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Grounds for claims |

I SEE
THAT You RRe

A GRADUATE
STUDENT

How DO Youl
FIGURE?

1 ReAsoNinNG

(Adapted from To ¢ or not to ¢; April 2018)



Grounds for claims |l

@ The maxim of quality
Try to make your contribution one that is true (Grice 1989)

® The norms of assertion
Assertion requires knowledge (Williamson 1996, 2000; deRose
1996, 2002) / justified belief (Lackey 2007)

» Are 1 and 2 the same? (Benton 2016)
» Do we need 2 at all? (Pagin 2016)

Bottom line
Claims (often) require evidence




Evidentiality |

» What are linguistic means to talk about evidence?
» This class: focused examination of evidentiality

» TEXTBOOK DEFINITION (to be questioned)

Evidentiality is a grammatical category that marks
semantically determined information source for an utterance
(cf. Chafe and Nichols 1986; Guentchéva 1996; Johanson and Utas 2000;
Aikhenvald 2004, 2018 a.o.)



Evidentiality Il

» Typical evidential paradigm: a 3-way opposition

(1)  Cuzco Quechua (Quechuan: Peru)

a. para-sha-n=mi [DiReCT]
rain-PROG-3=DIR
‘It is raining, / see.

b. para-sha-n=si [HEARSAY]
rain-PROG-3=REP
‘It is raining, I hear!

c.  para-sha-n=cha [INFERENCE]
rain-PROG-3=CON]
‘It must be raining, I gather! (adapted from Faller 2002:3)

» New to this type of convention? Check out Leipzig glossing rules

https://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php


https://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php

Evidentiality [l

» A 2-way opposition

(2) Shipibo-Konibo (Panoan: Peru)

a. Jawen jema-ra ani ki [DIRECT]
Poss3 village:ABS-DIR large cop
‘Her village is large, | witnessed.

b. Jawen jema-ronki ani ki [HEARSAY|
poss3 village:aBs-rep large cop
‘Her village is large, | heard'’

(adapted from Valenzuela 2003:33-34)



3)

(4)

Evidentiality IV

» Evidential perfects (term from Izvorski 1997)

» (Present) perfect morphology: hearsay and inference
» Especially common in the Anatolia-Balkans-Caucasus region

» Case in point:

Georgian (South Caucasian; Georgia, Azerbaijan)

Context 1: I'm told that the dragon hid the treasure. [HEARSAY]
Context 2: | enter and the dragon’s cave is empty. [INFERENCE]
urtfxul-s gand-i daumalia

dragon-DAT treasure-NOM hide.35G.5.35G.0.IND.PST
‘The dragon hid the treasure, I hear/infer.

urtfxul-ma  gands-i daimala [NEUTRAL]
dragon-ERG treasure-NoM hide.35G.5.35G.0.PST
‘The dragon hid the treasure.

» Want to learn about fieldwork on language? Check out Bowern 2008

(linguistics generally) and Bochnak and Matthewson 2015 (semantics)



Evidentiality V

» Evidential systems

» typically 2- to 4-way oppositions (Aikhenvald 2004:23-66)
» much like tense and aspect (Speas 2010)

> Taxonomg of evidence types (Willett 1988 based on a 32-language

sample)
Direct INDIRECT
INFERENCE HEARSAY
e visual e reasoning e secondhand
e auditory e observable results e thirdhand
e other sensory o folklore




Roadmap

Day 1 July 11, Saturday
Intro and foundational issues

Day 2 July 12, Sunday
Evidential meaning and (not-)at-issueness
Day 3 July 14, Tuesday
Evidentials as self-attributions
Day 4 July 15, Wednesday
Hearsay and (non-)commitment
Day 5 July 17, Friday
Directness of subjective expressions



Evidentiality in formal semantics and
pragmatics |

» > 20 yrs of research (see overviews in Korotkova 2016; Murray 2017)

Elin Mccready

Lisa Matthewson

Martina Faller

Roumyana Pancheva (Izvorski)
Sarah E. Murray

vV vy v VY



Evidentiality in formal semantics and
pragmatics |l

» Evidential paradigms of > 15 lgs studied
Bangla (Indo-lIranian: Bangladesh, India; Bhadra 2017), Bulgarian (South Slavic: Bulgaria; lzvorski 1997;
Smirnova 2012; Koev 2017); Central Alaskan Yup'ik Eskimo (Eskimo-Aleut: Alaska, USA; Krawczyk 2012);
Cheyenne (Algonquian: Montana, USA; Murray 2010, 2014, 2016, 2017); Cuzco Quechua (Faller 2002, 2004,
2012, 2019); Georgian (Korotkova 2012); Gitksan (Tsimshianic: British Columbia, Canada; Peterson 2010,
Peterson forth.), Guarani (Tupi-Guarani: Paraguay; Tonhauser 2013), Japanese (isolate: Japan; McCready and
Ogata 2007; Davis and Hara 2014; McCready 2015), Korean (isolate: Korea; Lim 2010; Lee 2013),
Nuu-chah-nulth (Wakashan: British Columbia, Canada; Waldie 2013); St'at'imcets (Salish: British Columbia,
Canada; Matthewson et al. 2007; Matthewson 2011), Tagalog (Austronesian: Philippines; Schwager 2010;
Kierstead 2015), Tatar (Turkic: Russia; Bowler 2018), Tibetan (Tibeto-Birman: China, India, Nepal; Garrett

2001; Kalsang et al. 2013), Turkish (Turkic: Turkey; Sener 2011; Merigli 2016)

11/42



Types of category |

» World Atlas of Language Structures: 237 out of 414 lgs have
dedicated grammatical means for information source

(de Haan 2013; https://wals.info/)


https://wals.info/

Types of category Il

» Legacy of the typological tradition: evidentiality as a
grammatical category

> Aikhenvald’s (2004)’s criteria (see discussion in Boye 2010)

@ obligatory use
but how important is it semantically?

@® marking evidence as a primary function
but how to tell?

» What about many European languages? (cf. Diewald and
Smirnova 2010)



Types of category Il

Meaning # morphosyntactic realization

» Paradigms vs. semantic status: the case of future

» often part of the tense paradigm (Dahl and Velupillai 2013)

» modal rather than temporal semantics (linguistics: Condoravdi
2002; Werner 2006; Klecha 2014; Winans 2016, philosophy: Cariant
and Santorio 2018, Cariant forth.)

» Semantic mechanisms can be the same across
moprhosyntactic realization

» Temporality with and without tense (Bittner 2014)
» Modality across syntactic categories (Arrequi et al. 2017)

» Title of the class: reference to Kratzer 1981



Evidence across domains |

» Evidential adverbials (English, Krawczyk 2012; St'at'imcets
Matthewson 2012)

(5)  Threatened by climate change, Florida reportedly bans term
‘climate change’. (The Washington Post)

» Evidential adjectives (understudied)

(6) ...the alleged drought in California is merely a hoax ...
(The Keiser Report)



Evidence across domains |l

» Raising verbs (English, Rett et al. 2013; Rudolph 2019; Swedish,
Asudeh and Toivonen 2012; Dutch, de Haan 2000; Koring 2013)

(7) I haven't seen Porco Rosso, but it looks like a Ghibli film | might
be all right with. (COCA)

COCA: Corpus of Contemporary American English
https://www.english-corpora.org/coca/

» Inferential futures (English, Winans 2016; Romance languages,
Ippolito and Farkas 2019 and references therein)

(8)  It's Friday night, and the neighbors barbecue every Friday night.

The neighbors will be barbecuing (right now).
(adapted from Winans 2016:30)


https://www.english-corpora.org/coca/

Evidence across domains Il

» Inferential attitude verbs (own work in progress)

(9) #C1, direct: Looking out of the window, seeing a downpour:
v C2, indirect: Looking out of the window, seeing wet ground:

| assume/conjecture/infer/suppose that it is raining.

> Epistemic must (von Fintel and Gillies 2010, 2018, Lassiter 2016)

(10)  # C1, direct: Looking out of the window, seeing a downpour:
v C2, indirect: Looking out of the window, seeing wet ground:

It must be raining.



Formal approaches

@ Modal
Evidentials as Kratzerian epistemic modals

@® Illocutionary
Evidentials as interacting with the structure of speech acts

» Both modal in some sense

» Despite conceptual differences, very similar empirical
predictions




The modal view |

» Longstanding typological tradition: evidentiality as a
sub-category of epistemic modality (Bybee 1985; Palmer 1986;
van der Auwera and Plungian 1998)

> lzvorski (1997) on Bulgarian (South Slavic): a Kratzerian
formalization



The modal view Il

» Bulgarian evidential perfect (cf. Georgian)

» inference

> hearsay
» (also has non-evidential aspectual uses)

Bulgarian (South Slavic)
C1, hearsay: [ hear that Ivan is drunk.
C2, inference: | see empty wine bottles in Ivan’s office.

Ivan izpi-l vsicko-to vino vcera.
Ivan drunk-IND all-DEF  wine yesterday

‘Ivan drank all the wine yesterday, | hear/infer.
(Izvorski 1997:13)



v

The modal view Il

A series of similarly-spirited approaches to evidentials
(German sollen, Enrich 2001; Faller 2011; Japanese, McCready and Ogata
2007; Korean, Lee 2013; St’at'imcets Matthewson et al. 2007;
Matthewson 2012; Tibetan, Garrett 2001; Cuzco Quechua, Faller 2011)

Further reinforcement of the modal view: evidential
component of epistemic must (pro: von Fintel and Gillies 2010; von
Fintel and Gillies 2018; Lassiter 2016; Mandelkern 2019; against:
Giannakidou and Mari 2016; Goodhue 2017)

One possibility: evidentiality = epistemic modality
(Matthewson 2015)

What is modality?



The modal view IV

» Modals (speaking very broadly): the likelihood of some
proposition
» deontic: given the set of relevant laws and rules
» epistemic: in view of some body of knowledge
» bouletic: depending on what is desired
» other flavors: circumstantial, historical ...

(12)  a.  The students may come in. [DEONTIC]

<

Jo may like this color (for all | know). [EPISTEMIC]

¢.  May you succeed! [BouLETIC]



The modal view V

» Mainstream in linquistics: Kratzer’'s doubly-relative system
(Kratzer 1977, 1981, 1991, 2012)

» Modals as quantifiers over possible worlds, possibility 3 or
necessity V (see also Kaufmann et al. 2006; Portner 2009, 2011;
Hacquard 2011; Kaufmann and Kaufmann 2016, and Will Starr's
lecture notes (Spring 2012) on modality:
http://williamstarr.net/teaching.html)

» Flavors determined by two conversational backgrounds (hence
doubly-relative)

» Different modal words: a unified analysis


http://williamstarr.net/teaching.html

The modal view VI

» Each modal relativized to two conversational backgrounds
determined contextually

@ modal base f:
maps the world of evaluation wy to a set of propositions
@ ordering source g:
induces an ordering on the modal base by representing
wishes/laws/standards



The modal view VI

Izvorski's (1997)'s analysis of the evidential perfect: vanilla
epistemic necessity modal with an indirect evidence
presuppositlon (modified; the closest, but not identical, formal version
is in Faller 2011)

@ Epistemic modal base
® Stereotypical ordering source



The modal view VIII

» The modal base

» Epistemic modal base f,: a function mapping every world w
to a set of propositions that comprise what is known in w

(13)  fep(w) = {z |z is known in w }

» Nfep(w): a set of worlds accessible from w s.t. those worlds
verify the propositions in the modal base

(14)  Nfep(w) ={u | Vz € fop(w).u € 2}



The modal view IX

» The ordering source

(16)

(17)

» Stereotypical ordering source g: a function that maps every
world w to a set of propositions that represent the normal
course of events in w (e.q. ‘the Sun sets in the West" is normal in
our world)

gst(w) ={q | g is normal in w}

» An ordering source: an ordering on the words in Nfep(w): v
is better than u if it verifies more worlds:

Vu,viv<guwyuiff{glgegw)ruecqlC{qg|qgc
g(w)Av e qt}

» max: a function that gives the set of maximal worlds from the

modal base with respect to the ordering source:
maxg,, (w)(Nfep(W)) = {w’ € Nfgp(w) | =3V € Nfep(w).v <g, (w)
W/



The modal view X

Lexical entry for Ev

Evp is true in w wrt conversational backgrounds
provided by the modal base f and the ordering source g,
just in case p is true in all closest accessible worlds, and
is undefined otherwise.

a.  PREsuPPOSITION
[Ev]cw-f&(p) is defined just in case
3Z{z | z is indirect evidence for p in w} A Z C fo,(w)

v

there are propositions that constitute indirect evidence
all such propositions are known and therefore in the modal
base

v

b.  ASSERTION
If defined, [Ev]<*-"€(p) = VYW’ € maxg,(w)(Nfep(w)).p(w)




(1)

The modal view XI

Bulgarian (South Slavic)
C2, inference: | see empty wine bottles in Ivan’s office.
Ivan izpi-l vsicko-to vino vcera.

Ivan drunk-iNp all-DEF  wine yesterday
‘Ivan drank all the wine yesterday, / infer! (Izvorski 1997:13)



The modal view XlI

> modal base: f = {'there are empty bottles in Ivan’s office’, ...}

> ordering source: g = {‘empty bottles indicate prior drinking’, ...}

PRESUPPOSITION

[Ev]ew-f-8(drank.wine(lvan)) is defined just in case

3Z{z | z is indirect evidence for (drank.wine(lvan)) in w} A Z C
fep(w)

[Ev]"(drank.wine(lvan)) is defined since (there.are.bottles) is
evidence for (drank.wine(lvan)) in w and we assume that
(there.are.bottles) € f

ASSERTION
[Ev]ew-f-8(drank.wine(lvan)) = Yw' €

maxg, . (w)(Nfep(w)).drank.wine(lvan)(w")

» The ordering source: an explicit connection between empty
bottles and drinking

» It is likely that the actual world is one of the Ivan-drank-wine
worlds

» Not necessarily so (keep that in mind for Day 4)



The modal view XIlI

» Opponents of the modal view

» The evidential requirement is not presuppositional:
not a concern [Day 2]
» Evidential contradictions with hearsay:
not a concern [Day 4]
» Cross-linguistic variation:
no evidence for genuinely semantic variation (Murray 2010,
2017; Korotkova 2016, 2017, 2019)

» Most approaches can handle most facts



(19)

(20)

Concerns about the framework

Enumeration: what are possible combinations? (some

discussion: Kratzer 1991)

Interpretation in attitudes (Hacquard 2006, 2010; Yalcin 2007;
Anand and Hacquard 2013)

Jo thinks that the students may come in.

Graded modalitg (see discussion in Swanson 2011; Lassiter 2017)

It's very probable/possible/likely.

Variable-force modality: not a true necessity or possibility
(Rullmann et al. 2008; Peterson 2010; Deal 2011; Yanovich 2016)
Non-quantificational modality: possible worlds without 3 or
V (Cariani and Santorio 2018, Cariani forth.)

Assessment-sensitivity: who is the knower of epistemic
modals? (Stephenson 2007; von Fintel and Gillies 2008a,b; Weatherson
and Egan 2011; MacFarlane 2014, Yanovich forth.)



>
But
But

(21)

(22)

What makes a modal |

Similarity to must and might?
Lack of gradability, compared to modal adjectives
Many quirks not replicated even across Germanic

» Interaction with tense (fixed scope in English, scopal interaction
in other languages, Rullmann and Matthewson 2018)

» Double modals (rare in English, Hasty 2012; Collins and Singler
2015, common in e.g. German, Wurmbrand 2003)

Those ducks must not can feel cold. (Hasty 2012)

German

Am Ende soll keiner allein sein  miissen.
at end should nobody alone be.INF must.INF
~'No one is supposed to have to be alone at the end’

(http://goo.gl/CilOpU)


http://goo.gl/CiI0pU

What makes a modal [l

» Modals as intensional operators? How to diagnose?
» Most approaches to evidentiality (incl. illocutionary)

» assume intensionality
» do not arque for it

> Exception: evidentiality as a deictic phenomenon

» Indirectness as an effect of distancing in time and/or space
(Northern Ostyak, Nikolaeva 1999; Cuzco Quechua sqa, Faller
2004; Matses, Fleck 2007; Japanese, Davis and Hara 2014;
Bulgarian, Koev 2017; Tatar, Bowler 2018)

» Inidrectness: not hard-wired (cf. Mandelkern 2019 on must)



What makes a modal Il

» One test: modal subordination (see Roberts 1989, 1991, 1996;

Brasoveanu 2010 on the phenomenon)

(23)  If John bought a book, he'll be home reading it by now.
a.  #ltis a murder mystery.

b. VIt will be a murder mystery.
(Roberts 1989:683)

» Data in (23): one the strongest empirical arguments for the
modality of will (see discussion in Cariani forth.)



What makes a modal IV

» Some evidentials participate in modal subordination (Japanese,
McCready and Ogata 2007; Bulgarian, Smirnova 2012; Korean, Lee 2013;
German, Faller 2017; Georgian)

(24) Georgian

a. natafa-s xe daurgia
Natasha-DAT tree.Nom plant.IND.PST
‘Natasha planted a tree, | hear/infer!

b. mas-ze #dasaxldnen / /dasaxlebulan cixv-eb-i.
it-in live.3pL.psT [/ live.3PL.PST squirrel-PL-NOM/
‘Squirrels started living in it, *(I hear/infer)’

» Data in (24): strong argument for an intensional account

» Other indicators of evidential intensionality: ‘de re’ / ‘de dicto’ ambiquities

and evidential contradictions, only hearsay evidentials [Day 4]



What makes a modal V

If modals are simply intensional operators, then expressions
like In the worlds of Sherlock Holmes and In Jo's opinion (cf.
von Fintel and Heim 2011), as well as attitude predicates like
think and believe are also modals (cf. Hacquard 2013).




(In)directness |

» Existing literature: evidence types as linguistic primitives
(few exceptions; Speas 2010; Krawczyk 2012; McCready 2015)

» Notions of directness and indirectness aren’t clear-cut



(In)directness |l

» Kinds of inference

(25)

St'at'imcets

Situation: You had five pieces of ts'wan (wind-dried salmon) left
when you checked yesterday. Today, they are all gone.

v'C1, INFERENCE FROM GENERAL KNOWLEDGE:

You are not sure who took them, but John is the person in your
household who really loves ts'wan and usually eats lots whenever
he gets a chance.

v/C2, INFERENCE FROM RESULTS

It's not just that you think it must be John because he’s the one
who likes ts'wan. This time, you see the ts'wan skins in his room.

ts'aqw-an’-as k'a i ts'wan-a kw s-John
eat-DIR-3ERG INFER DET.PL t'swan-ExiS DET NOM-John
‘John ate the t'swan, | infer!

(adapted from Matthewson et al. 2007:205-206)



(26)

(In)directness Il

Georgian

#C1, INFERENCE FROM GENERAL KNOWLEDGE:
Mom always makes pies this time of the year.
#C2, INFERENCE FROM RESULTS, NON-VISUAL:

I smell pies entering the house.

v/ C3, INFERENCE FROM RESULTS, VISUAL:

| see a dirty baking pan.

deda-s ghvezel-i dauc’xvia
mother-DAT pie-NoM bake.IND.PST
‘Mom made a pie, I infer!

» Indirectness can be too broad a label



(In)directness IV

» Some languages: ‘direct’ evidentials encode perception

» Some languages: ‘direct’ evidentials cover a broader
spectrum



(In)directness V

(27)  Cuzco Quechua: What =mi does

a.

INFORMATION FROM AN EXPERT OR AN ENCYCLOPEDIA

Africa-pi=n elefante-kuna-qa ka-n
Africa-Loc-BPG elephant-pL-ToP be-3
‘In Africa, there are elephants! (Faller 2002:133)

Trustworthy report about intentions
Context: Inés said that she would go to Cuzco tomorrow.

Pagarin  Inés-qa Qusqu-ta=n  ri-nqga.
tomorrow Inés-top Cuzco-ACC-BPG gO-3FUT

‘Inés will go to Cuzco tomorrow. (Faller 2002:127)
Dius kan=mi.

God be-BPG

‘God exists! (Faller 2002:132)

> Faller 2002: =mi encodes the best possible grounds (see also

discussion and framework in McCready 2015)

> Isn't that the same as the justified belief norm of assertion?



References |

Aikhenvald, A. Y. (2004). Evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Aikhenvald, A. Y. (Ed.) (2018). The Oxford Handbook of Evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Anand, P. and V. Hacquard (2013). Epistemics and attitudes. Semantics and Pragmatics 6(8), 1-59.

Arregui, A, A. Salanova, and M. L. Rivero (Eds.) (2017). Modality across syntactic categories. Oxford Studies in
Theoretical Linguistics. Oxoford University Press.

Asudeh, A. and |. Toivonen (2012). Copy raising and perception. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 30(2),
321-380.

van der Auwera, J. and V. Plungian (1998). On modality’s semantic map. Linguistic Typology 2(1), 79-124.
Benton, M. A. (2016). Gricean quality. Nods 50(4), 689-703.

Bhadra, D. (2017). Evidentiality and questions: Bangla at the interfaces. Ph. D. thesis, Rutgers, the State University of
New Jersey.

Bittner, M. (2014). Temporality: Universals and Variation. Explorations in semantics. Wiley-Blackwell.

Bochnak, M. R. and L. Matthewson (Eds.) (2015). Methodologies in Semantic Fieldwork. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Bowern, C. (2008). Linguistic Fieldwork. A Practical Guide. London: Palgrave Macmillan.
Bowler, M. L. (2018). Aspect and evidentiality. Ph. D. thesis, University of California, Los Angeles.

Boye, K. (2010). Semantic maps and the identification of cross-linguistic generic categories: Evidentiality and its
relation to epistemic modality. Linguistic Discovery 8(1), 4-22.

Brasoveanu, A. (2010). Decomposing modal quantification. Journal of Semantics 27(4), 437-527.
Bybee, J. (1985). Morphology: A Study of the Relation between Meaning and Form. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
Cariani, F. (Forth.). The Modal Future: A theory of future-directed thought and talk. Cambridge Univeristy Press.

Cariani, F. and P. Santorio (2018). Will done better: Selection semantics, future credence, and indeterminacy.
Mind 127(505), 129-165.

Chafe, W. and J. Nichols (Eds.) (1986). Evidentiality: The Linguistic Coding of Epistemology. Norwood: Ablex
Publishing Corporation.



References Il

Collins, C. and J. Singler (2015, September). Double modals beyond the South: would might. Ms., New York University.

Condoravdi, C. (2002). Temporal interpretation of modals: modals for the present and for the past. In D. Beaver,
S. Kaufmann, B. Z. Clark, and L. D. C. Martinez (Eds.), The construction of meaning, pp. 59-88. CSLI Publications.

Dahl, O. and V. Velupillai (2013). The future tense. In M. S. Dryer and M. Haspelmath (Eds.), The World Atlas of
Language Structures Online. Leipzig: Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology.

Davis, C. and Y. Hara (2014). Evidentiality as a causal relation: A case study from Japanese youda. In C. Pinon (Ed.),
Empirical Issues in Syntax and Semantics 10, pp. 179-196.

Deal, A. R. (2011). Modals without scales. Language 87(3), 5591£i585.
deRose, K. (1996). Knowledge, assertion, and lotteries. Australasian Journal of Philosophy 74, 568-580.
deRose, K. (2002). Assertion, knowledge, and context. Philosophical Review.

Diewald, G. and E. Smirnova (Eds.) (2010). Linguistic Realization of Evidentiality in European Languages. Berlin: de
Gruyter.

Enrich, V. (2001). Was nicht miissen und nicht kénnen (nicht) bedeuten konnen: Zum Skopus der Negation bei den
Modalverben des Deutschen. In R. Miiller and M. Reis (Eds.), Modalitit und Modalverben im Deutschen, pp.
149-176. Hamburg: Buske.

Faller, M. (2002). Semantics and pragmatics of evidentials in Cuzco Quechua. Ph. D. thesis, Stanford University.
Faller, M. (2004). The deictic core of ‘non-experienced past’ in Cuzco Quechua. Journal of Semantics 21(1), 45-85.

Faller, M. (2011). A possible worlds semantics for Cuzco Quechua evidentials. In N. Li and D. Lutz (Eds.), Proceedings
of SALT 20, pp. 660-683. CLC Publications.

Faller, M. (2012). Evidential scalar implicatures. Linguistics and Philosophy 35, 285-312.

Faller, M. (2017). Reportative evidentials and modal subordination. Lingua 186-187, 55-67.

Faller, M. (2019). The discourse commitments of illocutionary reportatives. Semantics and Pragmatics 12(8), 1-46.
von Fintel, K. and A. S. Gillies (2008a). CIA leaks. Philosophical Review 117(1), 77-98.

von Fintel, K. and A. S. Gillies (2008b). An opinionated quide to epistemic modality. In T. Szabé Gendler and
). Hawthorne (Eds.), Oxford Studies in Epistemology, pp. 32-62. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

von Fintel, K. and A. S. Gillies (2018). Still going strong. Ms.



References IlI

von Fintel, K. and I. Heim (2011). Intensional semantics. MIT Lecture notes,
http://web.mit.edu/fintel/fintel-heim-intensional.pdf.

Fleck, D. W. (2007). Evidentiality and double tenses in matses. Language 83(3), 589i£i614.
Garrett, E. J. (2001). Evidentiality and Assertion in Tibetan. PhD dissertation, University of California, Los Angeles.

Giannakidou, A. and A. Mari (2016). Epistemic future and epistemic must: Nonveridicality, evidence, and partial
knowledge. In D. K-J. Joanna Blaszczak, Anastasia Giannakidou and K. Migdalski (Eds.), Mood, Aspect, Modality
Revisited: New Answers to Old Questions, pp. 75-117. University of Chicago Press.

Goodhue, D. (2017). Must ¢ is felicitous only if ¢ is not known. Semantics and Pragmatics 10.
Grice, P. (1989). Studies in the Way of Words. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Guentchéva, Z. (Ed.) (1996). L'Enonciation médiatisée. Louvain: Editions Peeters.

de Haan, F. (2000). Evidentiality in Dutch. In Proceedings of the 25th Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics
Society, pp. 74-85.

de Haan, F. (2013). Coding of evidentiality. In M. S. Dryer and M. Haspelmath (Eds.), The World Atlas of Language
Structures Online. Leipzig: Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology.

Hacquard, V. (2006). Aspects of Modality. Ph. D. thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Hacquard, V. (2010). On the event relativity of modal auxiliaries. Natural Language Semantics 18(1), 79-114.

Hacquard, V. (2011). Modality. In K. von Heusinger, C. Maienborn, and P. Portner (Eds.), Semantics: An international
handbook of natural language meaning, pp. 1484-1515. Berlin: Mouton De Gruyter.

Hacquard, V. (2013). On the grammatical category of modality. In M. Aloni, M. Franke, and F. Roelofsen (Eds.),
Proceedings of the 19th Amsterdam colloquium.

Hasty, J. D. (2012). We might should oughta take a second look at this: A syntactic re-analysis of double modals in
Southern United States English. Lingua 122(14), 1716-1738.

Ippolito, M. and D. Farkas (2019). Epistemic stance without epistemic modals: The case of the presumptive future. In
Semantics and Linguistic Theory 29, pp. 459-476.

Izvorski, R. (1997). The present perfect as an epistemic modal. In A. Lawson (Ed.), Semantics and Linguistic Theory
(SALT) 7, Ithaca, NY, pp. 222-239. LSA and CLC Publications.


http://web.mit.edu/fintel/fintel-heim-intensional.pdf

References IV

Johanson, L. and B. Utas (Eds.) (2000). Evidentials: Turkic, Iranian and Neighbouring Languages. Berlin / New York:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Kalsang, J. Garfield, M. Speas, and . de Villiers (2013). Direct evidentials, case, tense and aspect in Tibetan: Evidence
for a general theory of the semantics of evidential. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 31(2), 517-561.

Kaufmann, M. and S. Kaufmann (2016). Modality and mood in formal semantics. In J. Nuyts and J. van der Auwera
(Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Modality and Mood, pp. 535-558. Oxoford University Press.

Kaufmann, S., C. Condoravdi, and V. Harizanov (2006). Formal approaches to modality. In W. Frawley (Ed.), The
Expression of Modality, pp. 71-106. Mouton de Gruyter.

Kierstead, G. (2015). Projectivity and the Tagalog Reportative Evidential. MA Thesis, Ohio State University, Columbus.

Klecha, P. (2014). Diagnosing modality in predictive expressions. Journal of Semantics 31(3), 443-455.

Koev, T. (2017). Evidentiality, learning events and spatiotemporal distance: The view from Bulgarian. Journal of
Semantics 34(1), 1-41.

Koring, L. (2013). Seemingly similar: Subjects and displacement in grammar, processing, and acquisition. Ph. D. thesis,
Utrecht University.

Korotkova, N. (2012). Evidentiality in the Georgian tense and aspect system. Ms., UCLA.

Korotkova, N. (2016). Heterogeneity and universality in the evidential domain. Ph. D. thesis, University of California,
Los Angeles.

Korotkova, N. (2017). Evidentials and (relayed) speech acts: Hearsay as quotation. In S. D’Antonio, M. Moroney, and
C. R Little (Eds.), Proccedings of SALT 25, pp. 676-694. LSA Open Journal Systems.

Korotkova, N. (2019). The embedding puzzle: Constraints on evidentials in complement clauses. Linguistic Inquiry.
Online first.

Kratzer, A. (1977). What ‘Must’ and ‘Can’ must and can mean. Linguistics and Philosophy 1, 337-355.

Kratzer, A. (1981). The notional category of modality. In H.-). Eikmeyer and H. Rieser (Eds.), Words, Worlds, and
Contexts, pp. 38-74. de Gruyter.

Kratzer, A. (1991). Modality. In A. von Stechow and D. Wunderlich (Eds.), Semantics: An International Handbook of
Contemporary Research, pp. 639-650. de Gruyter.

Kratzer, A. (2012). Modals and Conditionals. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



References V

Krawczyk, E. A. (2012). Inferred Propositions and the Expression of the Evidence Relation in Natural Language.
Evidentiality in Central Alaskan Yup'ik Eskimo and English. Ph. D. thesis, Georgetown University.

Lackey, J. (2007). Norms of assertion. Nods 47(4), 594-626.

Lassiter, D. (2016). Must, knowledge and (in)directness. Natural Language Semantics 24(2), 117-163.

Lassiter, D. (2017). Graded Modality: Qualitative and Quantitative Perspectives. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lee, J. (2013). Temporal constraints on the meaning of evidentiality. Natural Language Semantics 21(1), 1-41.

Lim, D. (2010). Evidentials as interrogatives: A case study from Korean. PhD dissertation, USC.

MacFarlane, J. (2014). Assessment Sensitivity: Relative Truth and Its Applications. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mandelkern, M. (2019). What ‘must’ adds. Linguistics and Philosophy 42(3), 225-266.

Matthewson, L. (2011). On apparently non-modal evidentials. In O. Bonami and P. C. Hofherr (Eds.), Empirical Issues in
Syntax and Semantics 8, pp. 333-357. CNRS.

Matthewson, L. (2012). Evidence about evidentials: Where fieldwork meets theory. In B. Stolterfoht and S. Featherston
(Eds.), Empirical Approaches to Linguistic Theory: Studies in Meaning and Structure, pp. 85-114. de Gruyter
Mouton.

Matthewson, L. (2015). Evidential restrictions on epistemic modals. In L. Alonso-Ovalle and P. Menendez-Benito (Eds.),
Epistemic Indefinites, pp. 141-160. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Matthewson, L., H. Davis, and H. Rullman (2007). Evidentials as epistemic modals: Evidence from St’at'imcets. In J. van
Craenenbroeck (Ed.), Linguistic Variation Yearbook 7, pp. 201-254. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

McCready, E. (2015). Reliability in Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

McCready, E. and N. Ogata (2007). Evidentiality, modality and probability. Linguistics and Philosophy 30(2), 147-206.

Merigli, B. (2016). Modeling Indirect Evidence. Master’s thesis, University of California, Santa Cruz.

Murray, S. E. (2010). Evidentiality and the Structure of Speech Acts. Ph. D. thesis, Rutgers University, New Brunswick,
NJ.

Murray, S. E. (2014). Varieties of update. Semantics and Pragmatics 7(2), 1-53.

Murray, S. E. (2016). Evidentiality and illocutionary mood in Cheyenne. International Journal of American
Linguistics 82(4), 487-517.



References VI

Murray, S. E. (2017). The Semantics of Evidentials. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nikolaeva, I. (1999). The semantics of Northern Ostyak evidentials. Journal de la Sociéte Finno Ougrienne 88, 131-159.
Pagin, P. (2016). Problems with norms of assertion. Philosophy and Ph logical Research 93(1), 178-207.
Palmer, F. (1986). Mood and Modality. Cambridge: Cambridge Univeristy Press.

Peterson, T. (2010). Epistemic Modality and Evidentiality in Gitksan at the Semantics-Pragmatics Interface. Ph. D.
thesis, University of British Columbia.

Peterson, T. (Forth). Evidentiality and pragmatic blocking in Gitksan. Natural Language Semantics.

Portner, P. (2009). Modality. OUP.

Portner, P. (2011). Modality. In K. von Heusinger, C. Maienborn, and P. Portner (Eds.), Semantics: An International
Handbook of Meaning, pp. 1484-1515. Berlin: De Gruyter.

Rett, J., N. Hyams, and L. Winans (2013). The effects of syntax on the acquisition of evidentiality. In S. Baiz,
N. Goldman, and R. Hawkes (Eds.), BUCLD 37: Proceedings of the 37th annual Boston University Conference on
Language Development, Volume 1, pp. 345i£i357.

Roberts, C. (1989). Modal subordination and pronominal anaphora in discourse. Linguistics and Philosophy 12(6),
683-721.

Roberts, C. (1991). Modal Subordination, Anaphora, and Distributivity. Oustanding Dissertations in Linguistics Series.
Garland Press.

Roberts, C. (1996). Anaphora in intensional contexts. In S. Lappin (Ed.), Handbook of contemporary semantics, pp.
215-246. Blackwell.

Rudolph, R. (2019). Talking about Appearances: Experience, Evaluation, and Evidence in Discourse. Ph. D. thesis,
University of California, Berkeley.

Rullmann, H. and L. Matthewson (2018). Towards a theory of modal-temporal interaction. Language 94(2), 281-331.

Rullmann, H., L. Matthewson, and H. Davis (2008). Modals as distributive indefinites. Natural Language Semantics 16,
317-357.

Schwager, M. (2010). On what has been said in Tagalog: Reportative daw. In T. Peterson and U. Sauerland (Eds.),
Evidence from Evidentials, pp. 221-246. Vancouver: University of British Columbia.



References VII

Sener, N. (2011). Semantics and Pragmatics of Evidentials in Turkish. PhD dissertation, university of Connecticut,
Storrs.

Smirnova, A. (2012). Evidentiality in Bulgarian: Temporality, epistemic modality, and information source. Journal of
Semantics 30, 479-532.

Speas, M. (2010). Evidentials as generalized functional heads. In A. M. DiSciullo and V. Hill (Eds.), Edges, Heads and
Projections: Interface Properties, pp. 127-150. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Stephenson, T. (2007). Judge dependence, epistemic modals, and predicates of personal taste. Linguistics and
Philosophy 30(4), 487-525.

Swanson, E. (2011). How not to theoritize about the language of subjective uncertainty. In A. Egan and B. Weatherson
(Eds.), Epistemic modality, Chapter 8, pp. 249-269. Oxford University Press.

Tonhauser, J. (2013). Reportative evidentiality in Paraguayan Guarani. In H. Greene (Ed.), Proceedings of the Seventh
Conference on the Semantics of Under-Represented Languages in the Americas (SULA), Amherst, MA, pp. 189-204.
GLSA Publications.

Valenzuela, P. M. (2003). Evidentiality in Shipibo-Konibo, with a comparative overview of the category in Panoan. In
A. Y. Aikhenvald and R. M. W. Dixon (Eds.), Studies in Evidentiality, pp. 33-62. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

von Fintel, K. and A. S. Gillies (2010). Must ...stay ...strong! Natural Language Semantics 18(4), 351-383.
Waldie, R. J. (2013). Evidentiality in Nuu-chah-nulth. Ph. D. thesis, University of British Columbia.

Weatherson, B. and A. Egan (2011). Introduction: Epistemic modals and epistemic modality. In A. Egan and
B. Weatherson (Eds.), Epistemic Modality, pp. 1-18. Oxford University Press.

Werner, T. (2006). Future and non-future modal sentences. Natural Language Semantics 14, 235-255.

Willett, T. (1988). A cross-linguistic survey of the grammaticization of evidentiality. Studies in Language 12(1), 51-97.
Williamson, T. (1996). Knowing and asserting. Philosophical Review 105, 489-523.

Williamson, T. (2000). Knowledge and Its Limits. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Winans, L. (2016). Inferences of “will”. Ph. D. thesis, University of California, Los Angeles.

Wurmbrand, S. (2003). Infinitives: Restructing and Clause Structure. Berlin /| New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Yalcin, S. (2007). Epistemic modals. Mind 116(464), 983-1026.



References VIII

Yanovich, I. (2016). Old english *motan, variable-force modality, and the presupposition of inevitable actualization.
Language 92(3), 489-521.

Yanovich, I. (Forth.). Epistemic modality. In L. Matthewson, C. Meier, H. Rullman, and T. E. Zimmerman (Eds.), Blackwell
Companion to Semantics. Wiley.



	Appendix

