fj
WS G&S) 21, G&S WLEE Karttunen 13 it
A A B B 2R L 55 )R AE ((exhaustive ) o LA
“Who walks?” 4], & 547 P4~ A John 71 Bob ,
Hr John 7EHLE, Bob & B 81, Karttunen g
H, AR R AE John ZEHE , ANTE#E Bob £71%
BT, A1 know who walks.” /2 B, b
AP HERE 6a BT, HEFE 6b AEGL (R 2) .
FR2 R ARHEE

6a. 1 know who walks 6b.
John walks
I know John walks

I know who walks
Bob does not walks

1T know Bob does not walks

G&S N XA TEM, 4 AATUL“T know who
walks.” IS, AN 12 60 1B WETE BCD , 00 3% R I8
WEIRAEHCE , BPAMUAERE 6a 1EAf , HERE 6b L)V 1%
IERf . 4 A)3h U, G&S A, X T ) Who
walks?” | [A] 2 “ John walks.” Y &7~ John 7EHL
IR Bob IAEHY o MU [R]EH Ta W] RE H 2K
Th—e PURNA[A A S X BEZIMAME . B
IRE G Z I H A IS AH 2 T B A 28 S 3 ) 58
TR HE A 3 58 5 [R) (DD R A, a1 R
Fr LA G&S BRS LA R 73 Be , RO ) 2 4t — A~
[1F S E s I R B8 S 1B B 4

7a. who walks?

7b. John walks and Bob walks.

7c. John walks and Bob does not
walk.

7d. John does not walk and Bob
walks.

7e. John does not walk and Bob does

not walk.

H1 ZH=Eex s

(Z)RREX

FF I 1E X (inquisitivesemantics ) , 5 #] (1Y
P IAE Groenendijk@ F1 Mascarenhas® 1, 2%
it Ciardelli and Roelofsen®  Roelofsen® 2 1) % Ji
TR T 38 RS e BB HESE

TEPRUERRIE h, A p 2[R T — A AT RE T 2
B R BN . RITTR S — T RE
MEFAEFR Z 4 £5 B 25 (information states ) i [i1]
B —ME BAMES , HIIRLERE R e 0] B 15
SR vl

fixi— A2 a5 [ Wy 4 A7) BEHH FA4
W=1{11, 10,00,01},11 %/~ John 7E £ H Bob
WAEE A, 10 R John 7EH#4 H. Bob W AR,
00 7R P AFRBEHID ,01 27 John BEHIE H. Bob
TEWGE o X F a8 Does John walk?”, 215 [m] 2
FHHEA B John walks™  HR2 B Ak T )L, 4N
&2 P (E B “ John does not walk” | ‘g2 1, fii
TR, B2 UiE 2 i E B sl MIfE R 2
HRREAROR A, SR AN 1= {11, 10} REfi k0]

(DGroenendijk J, Stokhof M. Studies on the semantics of questions and the pragmatics of answers. University of Amsterdam, 1984, pp.18-37.

@Groenendijk J. “Inquisitive semantics: Two possibilities for disjunction”. In Bosch P, Gabelaia D &Lang J (Eds.), Seventh international

Tbilisi symposium on language, logic, and computation. Berlin; Springer, 2009, pp.80-94.

(®Mascarenhas M. Inquisitive semantics and logic. University of Amsterdam, 2009, pp.12-33.
@Ciardelli T, Roelofsen F. “Inquisitive logic”. Journal of Philosophical Logic, 2011, 40(1) . 55-94.
(®Roelofsen F. “ Algebraic foundations for the semantic treatment of inquisitive content”. Synthese, 2013, 190(1) . 79-102.
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AL e A ERE SR 1L R 10| o REffeln]
L, A3 s2= 101, 00} BEffe[n] R, {01 F1{00}
WREAF DAL, BT LAA) R Does John walk?” S/~
T A ( downward —closure ) 5 B4, [ {11,
101, 101,00}, {111, {10}, {01}, |00}, @!.

B2 1284&5s15s2

(M) &HLiE X
Tichy® HLITAR 2 BF 57 & #2458 ik hy o6
BRI , tL 3k & Hamblin 955 — & ik . % F1A]
B“Who walks?” , AR LL I} 5% & 1% “ John walks.”
JEERES, Tichy X AG B, LS T fEHE
Z NHAEIE John™ , A2 BEA 7] A1) 1) —FR 57
11“Who is the president of American?” , K#/3 A
o H ] & Trump ™, T A P Trump is the
president of American.” ,
Krifka® 4% Tichy At AL, TA [
R S BRI, 1B I 328 2R I 77 A — i
FTLATA] L who walks?” 1Y 5 SCANSE &, 72 BRI M.
(walk'(x)) , B 9% (8b) 4557 LAl (8c) .
8a. Who walks? Ax. (walk’(x))
8b. John j
8c. Johnwalks. Ax. (walk’(x))(j)
= walk'(j)
(E)IELINMBERE
MR Aquist® fOULS, AT “ who walks?”
RS T ANRHE , — 5 ) A FIEHELEBCE
“RABE TR NTEROE . R R R TN
3K, “Let it be the case that ---” , Hintikka® 134
FAALAR LA AR — A [l — N E R B i %
F ) 3L Who walks?” if, 208 11k A & 5K

( Bring it about) —FFIAFTIRZAS (1 Know:+)
9a. Who walks?
9b. Let it be the case that there is a
man of who I know he/she walks.
or (HIEiEFEE)
Let it be the case that there are men
of who I know they walk.
9c. Bring it about
Vx ([x walks] — [T know [x walks]])
()r( *E]i’})%ig‘i}jiij%/"i)
Ix([x walks] A[I Know [x walks]])

TERX RN, — DS [ T — Al ,
AMNET, — 8L H T (imperative ) , —>A
HITET (epistemic) o FR 5 5K T [ 25 ) fifp g AT 4 34
HREEAL B T 8 2 DN i R ff R RO AR

(73) Belnap Y75 i%

XF T, AT, W BT it ) B AR Rt
T T A o X T8, Belnap () 2%
L5 Hamblin — ¢, BT 1245 SR A5 T
UilS WRIFIER-S @ (N LIRS E s e 5P
B AR BrkhoE T EERE R, S EEEE
2, AR n 15 B RS B A [l R, dAMIR
TS EEK . FTLL, Belnap & steel® 0[] i
F L — R E LIAK, 7 poo o RS K )
F2 (subject) , By —2H AT & 1) i REAE ), p S — 1
T oK (request ) , D\ 32 Y0 Bl N AT B 9%, 7 & —
NZJCRR %L, UL p F o FESNIE TG, IR 18] (E 2
—AM ),

10a. Who walks?

10b. ?7"——=( John walks, Bob walks,
) (m>n)

10c. 720 ¥V = ( John walks, Bob
walks, --+)

10d. 20 — # ( John walks, Bob
walks, )

WKL Who walks?” R 8], FEAN A S, &

(DTichy P. “Questions, answers, and logic”. American Philosophical Quarterly, 1978, 15(4) . 275-284.

@Krifka M. “For a structured meaning account of questions and answers”. In Féry C, Sternefeld W ( Eds) , Audiatur vox sapientia: A fest-

schrift for Arnim von Stechow , 2001, pp.287-319.

®Aquist L. A new approach to the logical theory of interrogatives. Uppsala; University of Uppsala, 1965, pp.19-23.

@®Hintikka J. The semantics of questions and the questions of semantics. Amsterdam: North Holland, 1976, pp.22-24.

®Belnap N, Steel T. The logic of questions and answers. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1976, pp.108-138.
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Al RESR AR 35K o 10b—d H1%) ( John walks,
Bob walks, «-+) & 32 B I (Y AT B 240 SR 1L, 7
FER ) R B8 S AE E 0 N 2D n A
AT, e 2R m A,V R IR SR A
IERAE S, # Fon B P TR SOV %A DO, -
FOR AR R . Belnap 30 [R] 41) 45 IR ELAH,
— N REUE Y, 2 ALY, BB OAH A HAEE
FIeH o LA N BEAG, Belnap 7€ SC TR Z H
MBS, WP I XA

(&) iy o) AR A

1) [0) A 8 (interrogative model of inquiry )
AR FEAS WL AGJE: , [RD AL 5 H BRI P, B RES |3
XU RFEL , Bl A X E A sA 0] DTSR AR B
UL, — XSRS — D TEIR SRR, IR Dy % 3
A — 300, B A SO TR I8 58 U A REAA B
Hintikka® M5 Ay B2 #2558 BT XHE BRI
— XA A, A R AR SR TR
Pk Beth i L, — P ERBYLEEH C, 75—
RINGEIE - Co RAELI—E R FTE T Ky 5L,
B — YO, $217) 3 (inquirer) AT L6 £ MR
AR, o m] DLkt ) 7 — 12 5 & (Nature ) 42
th ), Nature 2 REXT 0] S 817, 1125 A] LA
VER PRI E T — AT S ET e . SRR H 2 H i1
SE PP KR SRR — K, IR A B P
PR TR XT3 52 B, Tl Y 5 SO A 3 52 i (L
K3).

B 3 Beth &

(J\) 22 o) F)iB 48

Wisniewski® pf R $2 H T 4k 28 [n] 4] 32 45 (in-
ferential erotetic logic , 455} 1EL) . IEL 9,2 A%
W R BN, R R S B XS 3R i, B 4
AR TARZ e PO B A AT 52 , 40 R [m) 8 Hh 2
TE—BO IR Z )5, B TR HE 4, 48
5w A AR R S LSRN F], B AR WS

T LA TEL 835 S [a) R HERR 73 P 25, (X, Q) #l
(Q, X, Q) X fAFardigs,Q f1 Q, A&,
SR ETR A A R 8y ) 4 B TEL F
Z R X ML (evoke ) [] R Q 3 55 — R HEFR AR HE
A A — A [ U A, 4576 J2 () 8, TEL $E23X Fp
RN, — A Q, B T el A UAE X, 2R &
(imply) —MaJE Q, .

IEL i a8 Q=7 (A, Ay, =+, A)) A, &
ERHEEER. HE M ERERIES LD,
6 O S S i /A W ) R DM < S R ST SN P o
o Dy RISy B AR Sy, (T, U) ,T=1{Ae
D, s V(A)= 1}, 80T 2 A N EM A, U
R AR ) A 2y 2 TEL FR[0) 8 Q 7ER 43
(T, U) AR, HHACY, ERDAH D HEE
FKATECT, U) NI, A, e Do LA IEA,
IEL SOE LT AR Z HAl B 6 &, i — i A
FHE X £ 458 28 & ( multiple — conclusion
entailment) — P arIA X Y, 24 HALY, X A4
(T, U) , W XCT, A4 YNT#0, %%,

= DURER“RRRT ARENES

i LA B EAAL, [ 20 i 50 ARG, 5
ATl T AR 2 A R ) AL [R]A)) B BEE B
Ttk o XSEHE B A RO R AR E , 3R
WIERE AR A R 1 b B R A AR 2
GO TRIRR ([R)4)) 97 1 — B DL REIA B — B

FEIXLEHE R T 452 - R B R 5 fi
POSZ IR R ZI, B HLE s ik 2 2
RS D RS O A R ST IR SO ME—
TRSZ R TR R MR A B, H A i R ) e
(Tal4]) B EEEO RN K T %, I, A %4k
B B ] BEA R A R, R e %
JERYIRTT G S, A5 AL T 1575 JE 9 2 T (term )
%%, Belnap Al IEL %5 [R ()& BLHE 58, PRI R 41
BRI A Naturue $RIEE S TCIRJE AT REA 5
HAER 9T RE R U HIRE R, WA 5 5
SR AN fif k™ B SE

MWL Z BT R, 15 % —IN T
LB B AR A 52 R 9 SCHE, 1 At # S
ST EAAEA R T ) 5| —Le s . N,

(DHintikka J. “A spectrum of logics of questioning”. Philosophica, 1985, 35(1) . 135-150.
@Wisniewski A. “Questions and inferences”. Logique Et Analyse, 2011(44) . 5-43.
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GAL, A IR R TE SCREE

A UE = 2 Z 2 L Hamblin | Karttunen 1% 43 J
W AR RE why—[a] ] (Cox © 45) | — b}y f
AR % KN} Hintikka () 18 25 455 71 45 51 Ja& 2%
(Genot® %) | LA 32 2 53 R R 41 3L ] /) 12 4
FHE 155 8 A 75 A% BL IS 19 98 AF ( Leszczynska —
Jasion® 45) . (HAE P A A58 J& b, #9518 X
(45 1) 7 TG B8 AR #k K. Wisniewski® ] TEL
BRFTE L Z AW A H R R

TEEZREMIR D, Tt T REERiE R HEE
BRI B SR A RARMER 2 T 402
AR REAT AR LA S MR John walks.”
PR JE“ Who walks?” i ] BEZ R el EULA R,
AT s John.” JEAS 2B 1Y AT REZZF S Bl L 5L 2%
F0 HPE SRR BT AR I IR ] ) A
KFR. B E L TER AR 2% ), iR A
1 Who walks?” i) 22 28, IF 4 5L H1E T Does
John walk?” (24 58, {H 8 S A2 BIE W h ik R X
i o

SERATE SR T 0 12 3¢ 3 T R[] 1) AR DG
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On the Semantics Theory of Questions

JIN Li & WU Bao-xiang
( Department of Philosophy, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310000, China)

Abstract; This paper shows that questions can change contextual information, and there is a certain de-

pendency relation between different questions. It also shows that the conception “solving” is important in inter-

preting this relation. The above three conclusions are demonstrated from the four dimensions, and they also

show the necessity of studying questions from a logical perspective. After that, the paper comprehensively ex-

amines some influential semantic theories of questions which had/has been developed by some logicians or lin-

guists, and appraise them with the concept of “solving” as the standard.

Key words: interrogatives; logic of questions; logic of interrogatives; the semantic of interrogatives
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