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This paper examines the pragmatic functions of evidentiality categories in diplomatic discourse by illustrating a new classification of English evidentiality. It adopts a data-based approach by analyzing a corpus of thirty English political speeches from three US presidents (including Bush, Obama, and Trump). The results show that: (i) Evidentiality can be classified into three categories: personal sources; shared sources and other sources. (ii) Besides the function of (de)legitimation, evidentiality can also be used to normalize the speaker’s ideology. (iii) Shared sources of evidentials reflect the speaker’s ideological bias, because they encode the speaker’s presupposition of authority, facts, or shared knowledge. (iv) Personal sources of evidentials mean that the speaker is more willing to take verbal responsibility. (v) Other sources of evidentials reflect the speaker’s lower responsibility for the information he/she offered. (vi) The use of the three evidential sources reflects the speakers’ different responsibilities for their propositions and reveals their subjective or intersubjective stance.
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Introduction

Evidentiality has been studied widely since Boas (1938) first discussed it in linguistic studies. Traditionally, evidentiality can be referred to as “sources of information” (e.g., Jakobson, 1957; Willett, 1988) or “source of evidence” (DeLancey, 2001, p. 369) or “the linguistic coding of source and reliability of information” (Mushin, 2000, p. 927) or “evaluation of evidence” (Portner, 2009, p. 263). In addition, evidentiality can also indicate the speaker’s cognitive justification for his or her propositions (Boye and Harder, 2009). Indeed, the linguistic domain of evidentiality not only allows speakers to mark their source of knowledge (information) but also shows how they assess this knowledge in terms of reliability and reveals the speakers’ communicative purposes with regard to its pragmatic functions.

The previous studies of evidentiality, however, have focused on “its formal or semantic properties in grammaticalized systems” (Mushin, 2000, p. 927), while few researchers focus their attention on the pragmatic functions of evidentiality in specific discourse contexts (e.g., Mushin, 2000; Hart, 2011; Marín-Arrese, 2011b; Reber, 2014; see “background: evidentiality in discourse studies” for details).

Evidential types1 have also been a subject of comprehensive investigation from different perspectives (e.g., Anderson, 1986; Chafe, 1986; Willett, 1988; Nuyts, 1992; De Haan, 1999; DeLancey, 2001; Plungian, 2001; Aikhenvald, 2004; Bednarek, 2006; Squartini, 2008; Whitt, 2010; Hart, 2011; Marín-Arrese, 2011a,b; Mushin, 2013). For example, Willett (1988, p. 57) divided evidentials into “direct” and “indirect” evidence. Based on Willett’s (1988) evidential types, Plungian (2001, p. 352) classified indirect evidence into two types: “reflected” and “mediated” evidence. Chafe (1986, p. 263), however, proposed a broader category of evidentials, including “source of knowledge,” “mode of knowing,” and “knowledge matched against verbal resources or expectations.” It can be seen from the previous studies that the classification of evidentiality is often concerned with “source of evidence (knowledge)” (e.g., Frawley, 1992, p. 413), or “mode of knowing” (e.g., Willett, 1988), or both (Chafe, 1986, p. 263), but their interaction has seldom been mentioned in the previous studies except for Botne (1997, p.523-524 ); and Squartini (2008, p. 918). Therefore, this paper will argue that the source of evidence and the mode of knowing are inseparable and should be integrated in the study of evidentiality to gain a better understanding of the domain (Squartini, 2008, p. 917).

CDA (Critical Discourse Analysis) aims to reveal “traces of ideological bias” in various discourse contexts (Widdowson, 2007, p. 71). However, ideological bias can often be disguised as facts or common knowledge by the speakers with the help of various linguistic strategies including evidentiality. However, the role of evidentiality relating to persuasive strategies has largely been ignored in previous studies, and therefore deserves attention in this paper.

This paper argues that different types of evidentials can be adopted to examine the underlying ideology of the speaker during the process of communication by addressing their pragmatic functions. It aims to demonstrate how evidentiality can be treated as strategic tools in English diplomatic discourse. In particular, two research questions will be discussed in this paper: How can English evidentiality be classified according to “information sources” and “modes of knowing”? What functions do different types of evidentials have in the context of diplomatic discourse?

The data of this paper include three cases of English diplomatic speeches2 from three US presidents: George W. Bush, Barack Obama, and Donald Trump. Each case consists of a corpus of 10 speeches (around 32,500 words) from the same politician, with topics focusing on diplomatic relations and foreign policies. The reason why the author chooses the diplomatic speeches of the three US presidents is that these speakers have been recognized as among the most influential or controversial political speakers. Therefore, it would be interesting to investigate how these political speakers persuade or manipulate their audiences through evidentiality.

This paper takes a data-based approach in retrieving evidential markers manually from the data by three independent annotaters.3 These markers are then annotated with innovative codes of nine types of evidentials (see “An Analytical Framework of English Evidentiality” for details). After that, the annotated data are used to do both qualitative and quantitative analysis.

In what follows, we will first provide a brief review of previous studies about evidentiality in discourse studies, particularly focusing on its classifications and functions. Then we will introduce our framework of studying English evidentiality, with most examples from the annotated data on diplomatic discourse. We will examine how evidentials function in maintaining or shaping foreign relations. Finally, we will draw the conclusions and discuss the possible application of this framework for relevant studies.



Background: Evidentiality in discourse studies

Evidentiality is often categorized by its reliability or subjectivity (e.g., Hart, 2011; Marín-Arrese, 2011b), and treated as a tool of rhetorical persuasion (Antaki and L, 2001, p. 468) or a device of manipulation (e.g., Mushin, 2000; Berlin and Prieto-Mendoza, 2014) in discourse studies. It is even more prominent in strategic discourse including diplomatic discourse, because hearers can easily identify the reliability or validity of evidence, even though they do not trust the speakers at all (Sperber, 2006, p. 184).

For example, Bednarek (2006) observes the role of evidentiality as “epistemological positioning” and proposes four types of evidence in terms of knowledge in media discourse: PROOF, PERCEPTION, PUBLIC KNOWLEDGE, and OBVIOUSNESS. However, her classification has semantic overlapping, especially in “PROOF and OBVIOUSNESS,” which both involve in the forms of evidence concerning with experience (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 792).

Based on Bednarek’s work (2006), Hart (2011, p. 760) associates six categories of evidence, by adding two categories, including EXPERT KNOWLEDGE and EPISTEMIC COMMITMENT, according to the reliability of evidence and the degree of subjectivity. Furthermore, Hart (2010, 2011) treats evidentiality as a legitimizing strategy of “objectification” in immigration discourse. Objectification refers to a legitimizing device by using evidence (evidentials) to manifest its source and reliability to display its objective stance (Hart, 2010, p. 173).

Marín-Arrese (2011b) also investigates the legitimizing strategies from the perspective of cognitive linguistics by analyzing evidentiality and epistemic modality in diplomatic discourse. She proposes that the speakers have an impact on the addressees’ “exercise of epistemic vigilance” by using epistemic positioning strategies, therefore the addressees will accept the speakers’ propositions as true (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 791). Her classification of evidentials (including personal and mediated evidentiality) is concerned with evaluating their validity and (inter)subjectivity (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 793).

Hart (2011) and Marín-Arrese’s (2011b) work provides a sufficient starting point for studying the reliability/validity and (inter)subjectivity of evidence. This paper holds that epistemic modality and evidentiality fall into two different semantic or grammatical domains (see De Haan, 1999; Aikhenvald, 2004; Hart, 2010), because evidentiality focuses on the source and the validity of the evidence, while epistemic modality involves with the speakers’ justification or evaluation toward the evidence.

In addition to the functions of legitimation (persuasion) and stance-taking, evidentiality has also been studied from the perspective of manipulation. Mushin (2000, p. 927), for example, discusses the deictic function of evidentiality in discourse and demonstrates how the speakers manipulate different evidentials to manifest information or knowledge from various perspectives. In particular, Berlin and Prieto-Mendoza (2014) observe that evidentials can be treated as a strategic device of manipulation in political discourse.

Though the above previous studies bring many valuable insights for this study, they failed to provide a clear and workable analytical framework of evidentiality. Therefore, this study will work out a new classification of English evidentiality so as to analyze evidentiality from a new perspective.



An analytical framework of English evidentiality

As mentioned in the introduction, the previous studies often use “source of knowledge” or “mode of knowing” (or “forms of access to the information”) in the classification of evidentiality. These two notions may cause confusion and misunderstanding to this domain. It is therefore necessary to clarify their relations before proposing a new classification of evidentiality. This paper argues that these two notions are inseparable in classifying evidentials as they are two aspects of the same body. For example, the evidential “I see” not only indicates its mode of knowing as “direct perception” but also marks the speaker’s high commitment to the source of evidence (treated as “personal sources” here). Similarly, the evidential “it is said that” indicates both its mode of knowing as “hearsay” and its source as “the speaker’s low commitment” (treated as “other sources” here). However, the evidential “we know” indicates both its mode of knowing as “indirect evidence assumed from common knowledge” and its source as “shared by the speaker and his/her addressees” (treated as “shared sources” here).

Based on “speaker’s commitment4 to information sources” and modes of knowing (Squartini, 2008, p. 918), we put forward a new classification of English evidentiality integrating these two notions. The evidentials indicating sources of information can be divided into three types as “personal sources,” “shared sources,” or “other sources,” depending on speaker’s commitment to the information source. The distinction of “personal sources” and “other sources” lies in whether the speakers take high or low responsibility for information sources, while shared source refers to the information or knowledge assumed to be shared by both the speakers and their addressees.

The trichotomy of sources of evidence is inspired by notions of subjectivity, objectivity and intersubjectivity.5 The evidentials from “personal sources” indicate the explicitness of the conceptualizer, which means that the speaker is willing to make full commitment to the source of information. However, evidence of “‘personal sources” is often only known to the speaker himself or herself, which is hard to get attested for the addressees, so it is more subjective. The evidentials from “other sources6,” on the other hand, indicate the implicitness of the conceptualizer, which means the speaker intends to “stand back” and let the evidence “speak for itself” (Hart, 2010, p. 173), they are therefore more objective (Marín-Arrese, 2011a, p. 214). As to evidentials from “other sources,” the speaker stands back and makes low commitment to its reliability, just as Aikhenvald (2004, p. 136) claims that “when you might want to distance yourself, when you do not want to take full responsibility for your words,” you may use a quotative or reported evidential. The evidentials from “shared source” mark the information potentially shared by others (intersubjectivity; Nuyts, 2001) and generally assumed as common knowledge or facts by the speaker.

Based on the theories of “direct and indirect evidence” (Willett, 1988, p. 57; Hart, 2011, p. 758), “personal evidentiality” (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 793), and the notions of INFERENCE, ASSUMPTION, and QUOTATIVE (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367), and according to the theory of “mode of knowing,” each source can be classified into three categories: direct evidentials, inferential evidentials, and assumed evidentials. Therefore, based on the interplay of “speaker’s commitment to information sources” and “modes of knowing,” the evidentials can be further classified into nine categories:

1. Personal perceptual evidentials (P.P.), indicating evidence from sources based on personal sensory perception (Willett, 1988, p. 57) (e.g., I’ve seen; I saw).

2. Personal inferential evidentials (P.I.), indicating evidence from sources based on personal mental (metaphorical) perception (Greenbaum, 1969, p. 205) or INFERENCE based on visible or tangible evidence (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367) (e.g., I can see; it seems to me; it is clear to me) or logical reasoning (Willett, 1988, p. 57; Hart, 2011, p. 758) (e.g., I realize; I’m convinced).

3. Personal assumed evidentials (P.A.), indicating evidence from sources based on assumed personal knowledge or belief (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 793) (e.g., I know; I believe; I think)

4. Shared perceptual evidentials (S.P.), indicating evidence from sources based on shared sensory perception (e.g., you have heard; we have seen).

5. Shared inferential evidentials (S.I.), indicating evidence inferred from shared mental (metaphorical) perception (Greenbaum, 1969, p. 205) or “INFERENCE based on visible or tangible evidence” (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367) (e.g., we are seeing; we saw; clearly; it was clear that; it seems that) or logical reasoning (Willett, 1988, p. 57; Hart, 2011, p. 758) (e.g., we realize; we are convinced).

6. Shared assumed evidentials (S.A.), indicating evidence from sources based on general knowledge (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367) (e.g., we know; you know; everyone knows).

7. Quotative evidentials (Q.E.), indicating evidence that clearly refers to the source cited (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367) (e.g., says; saying; said).

8. Other inferential evidentials (O.I.), indicating evidence inferred from reports or results (Willett, 1988, p. 57; Hart, 2011, p. 758; Marín-Arrese, 2015, p. 213) (e.g., the report indicates; the figure reveals).

9. Hearsay evidentials (H.E.), indicating “reported information with no reference to whom it was” (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367) (e.g., some people think; it is said that).

The analytical framework of evidentiality can be illustrated briefly in Figure 1, see the following section for the annotated examples and their pragmatic functions in the context of diplomatic discourse.
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FIGURE 1
 An analytical framework of English evidentiality.


“Strength of evidence” is used to assess the reliability or persuasiveness of evidentials. It is concerned with “the extent of validity” of evidentials, which represents the differences between various sources of evidence or modes of knowing (Hart, 2011).

The strength of evidence can be expressed by distance, measured as the relative distance from the center of certainty or truth. In other words, weak evidence means far from certainty or truth. For example, for perceptual categories, the marker “I’ve seen” is stronger in evidence strength than “I’ve heard” because the former is closer to certainty or truth. Again, the latter is more reliable than “I feel.” Evidence from reports is more reliable than anecdotal evidence from other sources. In other words, the weaker elements are less certain and therefore farther from the center of truth. However, it is dangerous to associate strength of evidence to its source type (Fitneva, 2001, p.404) or mode of knowing, though in general the reliability of the first category in each source is stronger than that of the second one. We need to take its “context-specific grammatical formatting and semantics” into consideration (Reber, 2014, p. 357).



Pragmatic functions of evidentiality in diplomatic discourse

As mentioned above, evidentiality has been studied as legitimization strategies (Hart, 2011; Marín-Arrese, 2011b) or as a tool of manipulation in discourse studies (Mushin, 2000; Berlin and Prieto-Mendoza, 2014). However, it remains unclear about which type of evidentials can be used to persuade or manipulate the addressees and the ideological bias hidden in those evidentials in diplomatic discourse.

Hart (2014, p. 3) proposed that language influences social behaviors and relationships in two key ways: one is the way of normalizing ideology; another is the way of legitimizing action. In other words, normalizing ideology and legitimizing actions may provide a tool for the speaker to influence the addressees’ social behaviors and social relations in specific discourse contexts. However, evidentiality has never been studied from the perspective of the “normalization7” of ideology.

In what follows, we will investigate the nine types of evidentials from the perspective of pragmatic functions as effecting foreign relations and actions through legitimation and “normalization” of ideology, as well as uncovering the speakers’ ideological bias and their intentions.


Evidentials from personal sources

Personal evidentials indicate that the speaker is solely or highly responsible for the information provided, because the evidence is derived from the speaker’s own experience or knowledge. This type of evidence is more subjective than the other two because it is difficult for the audience to verify the source of their information. In the following, several typical examples of personal sources of evidentials will be illustrated to investigate their discourse functions in diplomatic discourse. This type of evidentials has three subcategories: Personal Perceptual Evidentials (P.P.), Personal Inferential Evidentials (P.I.), and Personal Assumed Evidentials (P.A.).


Personal perceptual evidentials

Personal Perceptual Evidentials indicate evidentials that come from direct evidence of the speaker’s self-perception. Such evidentials indicate direct evidence and more reliable than the other two types of personal sources, but they are rarely used in the corpus of diplomatic speeches.

For examples:

1. I also saw < Personal / P.P. > that President Trump had also put my story on the Instagram, so I cried again. (Trump; 2 February 2018)8

2. I often hear < Personal / P.P. >it said that we need moral clarity in this fight. And the suggestion is somehow that if I would simply say, these are all Islamic terrorists, then we would actually have solved the problem by now, apparently < Shared / S.I. >. (Obama; 3 February 2016)

In Example (1), one of North Korean Defectors mentioned that he cried again when he saw President Trump had put his story on the Instagram when he was interviewed at the meeting. By using the Personal Perceptual Evidential “I saw,” the speaker provided the direct visual evidence relating to Trump. It is a typical way for describing one’s experience, though no such evidentials (personal visual evidentials such as I see or I saw) are found in our data in the diplomatic context. As can be seen in the data, the politicians prefer to use shared visual evidentials such as “We have seen” rather than personal visual evidentials.

The evidential “I hear” In Example (2), however, indicates that the opinion “we need moral clarity in this fight” is not Obama’s own idea. Obviously, this type of evidentials helps the speaker explain the reason why he would do so. In this way, Obama legitimizes his action of war and eases the diplomatic tensions with Islamic countries. Moreover, the strength of this type of evidentials is much weaker than the one in Example (1) as auditory or tactile perception is less dependable than visual perception (Sweetser, 1984, p13).



Personal inferential evidentials

According to Greenbaum (1969, p. 205) and Bednarek (2006, p. 640), perceptions can be classified into two categories: sensory perception (e.g., I saw; I’ve heard) and mental perception or inference (e.g., obviously, clearly, apparently, it seems).

However, in our corpus, we discovered that most sensory perceptual evidentials are used in a metaphorical way (see examples in Section “Shared inferential evidentials” for details), which are equivalent to the mental perception or inference described by Greenbaum (1969, p. 205) and Bednarek (2006, p. 640). Thus, we reclassify this kind of evidentials as Personal Inferential Evidentials, which indicate evidence from sources based on personal mental (metaphorical) perception or INFERENCE based on visible or tangible evidence (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367). This category also includes inferential evidence based on logical reasoning (e.g., I realize; I’m convinced), which implies that there is certain evidence in the context. Unfortunately, we did not identify any examples of visual perception used as personal mental perception in the data, except for those inferential evidence based on logical reasoning.

For examples:

3. Again I saw < Personal/P.I. > that under the sun the race is not to the swift, nor the battle to the strong, nor bread to the wise, nor riches to the intelligent, nor favor to those with knowledge, but time and chance happen to them all. (Cited from the Bible)

4. Some have argued we should wait— and that is an option. In my view, it is the riskiest of all options, because the longer we wait, the stronger and bolder Saddam Hussein will become. We could wait and hope that Saddam does not give weapons to terrorists, or develop a nuclear weapon to blackmail the world. But I’m convinced < Personal / P.I. > that is a hope against all evidence. (Bush; 7 October 2002)

As shown in Example (3), the visual perception “I saw” is used metaphorically or rhetorically in which the speaker’s own opinion or stance is implanted. It is equivalent to “I see this fact metaphorically,” and it reflects the speaker’s own ideology.

Similarly, the evidential “I’m convinced” used in Example (4) implies that the reason why Bush would hold the opinion is that he was convinced by the evidence comes from his logical reasoning, which has been shown in his previous arguments in the example and in the context of his speech on “Iraq’s threat.” However, we know that most of Bush’s arguments in the speech can be treated as a legitimizing strategy in terms of legitimation by construing a “threat” to “the self” according to the theory of “proximization” (Hart, 2014, p. 167; also see Cap, 2008, 2013). The evidential “I’m convinced” also implies that there are tangible evidence in the context, so it can also be seen as a linguistic strategy of persuasion.



Personal assumed evidentials

Personal Assumed Evidentials indicate that the information provided is assumed based on one’s own beliefs, knowledge, or thoughts. Generally, those evidence derived from one’s beliefs or thoughts is less dependable than those from knowledge (see Chafe, 1986, p. 263; Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 794). For examples:

5. I know < Personal / P.A. > that many of the issues that I’ve talked about lack the drama of the past. And I know < Personal / P.A. > that part of Cuba’s identity is its pride in being a small island nation that could stand up for its rights, and shake the world. But I also know < Personal / P.A. > that Cuba will always stand out because of the talent, hard work, and pride of the Cuban people. (Obama; 22 March 2016)

6. The Palestinian Authority has rejected your offer at hand, and trafficked with terrorists. You have a right to a normal life; you have a right to security; and I deeply believe that < Personal / P.A. > you need a reformed, responsible Palestinian partner to achieve that security. (Bush; 24 June 2002)

The triple repetition of the evidential “I know” in example (5) means that the speaker has solid evidence in his mind about the information he provides. That is because “know” refers to the cognitive process of knowing the truth. Therefore, this kind of premise is very common in the diplomatic speeches of politicians, which can persuade and manipulate the audience by presupposing a certain point of view or stance as fact. However, one cannot see or testify the speaker’s knowledge, so the modal marker can only be seen as subjective modality. In fact, this knowledge reflects speaker’s ideology (cf. Afzaal et al., 2022) and foreign policy about Cuba. By adopting three evidentials “I know,” Obama expresses his willingness to reshape or restore the political relationship between US and Cuba. Quantitative studies show that Obama used this marker 17 times, compared with five times for Bush and three times for Trump.

The evidential “I deeply believe” in Example (6) indicates the evidence comes from the speaker’s thoughts, beliefs or opinions (Chafe, 1986, p. 264). This evidential is seen as more subjective and less reliable than the evidentials in Example (5). Therefore, the proposal “you need …… that security” is based on Bush’s own thoughts, which encodes his ideological bias that “Palestinian government is not responsible and needs to reform.” In other words, Bush normalizes his idea about Palestinian government by using the evidential “I deeply believe.”

In sum, despite of the different reliability of evidentials, all the personal evidentials show the speakers’ high commitment to their information sources, which may help the speaker to establish an identity as a “responsible” or “authoritative” leader, particularly in the case of Obama.9




Evidentials from shared source

Evidentials from shared source often presuppose common knowledge or truth shared by the speaker and the addressees (Hart, 2010, p. 95). They can evoke collective responsibility between the speaker and the addressees (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 794) which are often adopted to legitimize the speaker’s position or viewpoint from the perspective of intersubjectivity. Besides, evidentials from shared sources often encode ideology, which “derives from the taken-for-granted assumptions, beliefs and value-systems” shared by social groups (Simpson, 1993, p. 5). In this section, we will investigate the examples from three types of shared evidentials, particularly explaining how they normalize ideology and legitimize diplomatic policies and actions in diplomatic speeches.


Shared perceptual evidentials

Shared Perceptual Evidentials usually indicate the evidence based on facts or truth perceived by common senses. Sensory perception is the most direct evidence a person can possess (Whitt, 2011, p. 8), especially “visual and auditory perception” (Palmer, 2001, p. 43), and is therefore generally considered more reliable than indirect evidence.

For examples:

7. We’ve experienced the horror of September the 11th. We have seen < Shared / S.P. > that those who hate America are willing to crash airplanes into buildings full of innocent people. Our enemies would be no less willing, in fact, they would be eager, to use biological or chemical, or a nuclear weapon. (Bush; 7 October 2002)

8. The United States and South Korea have made great progress in reducing our trade imbalance and unleashing new prosperity for both of our countries. And, as you heard < Shared / S.P. >, your great ambassador and our great ambassador say < Other /Q.E. > we have reduced the number to by about 60 percent, which is pretty — pretty great. (Trump; 30 June 2019)

Example (7) is a typic example of shared perception, and the evidential “We have seen” indicates that what follows it is a fact that can be seen by everybody. It is true that we can see the tragedy of 9/11. This evidential, therefore, shows the most reliable information source. However, this evidence which Bush used to legitimize his proposal of “war on Iraq” is inadequate, because the tragedy of 9/11 cannot prove Iraq will be using “biological or chemical, or a nuclear weapon” toward America or Iraq has possessed these weapons. Therefore, this kind of evidentials is a powerful strategy which can be used to persuade or manipulate the addressee in legitimizing the speaker’s proposal.

The evidential “hear” is normally less reliable than “see” as the former evidence is indirect and the latter one is direct. However, the evidential “you heard” in Example (8) has been reinforced by a quotative evidential “your great ambassador and our great ambassador say,” which can be attested by the addressees. Therefore, when we evaluate the reliability of information sources in discourse interpretation, we need to take the context into consideration.



Shared inferential evidentials

Shared Inferential Evidentials indicate evidence inferred from shared mental (metaphorical) perception (Greenbaum, 1969, p. 205) or the information comes from tangible evidence (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367) or logical reasoning. Such evidence suggests that it can be inferred from sensory or reasoning evidence shared by the speaker and the addressees, which is often used as a tool to persuade or manipulate the audience into accepting the speaker’s views as fact or truth, in order to normalize the speaker’s ideology or legitimize his/her proposals or actions. However, because the source of these data elements is unclear, they are less reliable than the previous one.

For examples:

9. 10 When we look around this city—so beautiful and we see < Shared / S.I. >people of all faiths engaged in reverent worship, and schoolchildren learning side-by-side, and men and women lifting up the needy and forgotten, we see < Shared / S.I. > that God’s promise of healing has brought goodness to so many lives. We see < Shared / S.I. > that the people of this land had the courage to overcome the oppression and injustice of the past and to live in the freedom God intends for every person on this Earth. (Trump; 23 May 2017)

10. It is now clearer than ever < Shared / S.I. > that Hezbollah militias are the enemy of a free Lebanon -- and all nations, especially neighbors in the region, have an interest to help the Lebanese people prevail. (Bush; 18 May 2008)

Perceptual evidentials are often found to be used as mental perceptions in our diplomatic discourse corpus. For example, two of “we see” in Example (9) are both used metaphorically instead of sensorily, because we cannot see “God’s promise” and “people’s courage” directly. This kind of evidentials actually function as effective linguistic strategies in normalizing the speaker’s ideology as people often regard visual perceptions as facts or reality. Therefore, the audience tend to believe and accept his words. In this case, this type of evidentials is an effective strategic tool for strengthening the diplomatic relations with the United States and Israel.

As shown in Example (10), the evidential marker “It is now clearer than ever” can be treated as the inference based on visual or tangible evidence (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367), though it is less reliable than the evidentials in Example (9).



Shared assumed evidentials

Shared Assumed Evidentials often indicate evidence based on general knowledge (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367) shared by both the speaker and the hearers. This type of inferential evidentials has been used much more frequently than the previous two categories as it often presupposes the propositions which follow the evidentials as truth without having to make the sources clear. The evidentials in this category are a typical device used by the politicians to manipulate or persuade the addressees to accept their opinions as common knowledge. But it is often less reliable than the previous two categories since its source and reasoning process are both implicit. For examples:

11. And, as we know < Shared / S.A. >, in 2011, America hastily and mistakenly withdrew from Iraq. As a result, our hard-won gains slipped back into the hands of terrorist enemies. (Trump; 21 August 2017)

12. We have taken these positions because we believe < Shared / S.A. > that freedom and self-determination are not unique to one culture. These are not simply American values or Western values—they are universal values. (Obama; 25 September 2012)

The evidential “we know” used in Example (11) presupposes the proposition ‘in 2011, America hastily and mistakenly withdrew from Iraq’ as a fact. But actually, “in 2011, America withdrew from Iraq” is a fact, but whether America withdrew from Iraq “hastily and mistakenly” is not certain. It is only the speaker’s own political stance, which also encodes his ideology toward the issue of Iraq war. By adopting the evidential “we know,” Trump tried to normalize his own ideology, thereby delegitimizing the political action of Obama about the withdrawal from Iraq.

The Shared Assumed Evidential “we believe” in Example (12) reflects the beliefs or ideology shared by the speaker and the addressee, which is often less reliable than the evidential “we know.”

In sum, shared evidentials are the most typical evidentials used by the speakers to normalize their ideology or legitimize their proposals/actions. For example, Trump tried to delegitimize Obama’s political action by using shared assumed evidentials in Example (11). We learned that the facts or truth can also be manipulated or presupposed by using shared evidentials.




Evidentials from other sources

Evidentials from other sources usually mark the speaker’s minimum responsibility for the information he/she provides, because the speaker takes a back seat in the process of discourse generation (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 794). Compared with shared source and personal source of evidentials, this kind of evidentials can prove or legitimize the speaker’s viewpoint or position from a more objective perspective. In this section, we will investigate some typical examples which illustrate how the evidentials from other sources can reflect or normalize the speaker’s ideology and legitimize diplomatic actions.


Quotative evidentials

Quotative evidentials often indicate evidence which clearly points to the citation source (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367). The source of this type of evidence is the most explicit and authoritative (Aikhenvald, 2004) among the nine evidential categories, which is often used to justify or legitimize the speaker’s own propositions/proposals or actions. For examples:

13. If this organization is to have any hope of successfully confronting the challenges before us, it will depend, as President Truman said < Other /Q.E. > some 70 years ago, on the “independent strength of its members.” (Trump; 19 September, 2017)

14. The Bible says < Other / Q.E. >, “I have set before you life and death; therefore, choose life.” The time has arrived for everyone in this conflict to choose peace, and hope, and life. (Bush; 24 June 2002)

The quotative evidential “President Truman said” in Example (13) is used to justify the speaker’s opinion that the hope of successfully confronting the challenges will depend on the “independent strength of its members.” “The Bible says” in Example (14) is used by Bush to legitimize his proposal and normalize his ideology. In the context of this speech, Bush holds that if the Palestinian people want peace, hope, and life, they need to accept his proposal of electing a new leader. Both the evidentials indicate that there are explicit and authoritative sources for the evidence, which can add much credibility for the speakers’ opinions, therefore making the two speakers’ stance more objective.



Other inferential evidentials

Other Inferential Evidentials often refer to the linguistic markers indicating “report-based inferences” (Marín-Arrese, 2015, p. 219) or result-based inferences (Willett, 1988, p. 57; Hart, 2011, p. 758). In general, such evidence derived from reports or results is indirect evidence. However, the specific authority and source reliability of such evidentials should be judged according to the context. For examples:

15. But I do not want to put the cart before the horse. We do not have a strategy yet. I think what I’ve seen in some of the news reports suggests < Other / O.I. > that folks are getting a little further ahead of where we are at than we currently are. And I think that’s not just my assessment, but the assessment of our military as well. (Obama; 29 August 2014)

16. Today, estimates indicate < Other / O.I. > that Iran is only 2 or 3 months away from potentially acquiring the raw materials that could be used for a single nuclear bomb. (Obama; 2 April 2015)

The evidential marker “some of the news reports suggests” in Example (15) is aimed to provide the evidence for legitimizing the speaker’s own assessment that “folks are getting a little further ahead of where we are at than we currently are.” However, the source of the new reports is not quite clear. In the same way, the evidential “estimates indicate” shows that the source of information is the report, which is used to prove Obama’s point of view “Iran is only two or three months away from potentially acquiring the raw materials that could be used for a single nuclear bomb” in Example (16).

The evidential in Example (16) indicates lower credibility or weaker strength compared with that in Example (15), since the source of the estimates is implicit. The speaker may adopt it deliberately as a manipulation or persuasion tool to mystify the responsibility of his stance (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 794) or avoid the possible conflicts. Moreover, this type of evidentials clearly helps the speakers in normalizing their own judgments or ideological bias to legitimize their proposals.



Hearsay evidentials

Hearsay Evidentials indicate that evidence is transmitted information without clear source (Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 367), which is often considered as “the most prominent form of indirect evidence” (Whitt, 2011, p. 9). The source of the information for this type of evidentials is often unknown or intentionally hidden by the speaker. It is often treated as the least reliable (Whitt, 2011) among the three categories of other source. The most popular expression of this type of evidentials is “it is said that.” For examples:

17. Some in China think that < Other / H.E. > America will try to contain China’s ambitions; some in America think that < Other / H.E. > there is something to fear in a rising China. I take a different view. (Obama; 27 July 2009)

18. It was said < Other / H.E. > during World War I, the Canadians never budge. (Bush;1 December 2004)

The evidentials in examples (17) and (18) are the weakest evidence, because the speaker is not clear about the source of the information, which makes the information they provide less reliable and convincing. Such evidentials indicate that the source of information is intentionally hidden by the speaker during the transmission of the information, making it difficult for the audience to verify the source and authenticity of the information. Interestingly, this kind of evidentials is also a persuasion strategy and is often used to delegitimize other people’s opinions (which are often different from the speaker’s). As in Example (17), Obama explicitly said “I take a different view.” By denying these two opinions from unknown sources, Obama sought to ease the diplomatic tensions between China and the United States.





Quantitative analysis of evidential categories in diplomatic discourse


Sources of evidentials

As illustrated in Table 1 and Figure 2, Obama ranks first in the total numbers of evidentials (184 counts) among three speakers, followed by Bush (156 counts) and Trump (110 counts). With respect to the distributions of sources of evidentials, shared evidentials take the first position in the cases of Trump (60%) and Obama (39.13%). However, Bush is the only speaker who used more other evidentials (44.87%) than shared evidentials (43.59%) and personal evidentials (11.54%).



TABLE 1 The distribution of sources of evidentials in three cases.
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FIGURE 2
 The distribution of sources of evidentials in three cases.


In order to compare the frequencies of evidential types among the three cases, I also worked out the figures of per 1000 words (henceforth, ptw) for each evidential type and their average figures based on the original size of data.11 As demonstrated in Table 2 and Figure 3, Obama ranks first in terms of the frequencies of evidential sources both in total (5.6 ptw) and in personal sources (2.01 ptw) and shared sources (2.19 ptw). Following Obama, Bush comes second in the total number of evidentials (4.84 ptw), but he used the most other evidentials (2.17 ptw) among three speakers. It is interesting to see that although Trump used much less other evidentials than Bush and Obama, he adopted more personal evidentials than Bush. Overall, the differences of the total evidentials and the other categories are significant among three speakers except shared evidentials.



TABLE 2 A comparison of sources of evidentials in three cases.
[image: Table2]
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FIGURE 3
 A comparison of sources of evidentials in three cases.




Types of evidentials

In terms of the quantitative analysis of evidential types, it can be seen in Table 3 and Figure 4 that evidentials of S.A. (Shared Assumed Evidentials) and S.I. (Shared Inferential Evidentials) take up the first and second positions in both cases of Trump and Bush. However, in the case of Obama, evidentials of P.A. (Personal Assumed Evidentials) ranks first (32.61%), followed by evidentials of S.I. and S.A. Interestingly, Obama used the least S.P.(Shared Perceptual Evidentials), and P.P. (Personal Perceptual Evidentials) as the same as Bush, while P.I (Personal Inferential Evidentials) and O.I. (Other Inferential Evidentials) are adopted the least in the case of Trump.



TABLE 3 The distribution of types of evidentials in three cases.
[image: Table3]
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FIGURE 4
 The distribution of types of evidentials in three cases.


As shown in Table 4 and Figure 5, Obama takes up the first position in nearly half of the categories of evidential types in terms of frequencies, including the evidentials of P.I., P.A., S.I. and Q.E., while Bush ranks first in the use of Q.I. and H.E. evidentials among the three speakers. It is surprising to see that Trump adopted far less evidentials in most types compared with the other two speakers, though he used the most S.P. and S.A. evidentials.



TABLE 4 A comparison of types of evidentials in three cases.
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FIGURE 5
 A comparison of types of evidentials in three cases.


Overall, statistical analyses manifest that the differences of most evidential types in frequencies among three cases are not significant except the categories of P.A., Q.E., O.I. and H.E. evidentials.

Evidence from different sources shows that speakers bear different degrees of discourse responsibility for their opinions, and reflect their different ways of persuasion or manipulation. In other words, speakers often use different categories of sources (evidentials) to normalize their ideology and to legitimize their proposals or actions (including the delegitimization of views that are different from their own). For example, according to the quantitative analysis, shared evidentials come first in the corpus of Trump (57.98%) and Obama (38.92%). However, Bush used more evidentials from other sources (70 counts) than shared evidentials (68 counts), but the difference is not significant. The results show that evidentials from shared sources is a typical tool of manipulation in diplomatic discourse since the information provided are often presupposed as facts or truth or general knowledge.

For example, Trump used far more shared evidentials (69 counts) than personal evidentials (29 counts) and other evidentials (21 counts). Take his speech “to the 73rd Session of UN General Assembly” for example (No. 7 speech in Appendix Table 3), Trump used 7 counts evidentials from shared source to legitimize his opinion to persuade his addressees, such as “we see,” “we have seen,” “we know,” and “we believe.”

Using more evidential markers from personal sources usually means that the speaker is more willing to take verbal responsibility for his opinion or that he is more confident in his own credibility. For example, Obama used far more personal evidentials than the other two speakers (67 counts vs. Trump, 29 counts and Bush: 18 counts). For instance, in his speech to “Representatives of the African Union” (No. 6 speech in Appendix Table 2), Obama used personal evidentials for 19 counts, including “I believe” (13 counts), “I think” (2 counts), “I know” (1 count), and “I’m convinced” (1 count). This means that he is confident in his own words and willing to take the rhetorical responsibility for his point of view. These facts help Obama establish a more reliable and intimate relationship with his audience. This also helps in constructing his identity as an authoritative leader (cf. Reber, 2014).

However, evidentials from other sources usually reflect that the speaker is less willing to take responsible for his or her words. This often helps the speaker mystify the responsibility for his/her own stance-taking acts (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 794). It also means that the speaker adopts a more authoritative and objective style of speech. For example, Bush used more other evidentials than the other two politicians (Bush: 70 counts; Obama: 46 counts; Trump 21 counts). In his speech “Address to the United Nations General Assembly in 2002” (Appendix Table 1 No. 3 speech), Bush uses 12 other sources to legitimize his proposal, such as: “The council said,” “The U.N. Commission on Human Rights found,” “The Secretary General’s high-level Coordinator for this issue Reported “and” the Iraqi Regime said.” This means that Bush deliberately insulates himself from the responsibility of discourse generation by providing authoritative sources of evidence, thereby making his proposals appear more objective and reliable. These evidentials helped him win public and coalition support for starting the Iraq war.

In addition, there are elements of different sources and intensities which capture the subjectivity and intersubjectivity of the speaker’s positions. According to Portner (2009, p. 131) and Verhulst et al. (2013, p. 211), subjectivity refers to a speaker’s commitment to the power of a claim (see Searle and Vanderveken, 1985). Intersubjectivity refers to the shared commitment of both speaker and listener to the power of a claim. Rather, the difference between subjectivity, intersubjectivity, and objectivity lies in the degree to which the speaker is committed to the power of the claim he is making, which can be judged by different conventions. The scope of subjectivity and intersubjectivity includes “the extent to which the speaker/author is personally responsible and accountable for the information provided (subjectivity), or whether the information is potentially shared by others (intersubjectivity)” (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 794; See Nuyts, 2001). In addition, evidentials from different sources also reveal the speaker’s stance in the way of subjectivity or intersubjectivity. Drawing on Portner (2009, p. 131) and Verhulst et al. (2013, p. 211), subjectivity here refers to speaker’s commitment to the force of an assertion12 (see Searle and Vanderveken, 1985), and intersubjectivity refers to the shared commitment of speaker-hearer to the force of an assertion.

Particularly, different sources of evidentials can differentiate or evaluate the stance of subjectivity, intersubjectivity, and objectivity by analyzing the speaker’s respective responsibility toward his/her assertion. The scale of subjectivity and intersubjectivity involves “the degree to which the speaker/writer assumes personal responsibility and accountability (subjectivity) for the information proffered, or whether the information is presented as potentially shared by others (intersubjectivity)” (Marín-Arrese, 2011b, p. 794; also see Nuyts, 2001). The interaction of sources of evidence and the subjectivity and intersubjectivity can be illustrated as Figure 6.13

[image: Figure 6]

FIGURE 6
 The scale of (inter)subjectivity vs. the source of evidence.


That is to say, justified by personal evidentials (e.g., I think), the speaker’s stance is more subjective as the speaker takes the sole responsibility for his or her proposition, while the stance backed by shared evidentials (e.g., We’ve seen) is inter-subjective because the information is assumed to be shared by the speaker and his or her addressees. However, the stance supported by other evidentials (e.g., It is said that) is more objective since the verbal responsibility has been deliberately hidden or mystified by the speaker.




Conclusion

Overall, this paper proposed an analytical framework of evidentiality in English diplomatic discourse by taking both ‘speaker’s commitment to sources of knowledge’ and ‘modes of knowing’ into account. It demonstrated how nine different types of evidentiality function in diplomatic discourse by a data-based approach, especially in terms of speaker commitments and normalization of ideology and (de)legitimation of proposals. It also examined the use of different sources and types of evidentials in three corpuses of English diplomatic speeches.

The most striking results are:

1. According to “the speaker’s commitment to the sources,” evidentiality can be classified into three categories: personal sources; shared sources, and other sources.

2. According to “mode of knowing,” each source can be classified into three categories: direct evidentials, inferential evidentials, and assumed evidentials. Based on the interplay of “speaker’s commitment to information sources” and “modes of knowing,” the evidentials can be further classified into nine categories: Personal Perceptual Evidentials, Personal Inferential Evidentials, Personal Assumed Evidentials, Shared Perceptual Evidentials; Shared Assumed Evidentials; Quotative Evidentials, Other Inferential Evidentials, Hearsay Evidentials.

3. The main functions of evidentiality in diplomatic discourse are: to persuade or to manipulate the addressees; to normalize the speaker’s ideology; to legitimize the speaker’s proposals or actions; to delegitimize other people’s different views.

4. Trump used far more shared sources of evidentials than the other two sources. Shared sources are the most frequently used strategies of persuasion or manipulation in diplomatic discourse, allowing the audience to mistake the speaker’s opinions for facts. Meanwhile, such evidentials reflect the speaker’s ideological bias, because they encode the speaker’s presupposition of authority, facts, or shared knowledge.

5. Obama ranked first in using personal sources, which means that he is more willing to take verbal responsibility for his ideas or he is more confident in his own credibility, which helps him build a closer relationship with the audience.

6. Bush used the most other sources of information, which reflects his lower responsibility for the information he offered. This helps him avoid his verbal responsibility. On the other hand, it means that he has adopted a more objective and authoritative style of speech.

7. Different sources of evidentials can reflect the speakers’ corresponding responsibility for their propositions and reveal their subjective or intersubjective stance.

In sum, the evidential categories proposed in this paper may shed light on exploring the pragmatic functions of evidentiality in various discourse contexts, especially for strategic discourse, such as media discourse, war discourse, racial discourse, courtroom discourse, and religious discourse.
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Footnotes

1Evidential types refer to the subcategories of evidentiality, which have been studied from various perspectives, such as ‘type of evidence’ (cf. Anderson, 1986, p. 274), or ‘source of evidence (knowledge)’ (cf. Frawley, 1992, p. 413).

2The detailed information of their speeches is shown in the Appendix.

3The annotators are the author and her two fellow researchers. Each evidential will be annotated by abbreviations in two aspects:‘speaker’s commitment to information sources’ and ‘modes of knowing’, For example, "I saw" will be annotated as (P.P.), which means Personal Perceptual Evidentials. The process of annotation is very complicated. Some controversial evidential markers need group discussion and careful reconsideration.

4Speaker’s commitment draws on Marín-Arrese’s idea of "personal responsibility for the communicated proposition" (2011a, p.214).

5This idea is inspired from the notions of personal vs. shared responsibility vs. objectivity (Marín-Arrese, 2011a, 2013, p. 424).

6"Other sources" refer to the information sources that the speaker stands back and takes no responsibility for their reliability.

7"Normalization of ideology" has never been defined before. In this paper, it refers to the process when the speaker uses linguistic strategies (including evidentiality), consciously or unconsciously, to convince his/her addressees that his/her ideological bias hidden in the propositions is normal and should be treated as facts, truth or common knowledge.

8Example (1) comes from other sources as there are no such examples in the data.

9Obama used far more personal evidentials than the other two speakers.

10The Example (9) comes from other sources as there are no examples of ‘shared visual perception used in a metaphorical way’ found in the data.

11The total number of words of the data is 97,496 words, with 32,226 words in Bush’s speeches, 32,825 words in Obama’s speeches and 32,445 words in Trump’s speeches, respectively. For details, please refer to the tables in the Appendix.

12Here the force of an assertion refers to the illocutionary force which is beyond the content of a proposition. In this paper, it refers to the speaker’s stance towards the assertion, including the modal stance and evidential stance. That’s because modal markers can be part of implicit performatives and carry illocutionary force (also see Boyd and Thorne, 1969).

13This scale is inspired by the subjectivity/intersubjectivity scales of Marín-Arrese (2013, p. 429–430).



References

 Afzaal, M., Zhang, C., and Chishti, M. I. (2022). Comrades or contenders: a corpus-based study of China’s belt and road in US diplomatic discourse. Asian J. Comp. Polit. 7, 684–702. doi: 10.1177/20578911211069709

 Aikhenvald, A. Y. (2004). Evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Anderson, L. (1986). “Evidentials, paths of change, and mental maps: typologically regular asymmetries,” in Evidentiality: The linguistic Coding of Epistemology. eds. W. Chafe and J. Nichols (Norwood: Ablex), 273–312.

 Antaki, C., and Ivan, L. (2001). Recruiting the record: using opponents exact words in parliamentary argumentation. Text 21, 467–488. doi: 10.1515/text.2001.008

 Bednarek, M. (2006). Epistemological positioning and evidentiality in English news discourse: a text-driven approach. Text Talk 26, 635–660. doi: 10.1515/TEXT.2006.027

 Berlin, N. L., and Prieto-Mendoza, A. (2014). Evidential embellishment in political debates during US campaigns. Intercult. Pragmat. 11, 389–409. doi: 10.1515/ip-2014-0018

 Boas, F. (1938). “Language,” in General Anthropology. ed. F. Boas (New York: D. C. Heath Company), 124–145.

 Botne, R. (1997). Evidentiality and epistemic modality in Lega. Stud. Lang. 21, 509–532. doi: 10.1075/sl.21.3.03bot

 Boyd, J., and Thorne, J. P. (1969). The semantics of modal verbs. J. Linguist. 5, 57–74.

 Boye, K., and Harder, P. (2009). Evidentiality linguistic categories and grammaticalization. Funct. Lang. 16, 9–43. doi: 10.1075/fol.16.1.03boy

 Cap, P. (2008). Towards a proximisation model of the analysis of legitimisation in political discourse. J. Pragmat. 40, 17–41.

 Cap, P. (2013). Proximization: The Pragmatics of Symbolic Distance Crossing. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

 Chafe, W. (1986). “Evidentiality in English conversation and academic writing,” in Evidentiality: The Linguistic Coding of Epistemology. eds. W. Chafe and J. Nichols (Norwood: Ablex), 261–273.

 De Haan, F. (1999). Evidentiality and epistemic modality: setting boundaries. Southwest J. Linguist. 18, 83–101.

 DeLancey, S. (2001). The mirative and evidentiality. J. Pragmat. 33, 369–382. doi: 10.1016/S0378-2166(01)80001-1

 Fitneva, S. A. (2001). Epistemic marking and reliability judgements: evidence from Bulgarian. J. Pragmat. 33, 401–420. doi: 10.1016/S0378-2166(00)00010-2

 Frawley, W. (1992). Linguistic Semantics. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum Associates.

 Greenbaum, S. (1969). Studies in English Adverbial Usage. London: Longman.

 Hart, C. (2010). Critical Discourse Analysis and Cognitive Science: New Perspectives on Immigration Discourse. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

 Hart, C. (2011). Legitimizing assertions and the logico-rhetorical module: evidence and epistemic vigilance in media discourse on immigration. Discourse Stud. 13, 751–769. doi: 10.1177/1461445611421360

 Hart, C. (2014). Discourse, grammar and ideology: functional and cognitive perspectives. London: Bloomsbury Academic.

 Jakobson, R. (ed.) (1957). “Les embrayeurs, les catégories verbales et le verbe russe,” in Essais de Linguistique Générale. Vol. 1963. Paris: Minuit, 176–196.

 Marín-Arrese, J. I. (2011a). “Effective vs. epistemic stance and subjectivity in diplomatic discourse legitimising strategies and mystification of responsibility,” in Critical Discourse Studies in Context and Cognition. ed. C. Hart (Amsterdam: John Benjamins), 193–224.

 Marín-Arrese, J. I. (2011b). Epistemic legitimising strategies, commitment and accountability in discourse. Discourse Stud. 13, 789–797. doi: 10.1177/1461445611421360c

 Marín-Arrese, J. I. (2013). Stancetaking and inter/subjectivity in the Iraq Inquiry: Blair vs. Brown. in English Modality: core, periphery and evidentiality eds. J. I. Marín Arrese, M. Carretero, J. A. Hita, and J. Auweravan der. Berlin/Boston: De gruyter Mouton, 411-445.

 Marín-Arrese, J. I. (2015). Epistemicity and Stance: A cross-linguistic study of epistemic stance strategies in journalistic discourse in English and Spanish. A Cross-linguistic Perspective’. Discourse Studies 17, 210–225.

 Mushin, I. (2000). Evidentiality and deixis in narrative retelling. J. Pragmat. 32, 927–957. doi: 10.1016/S0378-2166(99)00085-5

 Mushin, I. (2013). Making knowledge visible in discourse: implications for the study of linguistic evidentiality. Discourse Stud. 15, 627–645. doi: 10.1177/1461445613501447

 Nuyts, J. (1992). “Subjective vs. objective modality: what is the difference?,” in Layered Structure and Reference in a Functional Perspective. eds. M. Fortescue, P. Harder, and L. Kristoffersen (Amsterdam: Benjamins), 73–97.

 Nuyts, J. (2001). Subjectivity as an evidential dimension in epistemic modal expressions. J. Pragmat. 33, 384–400.

 Palmer, F. R. (2001). Mood and Modality. 2nd Edn. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Plungian, V. (2001). The place of evidentiality within the universal grammatical space. J. Pragmat. 33, 349–357. doi: 10.1016/S0378-2166(00)00006-0

 Portner, P. (2009). Modality. London: Oxford University Press.

 Reber, E. (2014). Constructing evidence at prime Minister’s question time: an analysis of the grammar, semantics and pragmatics of the verb see. Intercult. Pragmat. 11, 357–387. doi: 10.1515/ip-2014-0017

 Searle, J. R., and Vanderveken, D. (1985). Foundations of Illocutionary Logic. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Simpson, P. (1993). Language, Ideology and Point of View. London/New York: Routledge.

 Sperber, D. (2006). “An evolutionary perspective on testimony and argumentation,” in Biological and Cultural Bases of Human Inference. eds. R. Viale，D. Andler and L. A. Hirschfeld (New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.), 177–190.

 Squartini, M. (2008). Lexical vs. grammatical evidentialityin French and Italian. Linguistics 46, 917–947. doi: 10.1515/LING.2008.030

 Sweetser, E. (1984). Semantic structure and semantic change: A cognitive linguistic study of modality, perception, speech acts, and logical relations. Doctoral dissertation, University of California, Berkeley.

 Verhulst, A., Depraetere, I., and Heyvaert, L. (2013). Source and strength of modality: an empirical study of root should, ought to and be supposed to in present-day British English. J. Pragmat. 55, 210–225. doi: 10.1016/j.pragma.2013.05.010

 Whitt, R. J. (2010). “Evidentiality and perception verbs in English and German,” in German Linguistic and Cultural Studies. Vol. 26. ed. R. P. Lutzeier (Perter Lang AG: Bern).

 Whitt, R. J. (2011). Inter subjectivity and evidential perception verbs in English and German. J. Pragmat. 43, 347–360. doi: 10.1016/j.pragma.2010.07.015

 Widdowson, H. G. (2007). Discourse Analysis. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Willett, T. (1988). A cross-linguistic survey of grammaticization of evidentiality. Stud. Lang. 12, 51–97. doi: 10.1075/sl.12.1.04wil



OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-g005.jpg
R MW S VO

P.P.

P.l.

P.A.

S.P.

S

S.A.

QE.

Q..

H.E.

Total

HBush
H Obama

W Trump





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-g006.jpg
More subjective Inter-Subjective Less subjective

< >

Personal Sources Shared Sources Other Sources
(e.g. | think) (e.g. We've seen) (e.g. It is said that)





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-g003.jpg
10

Personal

Shared

Other

Total

mBush
m Obama

» Trump





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-g004.jpg
Bush

HP.P.

mP.I

WPA,
ES.P.

mS.I.

HSA
HQE.

mO.lL

HH.E.

Obama

Trump






OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-t003.jpg
Speakers George W.  Barack Obama Donald Trump
Bush

Typesof  No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent
evidentials

PP, 0 0 2 109% 2 1.82%
PI 3 1.92% 4 217% 0 0

PA. 15 962% 60 3261% 21 19.09%
P, 1 0.64% 1 0.54% 4 3.64%
S1. 300 1923% 39 2120% 24 2182%
S.A. 37 »7% 32 1739% 38 3454%
QE. 23 1474% 24 1304% 5 454%
ol 17 1090% 5 272% 1 091%
HE. 00 1923% 17 9.24% 15 1364%

Total 156 100% 184 100% 10 100%





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-t001.jpg
Speakers George W.  Barack Obama Donald Trump
Bush

Sourcesof No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent
evidentials

Personal 18 1154% 66 3587% 23 2091%
Shared 68 4359% 72 3013% 66 60%
Other 70 4487% 46 25% 21 19.09%

otal 156 100% 184 100% 10 100%





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-t002.jpg
Speakers  George
W. Bush
Sources of No. pw.
evidentials
Personal 18 056
Shared 68 211
Other 70 217
Total 156 4.84

Barack
Obama
No. ptw.
66 201
72 219
46 1.40
184 56

Donald  P-
Trump  value
No. ptw.
23 071 5.672-
09
66 203 0.9065
21 0.65  1.52le-
06
110 339 0.000126

SoD.

Yes

No
Yes

Yes

If p-value i less than 0.05, then the difference of the relevant category among three

speakers is i






OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Pragmatic functions of evidentiality in diplomatic discourse: Toward a new analytical framework



		Introduction



		Background: Evidentiality in discourse studies



		An analytical framework of English evidentiality



		Pragmatic functions of evidentiality in diplomatic discourse



		Evidentials from personal sources



		Personal perceptual evidentials



		Personal inferential evidentials



		Personal assumed evidentials









		Evidentials from shared source



		Shared perceptual evidentials



		Shared inferential evidentials



		Shared assumed evidentials









		Evidentials from other sources



		Quotative evidentials



		Other inferential evidentials



		Hearsay evidentials















		Quantitative analysis of evidential categories in diplomatic discourse



		Sources of evidentials



		Types of evidentials









		Conclusion



		Data availability statement



		Author contributions



		Funding



		Conflict of interest



		Publisher’s note



		Supplementary Material



		Footnotes



		References



















OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-g001.jpg
Speaker’s commitment to
Information Sources

High

Personal Sources

Modes of Knowing
—Personal Perceptual Evidentials (P.P.)
Personal Inferential Evidentials (P.1.)

L Personal Assumed Evidentials (PA.)

(—— Shared Perceptual Evidentials (S.P.)
Shared Sources Shared Inferential E videntials (S.1.)
L Shared Assumed Evidentials (S.A.)
—Quotative Evidentials (Q.E.)
Other Sources Other Inferential Evidentials (O.1)

L Hearsay Evidentials (H.E.)





OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-g002.jpg
Bush

M Personal

m Shared

m Other

Obama

M Personal

m Shared

m Other

Trump

M Personal

® Shared

m Other






OPS/images/fpsyg-13-1019359-t004.jpg
Typesof  No. ptw. No. ptw. No. ptw.

Speakers  George
W. Bush
evidentials
PP o 0
PI. 3 0.09
PA. 15 047
P 1 0.03
30 093
A. 37 L15
QE. 23 071
O] 17 053
H.E. 30 093
Total 156 4.84

Barack
Obama

17
184

0.06

56

Donald
Trump

110

0.06
0
0.65
012
074
117
015
0.03
046
339

P-
value

03725
0.1589
1.303¢-08
02217
01765
0.7095
0.001409
0.0001022
0.0356
0.000126

SoD

No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

If p-value i less than 0.05, then the difference of the relevant category among three

speakers is significant.






OPS/images/cover.jpg
’frontiers Frontiers in Psychology

Pragmatic functions of
evidentiality in diplomatic
discourse: Toward a new

analytical framework









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
(®) Check for updates






OPS/images/logo.jpg
' frontiers Frontiers in Psychology





