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Agenda for today

The well-known puzzle about hearsay claims (Faller 2002 and later work)

Sp isn’t required to endorse φ as diagnosed by explicit disavowals

I The pattern
I hear φ but φ is not the case.

(1) [Git] allegedly ignores files but actually adds them. (https://bit.ly/3IkddxJ)

I Previous approaches
Hearsay claims: not assertions (Faller 2002, 2019; Murray 2014)

I Proposal
Hearsay claims: assertions whose main point is the evidential signal

Theory-neutral terminology: ‘endorsement’ instead of ‘commitment’
Belief (mental attitude) vs. discourse commitment (cf. Geurts 2019): very
difficult to tease apart in case of evidentials (Korotkova 2016, 2021b)
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Empirical landscape

Evidentiality I

Evidentials
Linguistic expressions that signal the source of the semantically deter-
mined information for an utterance (Aikhenvald 2004, 2018; Korotkova 2021b; Mur-
ray 2017, 2021 a.o.)

I Two main contributions
I Scope proposition: φ/2φ/3φ
I Evidential signal: evidence/source for the scope proposition

I Kinds of evidence (in broad strokes; based on Willett 1988; see Krawczyk 2012)
I Firsthand (visual/auditory/other perceptual)
I Inferential (reasoning/observable results)
I Hearsay (secondhand/thirdhand/folklore)
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Empirical landscape

Evidentiality II

I Evidentials as a class: much in common (Korotkova 2015, 2016, 2019)
I Conversational dynamics (dialogues, questions)
I Behavior in attitudes (shiftability, ‘de se’ construal)

I Today: a case of systematic variation
I Hearsay vs. non-hearsay
I Reflection of a more general contrast: speech reports vs. mental

attitudes (cf. Anand and Hacquard 2014; Anand et al. 2017)
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Empirical landscape

Endorsement & disavowals I

I Disavowals
I ‘φ is not the case’/‘I know that ¬φ’/ ‘I don’t believe φ’
I Empirical tool to track endorsement

I Systematic contrast
I Non-hearsay evidentials (cf. Murray 2017:17-21): require endorsement,

ban disavowals (but may allow hedging/less than 100% certainty/doubt)
I Hearsay evidentials: commonly, though not universally (pace AnderBois

2014) allow disavowals, arguably encode no endorsement
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Empirical landscape

Endorsement & disavowals II

I Distinct marking for hearsay; cf. also Cheyenne (Algonquian: Montana,
US; Murray 2014)

(2) Cuzco Quechua (Quechan: Peru; adapted from Faller 2002:163,198)

a. [Non-hearsay: firsthand]#Para-sha-n-mi,
rain-prog-3-dir,

ichaqa
but

mana
not

crei-ni-chu.
believe-1-neg

Intended: ‘It’s raining, I see, but I don’t believe it’.

b. [Hearsay]3Para-sha-n-si,
rain-prog-3-rep,

ichaqa
but

mana
not

crei-ni-chu.
believe-1-neg

≈‘I hear that it’s raining, but I don’t believe it’.
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Empirical landscape

Endorsement & disavowals III

I Indirect evidentiality: same morphology for inference and hearsay

(3) Georgian (South Caucasian: Georgia, Azerbaijan; own data)

a. Maria has red eyes, you think she was crying, later learn it was an allergy.
[Non-hearsay: inference]
#maria-s

Maria-dat
utiria
cry.3sg.s.ind.pst

magram
but

asi
this

ar
neg

aris
be.3sg.s.pres

Intended: ‘Maria was crying, I infer, but that is not true.’

b. [Hearsay]Fox News reports that California legalized marijuana.
3kalifornia-s

California-dat
k’anonier-i
legal-nom

gauxdia
make.ind.pst

marihuan-is
marijuana-gen

gamoq’eneba
usage.nom

magram
but

asi
this

ar
neg

aris
be.3sg.s.pres

≈‘I hear that California legalized marijuana, but that is not true.’
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Empirical landscape

Endorsement & disavowals IV

I Not just ‘grammatical’ evidentials; cf. also according to (Kaufmann and
Kaufmann 2020) or Tagalog daw (Austronesian: Philippines; schwager2010)

(4) English allegedly

a. . . . helicopters (allegedly indigenous but in fact produced under an
Italian-British license) (https://bit.ly/3Hg42wY)

b. [caveat: φ is a subjective claim]
Chicago weather in January is allegedly unbearable, but I don’t mind it.

(https://bit.ly/3M0FknV)
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Empirical landscape

Bottom line

I Emerging typology [pattern the same in attitudes, see appendix]

obligatory
endorsement

optional/absent
endorsement

non-hearsay 3 5

hearsay 3 default
endorsement

distancing

I Desiderata for a theory
1 Account of absent/optional endorsement & disavowals
2 Principled explanation of non-hearsay
3 Space for variation in hearsay
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Previous approaches

Evidentiality & the architecture of speech acts

I Pivotal in theorizing about speech acts (Faller 2002; Murray 2014; Murray
and Starr 2020 a.o.)

I Prominent strand of research (Faller 2019; Northrup 2014; Krifka 2019)
I Scope proposition: At-Issue
I Evidential signal: often argued to be Not-At-Issue
I Evidentials: update discourse commitments of the interlocutors
I Root declaratives: always Sp’s commitments, dependent in case of

hearsay
I Utterances with evidentials: special assertions (weak/modalized/hedged;

cf. also McCready 2015)
I Hearsay claims: systematic exceptions
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Previous approaches

The puzzle of disavowals I

I Possibility of disavowals: absent/optional commitment (AnderBois 2014;
Murray 2014; Faller 2019 on evidentiality; see also Koev 2021 on parentheticals)

(3b) [Hearsay]Georgian
Fox News reports that California legalized marijuana.
3kalifornia-s

California-dat
k’anonier-i
legal-nom

gauxdia
make.ind.pst

marihuan-is
marijuana-gen

gamoq’eneba
usage.nom

magram
but

asi
this

ar
neg

aris
be.3sg.s.pres

≈‘I hear that California legalized marijuana, but that is not true.’

I Analytical options [some; see discussion in Faller 2019; Korotkova 2021b]
I Informational modality (Faller 2011; Kratzer 2012)
I Perspectival shift (Smirnova 2012; AnderBois 2014)
I Speech acts of presentation (Faller 2002, 2019; Murray 2014, 2017)
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Previous approaches

The puzzle of disavowals II

I Assertions (Stalnaker 1978; Farkas
and Bruce 2010 a.o.)

I raise issues
I signal Sp’s commitment
I aim to add φ to CG

I Presentations (Faller 2019; Murray
2014, 2017 works similarly)
I raise issues
I signal third-party commitment
I may result in assertion

I Presentational hearsay (modified Table model (Farkas and Bruce 2010)
adapted from Faller 2019; cf. also Gunlogson 2003 on dependent commitments)

DCSpeaker Table DCAddressee

TCPrincipal ∪ φ 〈 California legalized marijuana; {φ} 〉 TCAd

TCAnimator 6=Principal

RepCAnimator ∪ φ RepCAd

cg ps = {cg}
(TC: the set of truth commitments; RepC: the set of commitments for which there is hearsay evidenc:, the animator: the actual

speaker (person uttering the sentence); the principal: the person whose beliefs are conveyed; often the animator = the

principal.)
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Previous approaches

The puzzle of disavowals III
I Why can’t hearsay claims be assertions?
I Key assumptions

A Assertion requires knowledge/justified belief/commitment (assertion
norms / the Quality Maxim; Williamson 2000; Lackey 2007; Benton 2016 a.o.)
#It’s raining but I don’t believe it’s raining

B Asserted content: has to be At-Issue (true across the board; definitional
in e.g. Potts 2005; Farkas and Bruce 2010; Murray 2014)

C Evidential signal: hard-wired to be Not-At-Issue (Izvorski 1997; Faller
2002; Murray 2014 a.o.; see discussion in Korotkova 2020)

In a nutshell
Hearsay claims arguably aren’t assertions because the only
potentially assertable AI content φ (Assumptions B and C) can’t be
asserted due to the absence of belief/commitment (Assumption A)
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Proposal

Upshot

I Evidential signal: variable At-Issue status
I Disavowals: the evidential signal becoming At-Issue
I Hearsay claims: assertions, just like ‘I hear φ’
I Further empirical support: contrast with bona fide parentheticals
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Proposal

Evidential (not-)at-issueness I

I Much of the literature: evidential signal hard-wired to be NAI
(Izvorski 1997; Faller 2002, 2019; Murray 2014, 2017 a.o.; see overview in
Korotkova 2020)

I At-issueness:
I Can be construed in several ways (see overview in Koev 2018)
I Correspondingly: can be diagnosed in different ways
I Not all content must be conventionally marked as NAI (cf. ‘discourse

parentheticals’; Simons 2007; Hunter 2016; Hunter and Asher 2016)
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Proposal

Evidential (not-)at-issueness II

I Evidential not-at-issueness
I Best understood through the relevance to the QUD (Korotkova 2020;

see also Roberts 2019 on the evidential component of modality)
I NAI status ≈ QUD-irrelevance
I Diagnosed via answerhood (Simons et al. 2010; Tonhauser et al. 2013):

evidentials systematically don’t answer questions about evidence

(5) Georgian (own data)
3Question 1 (targets φ): Is marijuana legal in the US?
#Question 2 (targets evidential signal): What makes you think that California
legalized marijuana?
kalifornia-s
California-dat

k’anonier-i
legal-nom

gauxdia
make.ind.pst

marihuan-is
marijuana-gen

gamoq’eneba.
usage.nom

≈‘I hear that California legalized marijuana.’

I Based on examples like (5): only scope proposition is AI
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Proposal

Evidential (not-)at-issueness III

Advantage of the QUD-definition
Evidential signal needn’t be conventionally marked as NAI

I NAI/Backgrounded by default
I (N)AI status may change as the discourse changes
* Support for the variable (N)AI status (Korotkova 2020)

I some evidentials answer questions when focused
I many can’t be focused for independent reasons
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Proposal

Explicit disavowals; new take I

I Explicit disavowals
I Endorse—and assert—¬φ (or similar; depending on the form)
I Make it impossible to assert φ
I Indicate a QUD shift: from φ to evidence/opinions about φ
I Enable the evidential signal—the fact of the report—to become AI
I Possible due to the variable AI status of the evidential signal
I More accurate: the evidential signal becomes more AI, the AI-NAI divide best

understood as a continuum (Tonhauser et al. 2018)
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Proposal

Explicit disavowals; new take II

I Previous accounts: evidential signal always NAI, akin to slifting
parentheticals & appositives (Murray 2014, 2017)

I Proposed account: disavowals possible due the variable AI status
I Prediction: contrast in the availability of disavowals between

hearsay evidentials and bona fide parentheticals
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Proposal

Explicit disavowals; new take III
I Prediction borne out: slifting parentheticals resist disavowals,

unlike evidentials and regular embeddings

(6) QUD-at-issueness (see discussion in Koev 2018; Simons 2007; Snider 2017)

a. Question 1 (targets the fact of the report): What did she do next?
Slift: #The Democrats won, she announced/claimed.
Embedding: 3She announced/claimed that the Democrats won.

b. Question 2 (targets the content of the report): Who won the election?
Slift: 3Democrats won, she announced/claimed.
Embedding: 3She announced/claimed that the Democrats won.

(7) Availability of disavowals (observation goes back to Jackendoff 1972; see Koev 2021
for recent discussion and experimental evidence)

a. Slift: #The Democrats won, she announced/claimed, but I don’t believe it.

b. Embedding: 3She announced/claimed that the Democrats won but I don’t
believe it.
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Proposal

Explicit disavowals; new take IV
I Similar contrast between evidentials and parentheticals: German

sollen, Bulgarian evidential perfect (other lgs: coming soon)

(8) Reportative sollen

Nächste
next

Woche
week

sollen
rep.3sg.pl

die
def

Corona
corona

Maßnahmen
measure.pl

gelockert
loosen.prt

werden,
aux.3pl.pres

aber
but

das
this

glaube
believe.1sg.pres

ich
I

nicht.
neg

‘I hear that COVID-19 measures will be loosened next week, but I don’t believe it.’

(9) As-parenthetical (always NAI; doesn’t answer questions)

#Nächste
next

Woche
week

werden
aux.3pl.pres

die
def

Corona
corona

Maßnahmen
measure.pl

gelockert,
loosen.prt

wie
as

die
def

Regierung
government

bekannt
known

gab,
make.3sg.pst

aber
but

das
this

glaube
believe.1sg.pres

ich
I

nicht.
neg

‘COVID-19 measures will be loosened next week, as the government announced,
but I don’t believe it.’
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Proposal

Explicit disavowals; new take V

Bottom line
I Evidentials vs. parentheticals: contrast unexpected if the speech act

of presentation is an available strategy
I Present claim:

I Disavowals have to do with the variable (N)AI status rather than the
architecture of speech acts

I Possible only for those expressions that can be AI
I More research needed: conversational dynamics of explicit

disavowals
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Proposal

Endorsement I

I Is presence/absence of endorsement encoded semantically?
I Non-hearsay evidentials

I Obligatory endorsement (ex.2a,3a), likely semantic
I φ must be a live possibility; much like doxastic predicates (think, infer,

conclude, doubt, hope . . . ) and mental attitudes at large
NB Clausal embeddings: disavowals only for non-1-person cases
I Evidentials: always a 1-person attitude, hence no disavowal

(evidentials constitute self-attributions; Korotkova 2016, 2019)

(10) a. 3-person:
3Margaret believes/hopes/doubts that a unicorn stole our cookies, but
that can’t be true.

b. 1-person:
#I believe/hope/doubt that a unicorn stole our cookies, but that can’t be
true.
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Proposal

Endorsement II

I Hearsay evidentials: cross-linguistic variation
I Obligatory endorsement with hearsay [see appendix]: rare, but

possible, e.g. Turkish (pace AnderBois 2014); much like speech
predicates be right, agree

I Endorsement by default, in the absence of disavowals: common, but
not universal (pace AnderBois 2014); such evidentials can report
expert/highly reliable claims (e.g. the Cuzco Quechua case; Faller 2002,
2019)

I Distancing effect: Sp genuinely agnostic about φ; German sollen;
Spanish dizque (Martínez Vera 2020); allegedly; mixed quotation
(constructions discussed in Maier 2014; he doesn’t talk about pragmatics)
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Proposal

Endorsement III

I Obligatory endorsement: likely encoded semantically [see appendix on
data in attitudes, litmus test for semantic/pragmatic distinction]

I Default endorsement: vanilla relevance implicature (idea mentioned in
passim, and rejected, in Faller 2002)
I Sp uttered I hear φ
I φ: At-Issue (by default), natural candidate for assertion
I Why would Sp assert φ if φ 6⊆ DOX(Sp,w)?
I Inference: φ ⊆ DOX(Sp,w)
I Disavowal: implicature cancellation
I Further support: implicature cancellation generally licensed by a

QUD-shift (Mayol and Castroviejo 2013, cf. also Rett 2020)
I Faller (2019) derives default commitment via the Collaborative Principle,

which predicts more uniformity than we find
I Distancing

I Semantic undecidedness φ 6⊆ DOX(Sp,w) & ¬φ 6⊆ DOX(Sp,w)
I Can it be derived pragmatically instead?
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Proposal

Endorsement IV
Bottom line
I Hearsay vs. non-hearsay:

I parallel to the divide between doxastic attitudes vs. communicative
predicates (cf. Anand and Hacquard 2014; Anand et al. 2017)

I language conceptualizes speech reports differently from mental
attitudes

I Variation within hearsay wrt endorsement:
I only expected!
I parallel to the lexical variation within communicative predicates (cf.

Grimshaw 2015)
I (not variation derived from the shape of the speech report, as in Bary and

Maier 2021)
I another case of lexical variation: just like with communicative

predicates, only some hearsay markers take quotes as arguments
(Korotkova 2017)

I More research needed!
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Outlook

Wrap-up

I Main puzzle: disavowals with hearsay evidentials
I Previous accounts: hearsay claims as non-assertive speech acts
I Proposal:

I hearsay claims as assertions
I enabled by the variable discourse status of the evidential signal

I Further support: disavowals with 3evidentials vs. # parentheticals
I Variation in endorsement:

I Non-hearsay: much like doxastic predicates
I Hearsay: much like communicative predicates and speech reports at

large
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Outlook

Broader consequences

I Special behavior of hearsay (the disavowal puzzle; the relayed speech acts
puzzle, AnderBois 2018; Korotkova 2017): common argument in favor of
speech-act approaches to evidentiality as a whole

I This talk (along with e.g. modal accounts of the puzzle): a simpler
alternative paired with reasoning about the QUD

I Evidentials can be analyzed as dealing with speech acts; do they
have to?
I Many speech-act accounts (not all! cf. Krifka 2019): developed for root

clauses
I Evidentials in attitudes (when embeddable; variation syntactic, not

semantic, Korotkova 2021a): more suitable for a non-speech act account
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Outlook

Thank you!

Work in progress; comments welcome
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Appendix 1: obligatory endorsement
Endorsement can be obligatory even with hearsay (also Gitksan (Tsimshianic),
Peterson 2010; St’át’imcets (Salish), Matthewson et al. 2007)

(11) Turkish (Turkic; Turkey): hearsay/inference miş (pace Şener 2011)

a. You wake up to white stuff on the ground. [Inference]

#LA’ye
LA.dat

kar
snow

yağ-mış
rain-ind

ama
but

kar
snow

yağ-dıg-ın-a
rain-nmlz-3sg.poss-dat

inan-mı-yor-um.
believe-neg-prog-1sg
Intended: ‘It snowed in LA, I infer, but I don’t believe that.’

b. You hear from a friend that in snowed in LA. [Hearsay]

#LA’ye
LA.dat

kar
snow

yağ-mış
rain-ind

ama
but

kar
snow

yağ-dıg-ın-a
rain-nmlz-3sg.poss-dat

inan-mı-yor-um.
believe-neg-prog-1sg
Intended: ‘It’s said that it snowed in LA, but I don’t believe that.’
Comment: to avoid a contradiction, use guya ‘allegedly’.
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Appendix 2: The pattern in attitudes I

I Disavowals with evidentials: likened to Moore’s paradox

(12) #It is raining, but I don’t believe it.

I Moore’s paradox: linked to assertion, typically analyzed as a
pragmatic phenomenon (Stalnaker 2000; Williamson 2000; Lawlor and Perry
2008; see also Mandelkern 2019 on another type of speech-acty infelicity)

(13) 3Suppose it’s raining and that you don’t believe it.

I Some other infelicities: do not resolve in embedded environments,
are due to semantics (point made originally by Yalcin 2007 on epistemics; cf. a
remark in Murray 2017:23-24 on evidentials)
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Appendix 2: The pattern in attitudes II

I Evidentials in attitudinal environments
I The evidence, and endorsement, holder shifts to the attitude holder

(Korotkova 2015, 2016, 2019)
I The endorsement pattern reproduced

(14) Dutch3Lisa
Lisa

zegt
say.3sg.pres

[
[

dat
comp

het
it

schijnt
rep.3sg.pres

te
to

sneeuwen,
snow.inf

]
]

maar
but

ze
she

gelooft
believe.3sg.pres

het
that

niet.
neg

‘Lisa says it snowed, as she heard, but she doesn’t believe it.’
(15) Turkish#Lisa

Lisa
[
[

LA’ye
LA.dat

kar
snow

yağ-mış
rain-ind

]
]

de-di
say-pst

ama
but

kar
snow

yağ-dıg-ın-a
rain-nmlz-3sg.poss-dat

inan-mı-yor.
believe-neg-prog

Intended: ≈‘Lisa says that it apparently snowed in LA but she doesn’t believe
that it snowed.’
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Appendix 2: The pattern in attitudes III

Methodological note:
Evidentials can be excluded from clausal complements for
syntactic reasons (Korotkova 2021a)

I Testing under say/think/believe impossible
I Instead: semantic substitutes without syntactic confounds

I according to X (Kaufmann and Kaufmann 2020)
I in X’s opinion
I other clause-mate intensional operators (von Fintel and Heim 2011)

(16) a. According to this book, the pro-gun argument is built on myth.
(Corpus of Contemporary American English)

b. According to this book, the pro-gun argument is presumably built on myth.

Natasha Korotkova (n.korotkova@ucla.edu) Hearsay and (non-)commitment 5/11/22 12 / 12


	Empirical landscape
	Previous approaches
	Proposal
	Outlook
	Appendix
	References


