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Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

Assertion: two views

Assertion updates the common ground

Stalnaker 1978, Karttunen 1974

Assertion is a proposal to update the common ground

Groenendijk 2009, Mascarenhas 2009
Gunlogson 2001
Ginzburg 1996, Roberts 1996
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A distinction in assertion

Not at-issue

added to the common ground directly
not negotiable

At-issue

a proposal to update the common ground
up for negotiation

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 3/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

Sentences with evidentials: two contributions

diagnostics in Faller 2002, Matthewson et al. 2008, a.o.

‘propositional’ contribution (p = Floyd sang)
challangeable/deniable, up for negotiation
at-issue content
the ‘main point’ (Papafragou 2006, Simons 2007)

evidential contribution (speaker heard that p)
not challengeable/deniable, not up for negotiation
not at-issue content

(1) A: É-nemene-sėstse
3-sing-rpt.3sg

Floyd
Floyd

‘Floyd sang, I hear.’

B: X No he didn’t.
# No you didn’t.
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Overview of Talk

Cheyenne evidentials

parenthetical-like (mostly), as in Quechua (Faller 2002)

evidentials in declaratives

evidentials as not-at-issue assertion (new information,
not presupposed, contra Matthewson et al. 2008)
no appeal to separate level of illocutionary meaning (contra
Faller 2002)

evidentials in questions, two types
Y/N mood, in alternation with evidentials

variable over evidential relations

y/n clitic, compatible with evidentials

evidential restricts possible answers
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Outline
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5 Summary and Prospects
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Language Overview

A Plains Algonquian language (Montana, Oklahoma)

Data primarily from fieldwork, paradigms from Cheyenne
Grammar (Leman 1980)

A four-way evidential distinction in Cheyenne

Direct (unmarked)
Inferential
Reportative
Specialized reportative

Evidentials are part of illocutionary mood paradigm

This talk: the direct evidential and the (plain) reportative
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Illocutionary mood paradigm

Direct evidential

É-néméne-∅∅∅ Mo=é-néméne-∅∅∅
3-sing-dir y/n=3-sing-dir
‘He sang, I’m sure’ ‘Given what you know, did he sing?’

Reportative evidential

É-nemene-sėstse Mo=é-nemene-sėstse
3-sing-rpt.3sg y/n=3-sing-rpt.3sg
‘He sang, I hear’ ‘Given what you hear, did he sing?’

Interrogative Imperative Optative

É-nemene-he Néménė-stse Némene-ha
3-sing-y/n sing-imp.2sg sing-opt.3sg
‘[Given your evidence,]
did he sing?’

‘[You (sg.)] sing!’ ‘Let him sing!’
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Evidentials in declaratives

Direct evidential in declarative

(2) É-néméne-∅∅∅
3-sing-dir

Floyd
Floyd

‘Floyd sang, I’m sure.’

Reportative evidential in declarative

(3) É-nemene-sėstse
3-sing-rpt.3sg

Floyd
Floyd

‘Floyd sang, I hear.’
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Outline

3 Evidentials in Declaratives
Direct evidential
Reportative evidential
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(2) 3-sing-dir Floyd

c0

W

Initial common ground

set of candidate speech worlds
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(2) 3-sing-dir Floyd

c0

c1

p

CRT (i, p)

W
Evidential restriction:
CRT (i, p) =
{w| in w, speaker is certain that p}

not at-issue
non-negotiable (not deniable)
(e.g. update a la Stalnaker 1978)

A: 3-sing-dir (‘He sang, I’m sure’)
B: # ‘No you’re not’
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(2) 3-sing-dir Floyd

c0

c1

p

CRT (i, p)

W

At issue: p = Floyd sang
negotiable (deniable)

Declarative evidential relation:

add p to common ground c1

〈c1 ,≤p〉 (p-worlds preferred)

A: 3-sing-dir (‘He sang, I’m sure’)
B: X‘No he didn’t’
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(3) 3-sing-rpt.3sg Floyd

c0

c1

p

HEAR(i, p)

W

Evidential restriction:
HRD(i, p) =
{w| in w, speaker heard that p}

not at-issue
non-negotiable (not deniable)

(e.g. update a la Stalnaker 1978)
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(3) 3-sing-rpt.3sg Floyd

c0

c1

p

HEAR(i, p)

W
At issue: p = Floyd sang
negotiable (deniable)

Declarative evidential relation:

no change to common ground c1

〈c1 ,≤c1
〉 (c1 -worlds preferred,

i.e. no further restriction)

c.f. Faller (2002): different speech
act for the reportative
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Evidentials and questions

Reportative evidential in question

(4) mo=é-nemene-sėstse
y/n=3-sing-rpt.3sg

Floyd
Floyd

‘Given what you heard, did Floyd sing?’

A: yes...

...X 3-sing-rpt

...# 3-sing-dir

Yes/no mood (alternates with evidentials)

(5) É-nemene-he
3-sing-y/n

Floyd
Floyd

‘Given your evidence, did Floyd sing?’

A: yes...

...X 3-sing-rpt

...X 3-sing-dir
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Outline

4 Evidentials in Questions
Reportative Evidential in Questions
Interrogative Yes/No mood
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(4) y/n=3-sing-rpt.3sg Floyd

c0

W

HEAR(u, p)

HEAR(u,¬p)

Presupposes that the addressee
heard p or ¬p (a la Stalnaker 1973)

Evidential restriction:
HRD(u, p) ∪ HRD(u,¬p) =
{w| in w, addressee u heard that p

or addressee heard that ¬p}

‘Given what you heard, ...’
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(4) y/n=3-sing-rpt.3sg Floyd

c0

p
¬p

W

HEAR(u, p)

HEAR(u,¬p)
At issue: p = Floyd sang

Interrogative relation:

‘... did he sing?’
〈c0 ,≡p〉 (equivalence relation)

(Groenendijk & Stokhof 1984)

XA: 3-sing-rpt ‘He did, I hear’
# A: 3-sing-dir ‘He did, I’m sure’
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(5) 3-sing-y/n Floyd

c0

W

EV I(u, p)

EV I(u,¬p)

Evidential restriction:
EV I(u, p) =
{w| addressee u has evidence that p

in w}

‘Given your evidence ...’
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Proposal summary

evidentials in general: two contributions

in declaratives

evidential restriction (assertion)
illocutionary relation (ordering), proposal to add top ranked
worlds (may be restrictive or not)

in y/n questions

evidential restriction (presupposition)
illocutionary relation (equivalence, request for answer)

interrogative y/n mood

variable over evidential relations (CRT, HEAR, ...)
illocutionary relation (equivalence)

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 28/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

Overview of implementation
Building on Hamblin 1973’s work on Questions and Assertion

Hamblin-style representations enriched with evidential
restrictions and relations (details in appendix)

Direct evidential declarative

(2′)
λp. (p = λw.sing(w, floyd)) ∧ certain(v0 , i, p) ∧ p(v0 ) ≤ p(v1 )

(at-issue proposition) (ev. restriction) (ev. relation)

Reportative evidential declarative

(3′) λp. (p = λw.sing(w, floyd)) ∧ hear(v0 , i, p) ∧ v0 = v1
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Overview of implementation
Building on Hamblin 1973’s work on Questions and Assertion

Reportative evidential in y/n question

(4′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd) ∨ p = λw.¬sing(w, floyd))
∧ heard(v0 , u, p) ∧ p(v0 ) = p(v1 )

Interogative y/n mood

(5′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd) ∨ p = λw.¬sing(w, floyd))
∧ EVI(v0 , u, p) ∧ p(v0 ) = p(v1 )

Interpreting the representations: definitions of evidential
restriction (bind v0 and update common ground) and
illocutionary relation (relation induced by binding v0 and v1 )
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Prospects for future work

Other mood markers (e.g. imperatives) may also introduce
illocutionary relations

wh-questions and illocutionary variability

(6) Tósa'e
where

é-vo'ėstanéheve-sėstse
3-live-rpt.3sg

(i) ‘Given what you heard, where does he live?’
(ii) ‘He lives somewhere, I wonder where’

(7) nevá'e-sėstse
who-rpt.3sg

hénová'́e-nėse

who-rpt.3sg-inan

‘Someone, I wonder who’ ‘Something, I wonder what’
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Thanks!

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 32/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

Acknowledgements

I am grateful to Maria Bittner, Roger Schwarzschild, Matthew Stone, Veneeta
Dayal, Carlos Fasola, Jeroen Groenendijk, Wayne Leman, Chung-chieh Shan,
Jason Stanley, William Starr, and participants at SALT 19 (OSU 2009), in
the Rutgers Semantics Reading Group (SuRGe, 27 March 2009), and in Maria
Bittner’s Semantics Seminar on Speech Acts (Fall 2008) for their comments
and discussion. I would also like to thank my Cheyenne consultants for their
collaboration and discussion of Cheyenne data. Fieldwork supported in part
by the Endangered Language Fund. All errors are my own.

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 33/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

References

Bittner, Maria. 2008. Notes on Evidentiality and Mood.
http://www.rci.rutgers.edu/∼mbittner/

Bittner, Maria. 2008. Tense, Mood, and Centering.
http://rci.rutgers.edu/∼mbittner/

Brasoveanu, Adrian. 2007. Structured Anaphora to Quantifier Domains:
A unified account of quantificational and modal subordination. In D.
Leivant and R. de Queiroz (eds.), Proceedings of WoLLIC 2007 (Lecture
Notes in Computer Science). Springer-Verlag.

Faller, Martina. 2002. Semantics and Pragmatics of Evidentials in Cuzco
Quechua. Ph.D. Thesis, Stanford.

Faller, Martina. 2006. Evidentiality Above and Below Speech Acts.
http://semanticsarchive.net/

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 34/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

References (continued)

Ginzburg, Jonathan. 1996. Interrogatives: Questions, Facts, and
Dialogue. In Shalom Lappin (ed.), The Handbook of Contemporary
Semantic Theory, pp. 385–422. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers.

Groenendijk, Jeroen. 2009. Inquisitive Semantics: Assertions, questions,
and hybrids.
http://sites.google.com/site/inquisitivesemantics

Groenendijk, Jeroen and Martin Stokhof. 1984. Studies on the
Semantics of Questions and the Pragmatics of Answers. Ph.D. Thesis,
University of Amsterdam.

Gunlogson, Christine. 2001. True to Form: Rising and Falling
Declaratives as Questions in English. Ph.D. Thesis, University of
California, Santa Cruz.

Hamblin, Charles L. 1973. Questions in Montague English. Foundations
of Language, 10:41–53.

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 35/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

References (continued)

Karttunen, Lauri. 1974. Presupposition and Linguistic Context.
Theoretical Linguistics, 1(1/2):182–194.

Kratzer, Angelika. 1981. The Notional Category of Modality. In
Hans-Jürgen Eikmeyer and Hannes Rieser (eds.), Words, Worlds and
Contexts, pp. 38–74. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Leman, Wayne. 1980. A Reference Grammar of the Cheyenne Language.
Occasional Publications in Anthropology, Series No. 5. Greely, Colorado:
Museum of Anhropology, University of Northern Colorado.

Lewis, David K. 1973. Counterfactuals. Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press.

Lewis, David K. 1981. Ordering Semantics and Premise Semantics for
Conditionals. Journal of Philosophical Logic, 10(2):217–234.

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 36/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

References (continued)

Matthewson, Lisa, Hotze Rullmann, and Henry Davis. 2008.
Evidentials as Epistemic Modals: Evidence from St’át’imcets. In Jeroen
Van Craenenbroeck (ed.), Linguistic Variation Yearbook, Volume 7. John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

Mascarenhas, Salvador. 2009. Inquisitive Semantics and Logic. MSc in
Logic thesis. Amsterdam: Institute for Logic, Language and Computation.

Murray, Sarah. to appear. A Hamblin Semantics for Evidentials. In
Proceedings of SALT XIX. Ohio State University, 3 April 2009.

Papafragou, Anna. 2006. Epistemic Modality and Truth Conditions.
Lingua, 116(10):1688–1702.

Roberts, Craige. 1996. Information Structure in Discourse: Towards an
integrated formal theory of pragmatics. Technical report, Linguistics
Department, The Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio. OSU Working
Papers in Linguistics, Volume 49, J.H.Yoon and A. Kathol (eds.).

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 37/48



Introduction Cheyenne Evidentials in Declaratives in Questions Summary and Prospects

References (continued)

Simons, Mandy. 2007. Observations on Embedding Verbs, Evidentiality, and
Presupposition. Lingua, 117(6):1034–1056.

Stalnaker, Robert C. 1978. Assertion. In Peter Cole (ed.), Syntax and
Semantics 9: Pragmatics, pp. 315–332. New York: Academic Press.

Stalnaker, Robert C. 1973. Presuppositions. Journal of Philosophical
Logic 2: 447-57.

Stone, Matthew. 1997. The Anaphoric Parallel Between Modality and
Tense. Technical Report 97-06, University of Pennsylvania Institute for
Research in Cognitive Science.

Stone, Matthew. 1999. Reference to Possible Worlds. Technical Report 49,
Rutgers University Center for Cognitive Science. Updated version of
Stone 1997.

S. E. Murray | Rutgers University | Evidentials and Questions in Cheyenne (SULA5, 16 May 2009) 38/48



Appendix: Formal Implementation
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Building on Hamblin 1973
sentences as sets of propositions

category to type correspondence

questions as plural sets of propositions, see (8)

declaratives as singleton sets of propositions, see (9)

(8) Who sang?

(8′) λp. ∃x(person(x) ∧ (p = λw.sing(w, x)))

(9) Floyd sang.

(9′) λp. (p = λw.sing(w, floyd))
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Proposal: extend to sentences with evidentials

scope of evidential – the ‘main point’ – is the member of set

evidential is ‘grounds for making speech act’ (Faller 2002)

(2) É-néméne-∅∅∅
3-sing-dir

Floyd
Floyd

‘Floyd sang, I’m sure.’

(2′) Hamblin-style representation of (evidential) declarative,
enriched with evidential restriction and illocutionary relation:

λp. (p = λw.sing(w, floyd)) ∧ certain(v0 , i, p) ∧ p(v0 ) ≤ p(v1 )
(at-issue proposition) (ev. restriction) (ev. relation)
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Representation of (evidential) declarative

(2′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd))∧ certain(v0 , i, p)∧ p(v0 ) ≤ p(v1 )

free variables: v0 speech world, v1 topic world
(the characteristic function of) a set of propositions
the singleton of the scopal proposition if each condition is
met, the empty set if not

Define evidential restriction (update): bind v0

Extract evidential relation, modeled as a relation on the
common ground: bind both v0 andv1
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Evidential restriction

(2′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd)) ∧ certain(v0 , i, p) ∧ p(v0 ) ≤ p(v1 )

Can define update on (2′) if speech world variable v0 is bound

evidential restriction
For a common ground c, a model M, and an (st)t term P , c

updated with P is defined as:
c[P ] = {w ∈ c | ∃g(∃p ∈ Dst(Jλv0 .P KM,g(w) = {p}))}

takes an input common ground and returns the subset where
the evidential restriction is true

“illocutionary restriction”
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Illocutionary relation

(2′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd)) ∧ certain(v0 , i, p) ∧ p(v0 ) ≤ p(v1 )

Define relation on c induced by (2′): bind v0 and v1

Illocutionary relation

For a common ground c, worlds w, w′ in c, a model M, and an
(st)t term P , w′ P -outranks w in c, written w ≤ c,P w′, iff:

w, w′ ∈ c & Jλv0 .λv1 .P KM(w)(w′) 6= ∅

ranks common ground worlds based on the content of the
evidential relation
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Direct: restriction and relation

(2′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd)) ∧ certain(v0 , i, p) ∧ p(v0 ) ≤ p(v1 )

c0 [(2′)] = {w ∈ c0 | JcertainKM(w)(JiKM)(Jλw.sing(w, floyd)KM) = 1}
= c1

w ≤ c1 ,(2′)w
′ iff w,w′ ∈ c1 & Jλw.sing(w, floyd)KM(w) ≤ Jλw.sing(w, floyd)KM

c0

W

c0

c1

p

CRT (i, p)

W

c0

c1

p

CRT (i, p)

W
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Reportative: restriction and relation

(3′) λp. (p = λw.sing(w, floyd)) ∧ hear(v0 , i, p) ∧ v0 = v1

c0 [(3′)] = {w ∈ c0 | JhearKM(w)(JiKM)(Jλw.sing(w, floyd)KM) = 1}
= c1

w ≤ c1 ,(3′)w
′ iff w,w′ ∈ c1 & w′ = w

c0

W

c0

c1

p

HEAR(i, p)

W

c0

c1

p

HEAR(i, p)

W
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Yes/no questions

(4) Mó=é-nemene-sėstse
mó=3-sing-rpt.3sg

Floyd
Floyd

‘Given what you heard, did Floyd sing?’

(4′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd) ∨ p = λw.¬sing(w, floyd))
∧ heard(v0 , u, p) ∧ p(v0 ) = p(v1 )

(5) É-nemene-he
3-sing-y/n

Floyd
Floyd

‘Given your evidence, did Floyd sing?’

(5′) λp.(p = λw.sing(w, floyd) ∨ p = λw.¬sing(w, floyd))
∧ EVI(v0 , u, p) ∧ p(v0 ) = p(v1 )
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Contact

Sarah E. Murray
Linguistics Department
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey
18 Seminary Place
New Brunswick, NJ 08901

semurray@rutgers.edu

http://www.rci.rutgers.edu/∼semurray
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