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Speakers of any language 
continuously keep track of what 
others know and how their own 
knowledge can be related to the 

knowledge of others. 
(Bergqvist & Kittilä 2020: 12)

does the knowledge contrast 
with alternative information?

=
contrast

is the information surprising?
=

mirativity

The relationship between 
notions such as epistemic 

authority, egophoricity, 
engagement, evidentiality, and 

epistemic modality remains 
debated and/or elusive.
(Grzech et al 2020: 286)
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• Is the knowledge and attention shared between speaker and hearer or not?

“grammaticalised intersubjectivity” (Evans et al. 2018a: 113)

Kogi (Arwako-Chibchan, Colombia) has 4 auxiliaries

na- means that ‘the speaker knows e and expects the addressee to be unaware of e’ (1a), and 

ni- means that ‘the speaker knows e and expects the addressee to know e too’ (1b) (Bergqvist 2016: 2)

(1) a. kwisa-té na-nuk-kú 
dance-IMPF SPKR.ASYM-be.LOC-1S 
‘I am/was dancing.’ (informing) 

 b. kwisa-té ni-nuk-kú 
dance-IMPF SPKR.SYM-be.LOC-1S 
‘I am/was dancing.’ (confirming) 
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• How old/new/contrastive is the information for the hearer?

Makhuwa-Enahara (Bantu, Moçambique)

(2) DJ K-o-ḿ-phwány-a Fernáántu.
1SG.SM-PFV.DJ-1OM-find-FV 1.Fernando
'I met Fernando.’

 CJ Ki-m-phwany-alé Fernaantú.
1SG.SM-1OM-find-PFV.CJ 1.Fernando
'I met Fernando (and not someone else).'
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Discussion for each:
- Is it an independent category?
- What is the definition of the category?
- Is the category universal? 
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“The four groups of knowledge-related 
meanings – evidentiality, egophoricity, 
mirativity, epistemic modality – interact. […] 
In such cases, one category is used as a 
‘strategy’ to express some meanings which 
are core to another one.” 
(Aikhenvald 2023: 6)

It is a widely known fact 
that the abovementioned 
categories overlap in form, 
meaning, and function
(Bergqvist & Kittilä 2020:4)



Fur (Nilo-Saharan, Sudan; Waag 2010: 260, glosses adapted)

- speaker has witnessed event

- unexpectedness for the addressee

(6) D-íí-ŋ bára kamaŋ ʔέla.
SG-2SG-GEN brother EV 3SG.come.PFV

‘Your brother has really come.’ (I have seen him)
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!Xun (Khoisan, Namibia; König 2013: 80, glosses adapted)
- non-firsthand evidential
- uncertainty
- contrast with addressee’s expectation

(3) Hȁ á cālā kē ú ǀˈàn hȁ. 
PRO Q NONFIRSTH.EV PST go with PRO 
‘He is said to have left together with her (but I doubt it).’
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García Macías 2016: 179
“presentatives and hot news 
are functionally similar 
because, in order to be 
felicitous, both require the 
unawareness of the 
addressee with respect to the 
event or entity that is 
introduced as new information” 
> mirative
(> engagement)
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Weather statement; X: Exclamative. The distribution shown is approximate and is based 

on the major concentrations of functions, rather than on an exact allocation of them ––an 

exact distribution would obscure the patterns due to the cases that rather behave as 

exceptions. As it was argued in §3.3, one advantage of the MDS analysis over the classic 

semantic map method is that it allows us to deal with instances that are better treated as 

exceptions, as it is usually the case with constructions that appear isolated in the map (see 

Croft and Poole 2008). 

 

Figure 15: Two-Dimensional map showing the major concentrations of functions.  

♦ Existentials ♦ Weather & Phys. Sensation ♦ Hot news  

♦ Miratives ♦ Presentatives      ♦ Exclamatives 
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Coastal Marind (Papuan; Olsson 2019)
‘absconditive’ (info hidden to hearer) “expresses the addressee’s lack of 
attention, or lack of epistemic access, to the state of affairs conveyed by the 
verb.”
- thetics
- verum
- privileged 

access
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(4) Kosi-awe up-ø kw-aɣit-a.
small-fish(II) ABSC:II-3SG.A- INESS-run-around:3SG.U-EXT
‘There’s a little fish swimming around inside.’

(5) Ep-ak-o- laɣ-e.
ABSC:I-1SG.A-3SG.DAT- talk-IPFV
‘I am talking to him.’



Maaka (Jukun, Nigeria; Storch & Coly 2014:200)

- speaker’s certainty in inferential

- “may also have overtones of control over information, as the inferential verb 
form highlights the speaker’s own knowledge of the context of the event” 

(7) ʔìnndá mmù ʔà mìnè-ndéré ɓáyà mòo-yá-dìyà 
stand:IMP 1DU then 1PL-run:NARR otherwise people-DEF-JOINT:VIS 
ʔà dùkà-ntí-mìnê 
then kill:TR-ASSERT-OBJ:1PL 
‘Stand up! We both then run, otherwise the people we both see/know will 
definitely kill us.’ (Storch & Coly 2014:199)
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shared knowledge

privileged access

counterexpectation

asking for agreement

non-committance

speculation

hearsay

visual evidence

speaker confidence

new information

misexpectation

non-voluntary

best possible grounds

hot news thetic

verum

realization

refusing responsibility

presentational

inference

speaker confidence

in common ground

alterphoric

surprise for speaker

the co-expression suggests that all aspects of the same conceptual space!



Conceptual space

If… (assumptions & hypotheses)
• These are universal interactional needs
• They represent a universal conceptual space
• Linguistic structure is indicative of conceptual structure
• Only adjacent concepts can be expressed together (Croft’s connectivity hypothesis)

then…
• we can use co-expression within a language and across languages to see which 

aspects are closer together
• we can use the consecutive and overlapping co-expression to create a 

multidimensional map
• with this map we get an insight into the conceptual space of epistemic and 

attentional knowledge management 



MapLE research questions

1. What are the nodes in this conceptual space?
2. How are the nodes grouped in linguistic strategies?
3. What does the grouping tell us about the relations between the 

nodes?
4. What do those relations reveal about our linguistic ability, our 

conceptual organisation, and their possible interaction?



1. What are the nodes?



1. What are the nodes?

Note 1: To find the detailed aspects, it does not 
matter whether it is an encoded or implied 
aspect of a strategy

Note 2: We exclude the lexical end of the 
spectrum of expression and focus on the 
grammatical end, in order to access the 
unconscious linguistic knowledge



2. How are the nodes grouped?

• Data collection on six African languages
• Native speaker linguists
• Online masterclass epistemicity

“ongoing semantic research in Bantu languages continues 
to uncover systems that are primarily evidential in their 
semantics, as well as other grammatical categories that 
can be exploited secondarily to express evidential 
distinctions” (Crane et al. forthcoming)



it is 
true

addressee 
thought it's 

not (contrast)

speaker 
witnessed it 

(source)

speaker is 
certain 

(epistemic 
modality)

unlike what 
speaker/addr 

expected 
(mirativity)

speaker/addr 
both know it 

(engagement)

Cinyungwe (Mozambique, Crisófia Langa da Câmara)
(8) Ku-nemb-a w-a-nemb-a(=di).

INF-write-FV 2SG.SM-PST-write-FV=VERUM

‘You DID write.’ (I didn’t think you did) / 
‘You really wrote!’ (more than expected)

(9) A: I am not convinced that he can sing. He told me 
he can. Have you ever heard him sing?
B: A-ni-yimb-a=di
     1SM-PRS-sing-FV=VERUM

    ‘He DOES sing!’
Interpretation: “I am confirming that he can really 
sing. I heard him singing; I am the witness.”

Verum & everything else (PhD)



3. What is the relation between the nodes?

created by Johann Mattis List



4. What do the relations reveal?

• test typological predictions
• implications for theoretical models
• relativity hypothesis: are maps of 

individual languages compatible with 
each other?



Thank you!

This research is part of the MapLE 
project, NWO Vici grant VI.C.231-014. 
I thank Giosuè Balocco for his help.
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• brainstorm
• glossary

• masterclass ready
• etic grid ready

start PhD

• end masterclass
• selection 

collaborators
training week

start postdoc

< data collection >

• maps
• PhD thesis
• articles epistemicity

< data analysis >

< write up >

archived data
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