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This paper discusses the differences between two gram-
matical means of conveying evidential contrasts in Cuzco
Quechua, and argues that evidential interpretations ¢sa ar
on different levels of meaning. In Quechua, evidential
contrasts are encoded on the illocutionary level by a set
of evidential enclitics. Evidential interpretations akstise

with the past tense markesga These, it will be argued,
are not encoded bysgabut arise indirectly from an ad-
ditional spatial meaning component, which requires that
the described eventuality be located outside the speaker’s
perceptual fieldat topic time. It is hypothesized that the
distinction between illocutionary-level and event-legel
identiality is of cross-linguistic relevance.

1. Introduction

This paper discusses the differences between two gramahatieans of conveying evi-
dential contrasts in Cuzco Quechua (referred to as simpscQua in the following), and
argues that evidential contrasts can arise on differergldesf meaning. In Quechua,
evidential contrasts arise on the illocutionary level, &las within the proposition. Ev-
identiality is in this paper defined as the linguistic encgdof the speaker’s grounds for
making a speech act, which in assertions amounts to the spe&jkpe of source of in-
formation, i.e. how the speaker acquired the propositigmessed. Evidentiality, under
this definition, is a relation between the speaker pAdThe primary system for marking
evidentiality in Quechua consists of the following threelégits: -mi (allomorph-n), en-
codingbest possible groundspPg) -si (allomorphs -s, -sis), encodimgportativeevidence,
andcha, encodingconjecturalevidence. Their meaning in assertions is paradigmatically
illustrated with the examples in (2)These enclitics are not obligatory, and sentences with-

1] would like to thank the participants of SULA2 for their imésting comments and discussion. Some of
the data presented in this paper were collected during nsgdation field research, which was partly funded
by NSF grant BCS _9980223.

2This is both a narrower and wider definition than previoussoittgs narrower in considering evidentiality
to be a category distinct from epistemic modality, whereamesauthors assume that the two form a single
category, e.g. Chafe (1986), Palmer (1986). Arguments faking this distinction can be found in van der
Auwera and Plungian (1998), Faller (2002), de Haan (1999% & wider definition than previous ones in
allowing evidentiality to be marked in types of speech atitenthan assertions. This is necessary because
in Quechua (and other languages) evidentials can occunitgnbquestions (but not in yes/no-questions).
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out one implicate the same evidential value as sentenchsmitas shown in (1d), (Faller
2002).

(1) a. Para-sha-mi. b. Para-sha-iha.
rain-PROG 3-BPG rain-PROG3-CONJ
p="ltis raining. p="lt is possibly raining.’
EV: spsees that it raining EV: spconjectures that it might be raining
c. Para-sha-si. d. Para-sha-n.
rain-PROG-3-REP rain-PROG-3
p="ltis raining. p="ltis raining.
EV: spwas told that it is raining (implicated)Ev: spsees that it is raining

In addition, the two Quechua past tense suffixes give raisamtevidential contrast: the
suffix -sqaencodes that the speaker did not perceive the describedualign whereas

sentences containing the suffiga implicate that the speaker hasé (Faller 2002). These
suffixes are illustrated in (2).

(2) a. Para-shaga-n. b. Para-shaga
rainPROGPST3 rain-PROG-NX.PST
p="It was raining.’ p="It was raining.’
implicatedev: speaker saw it rain EV: speaker did not see it rain

In this paper, | argue that the evidential enclitics arecilitonary modifiers, i.e. they
operateabovethe propositional level (see Faller (2002)), whereas thst pense suffix
-sgaoperateswvithin the proposition and on the evensqg it will be argued, does not, in
fact, encodean evidential value according to the definition of eviddittiaadopted here,
because it does not encode a relation between the speaker dndtead, it is argued
to locate the event outside the speakeesceptual fieldat topic time. From this spatial
definition of the meaning ofgaits evidential interpretation follows: a person who has no
perceptual access to an event, cannot have direct evidemog)he must have acquired
in an indirect way.

For reasons of space, the argument that the evidentiatieadre illocutionary mod-
ifiers will only be developed for the Reportativa in section 2 (for the full argument see
Faller (2002)). Section 3 compares the past teagato the Reportative, and on the basis
of the observed differences argues tisgfais not of the same type as the evidential encli-
tics, but operates on the event. In section 4, an analysisgafas locating the event both
temporally and spatially will be presented. The main claamessummarized in section 5.

ble groundsgcisL: cislocative,coM: comitative,CONJ conjecture CONT: continuative EUPH: euphonic,
FUT: future, ILLATIVE : illative, HORT: hortative,LIM: limitative, LOC: locative,NEG: negative,NMLZ:
nominalizerNX.PST. non-experience pastROG progressivepsT. past,PL: plural, REFL: reflexive,REP;
reportative SURF. surprise;TOP; topic
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2. The Reportative-si as an illocutionary modifier

The use of the Reportativsiis illustrated by the examples in (3). This enclitic is used i
folktales, (3a), as well as for talking about everyday esgf8b), including news reported
on the radio, (3c). In each of these examples, the enetitiadicates that the speaker was
told the information conveyed.

(3) a. Hukkutin-si hukforasteroPinchimuroayllu-mantach’in pajonal-kuna-pi
one time-reponeforasteroPinchimurovillage-asL quiet pajonatpL-Loc
puri-sha-sga.
walk-PROGNX.PST

‘p=0ne time dorasterafrom Pinchimuro was walking through quigajonales
EV: sp was toldp (Condori Mamani 1996:39)

b. Manas phalay-taati-n-chu [.. ]
notrReprfly-acc can3-NEG

p="It cannot fly.’
EV: sp was toldp (conversation)

c. Paysi riki oficialmenteriki kaycargu-ta umalli-nga
sherepright officially  right this office-acc head3ruT

p="She will head this office, right.’
EV: sp was toldp (radio)

In the following | will provide four arguments for analyzingi as an illocutionary op-
erator, i.e. as not pertaining to the proposition expres@geesi has always wide scope over
negation, (ii)-sidoes not contribute to the truth conditions of the propositxpressed,
(iif) -si cannot occur in embedded clauses, and-8uives rise to an ambiguity in content
guestions. In these respectsi,behaves just like illocutionary adverbs sucH@sunately
andhonestly(see also Faller (2002)).

(i) Scope of negation. lllocutionary operators such as certain adverbs cannoh bee
scope of propositional operators. Thus, the illocutioredyerbfortunatelyin (4) is not
affected by negation, i.e. (4) cannot be interpretett &snot fortunate, that it is raining
today.

4) Fortunately, it isn’t raining today.

Likewise, the Reportativesi is always outside the scope of negation, and (5) cannowmecei
the evidential interpretation in (ii).

(5) Ines-ga mana-sgaynunchawiana-n-tachu watuku-rga-n.
InésTop not-rRepyesterday sister3-acc-negVisit-PsT3
p=‘Inés didn't visit her sister yesterday.’

EV: (i) speaker was told that Inés did not visit her sister getdy
(i) # speaker was not told that Inés visited her sistergrelsty
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(ii) Truth conditions. Illocutionary operators do not contribute to the truth adinds of
the sentence they occur in. Thus, if someone wanted to denyruth of (4) by saying
that’s not true they would only be denying that it isn’t raining, not thaetspeaker of (4)
thinks that that is fortunate. Likewise, challenging thehrof (5) only affects the claim
that Inés visited her sister yesterday, not that the spedk&) was told this. Thus, (6a) is
not a felicitous challenge of the truth of (5), whereas (8b) i

(6) a. Manan chigag-chu#Mana-nchay-ta willa-rqa-sunki-chu.
not8rPGtrueNeGc  notBrG this-acc tell-PsF3s/20-NEG

‘That’s not true. #You were not told this.’

b. Manan chigag-chuManta-n-lla-tan watuku-rga-n.
notBrGtrueNec  mother3-Lim-Acc-mi visit-PsT3

‘That’s not true. She only visited her mother.’

(i) Embedding. Illocutionary operators cannot be embedded, as shown in (7)
(7) If it is, *fortunately, not raining, we will go.
The same restriction holds for the Reportatisie

(8) Mana-(*si) para-sha-n-chu chayqari-sun-chis.
NotREP  rainPROG3-NEG then go-1FuT-PL

‘If it is not raining we will go.’

(iv) Ambiguity in content questions. When certain illocutionary adverbs occur in ques-
tions, they become anchored to the addressee, instead loé &peaker as in assertions.
This is illustrated fohonestlyin (9).

(9) Honestly, who did Pilar visit?

The speaker of (9) is not asking his or her question claimag ¢s)he is being honest, but
rather asks the addressee to be honest when giving the adssaiarilar, but more complex
phenomenon can be observed with the Reportasivé\s shown in (10), content questions
with -si are ambiguoussi may be anchored to the speaker or to the addréfssee.

(10) May-pis kunanka-sha-n-ku.
whererRePnow be+PRrROG3-PL

‘Where are they now?’

EV: (i) speaker asks on behalf of someone elseanchored to speaker)

(ii) speaker expects answer to be based on reportativeraadesi anchored to
addressee)

4See Faller (2002) for an analysis of this ambiguity.
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The above observations are difficult to account fossifis analyzed as a propositional
operator, but are predicted by its analysis as an illocatipoperatof. Faller (2002) ana-
lyzes-si as changing the speech act typ&sERTION of declarative sentences to the (new)
type PRESENTATION The sincerity conditions associated with this type arexshio (11).

-Si:  PRESENTp)

(11) SINC={Bel(sp, q¢) A ¢ = Isp3.Saysps, p)}

A speaker usingsi does not have to belieyeto sincerelyPRESENTp, but there must
be someone elseyfz), who saidp. If there is no other person who saigdthe sentence with
-si will not necessarily be false, but only insincere.

Similar arguments as the ones presented abovesican be made for the other two
evidential enclitics (see Faller (2002)). | assume in tHeWang that all three evidential
enclitics are illocutionary operators that modify the ginty conditions of assertions.

3. Past tensesqais not an illocutionary operator

The past tense suffisqaalso gives rise to evidential interpretations, and it igef@e
a plausible hypothesis that it is of the same type as the etradenclitics, i.e. an illocu-
tionary modifier. In this section, | argue that it is of a ditfat type. Before providing the
arguments, the different interpretatioisgjagives rise to are illustrated.

The uses ofsqa

e Reportative. Of the two past tense suffixesqgais the one typically used in folk-
tales. It is also used for reporting past events in everylday including news re-
porting, and tends to co-occur with the Reportatisievhen the speaker has learned
the information from other people.

(12) a. Chaysi chayp’asna-gaunaukukucha-tavachaku-musga
thisrepthis girl-top cubbearacc  give.birthcisL-nx.psT
‘In this way, this girl gave birth to a bear cub.’ (Cusihuanm&76:170)
b. Hinaspachay-pis [...] hap’i-ra-pusgaku. kinsa-manta.
then  this—Loc-si[...] grabHORT-BEN-NX.PSTPL threeABL
‘Then, there, they, grabbed (him), three of them. (radio)
b. Wawa-ch&a-sha-qti-lla-y-racpi tiyu-y-ga wafiu-pusqa
babyoim bePROGNMLZ-LIM-1-CONT-REP UNcled-Top die-BEN-NX.PST
‘My uncle died when | was still a baby. (Cusihuaman 19761170

¢ Inference from results. -sqais used for describing past events the result of which
the speaker has observed.

SFaller (2002) provides arguments for not analyzing the rnmgpoontributed by-sias a conversational
implicature (it cannot be cancelled) or as a presuppositibat me also point out that none of these tests by
itself shows conclusively thasi must be an illocutionary modifier. But the illocutionary &rsés makes it
easier to account for these data, and taken together theidprstrong evidence in favor of the illocutionary
analysis.
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(13) a. Q’irup’aki-ku-sgan.
cup breakREFL-NX.PSFBPG
‘The cup broke.

b. Marya-qa hamusgan.
Marya-Top COMenNx.PSFBPG

‘Marya came.’

The example in (13a) is felicitous in a situation in which speaker finds the pieces
of the broken cup, but did not withess the breaking itselfi €k8Bb) may be uttered
by someone who answers the door, sees that it is Marya, andiaoes her arrival to
other people in the room. Here, the speaker usgg because (s)he did not observe
the actual coming, but only its end result, Marya’s beinchatdoor.-sgacan only
be used for inferences from (the observation of) an end &idtee event leading up
to it.

Mirative. Mirativity refers to the linguistic encoding the speakextgprise or unex-
pectedness (DelLancey 20019gacan also express mirativity.

(14) Kay-pi-(ma) ka-shasqga Marya-ga.
this-Loc-surRPbe-PROGNX.PST Marya-Top
‘Marya is here!

The speaker of (14) is surprised at finding that Marya is h@feen, mirative-sqais
combined with the surprise enclitina. There are two important differences be-
tween this and the reportative and resultative usesad (i) the speaker has direct
evidence for the described eventualityand (ii) it may have present time refer-
ence; mirative examples like (14) would usually be utteretha time the speaker
is perceiving the surprising situation. Closely relatethis use ofsqgafor making
compliments, which does however not necessarily involvelament of surprise.
The speaker of (15) does not convey that they had thoughtthessee was a bad
cook.

(15) Lawa-yki-gasumag-mka-sqa
SOuUp2-ToP niceBPG beNXx.PsT
‘Your soup is very tasty!’

Dreams. -sqacan be used to report dreams (without the Reportative endij, as
illustrated in (16).

(16) Musghuy-ni-y-pi mama-y rimapaya-wa-shaga
dreameupPH-1-Loc motherd speaki0-PROGNX.PST
‘In my dream, my mother was speaking to me.’
(Cusihuaman 1976:170)
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In the following, only the evidential, i.e. the reportataed resultative, uses eggawill
be discussefl Through a comparison with the indirect evidential enditiovill argue that
they and-sgaare not of the same type.

First note that a sentence can only receive a single evalesiue. As shown in (17),
two different evidential enclitics cannot co-occur in tle@® sentence.

(17) *Pilar-wanmi Inés-wansi  Qusqu-pi tiya-sha-n.
Pilar-com-BPG Inéscom-ReP Cuscotoc live-PROG 3

‘Pilar and Inés live in Cusco.’
intendecdev: | have direct evidence for Pilar, and reportative eviddiocdnés.

If -sgawere an evidential, we would expect that it can co-occur with Reportative
-sias well as with the Conjecturath&, but it should not be able to co-occur with the
enclitic for best possible groundsii. However, the data contradicts this prediction:

(18) a. Para-shaga-n
rain-PROGNX.PSTFBPG

‘It rained.’
EV: spwas told/infers from result that it rained

b. Para-sh&ga-s
rain-PROG-NX.PSTFREP

‘It rained.’
EV: spwas told that it rained.

c. * Para-shaqa-cha.
rainPROGNX.PSFCONJ

intendedev: spconjectures that it rained

-mi can, but-cha cannot co-occur withsqa This strongly suggests thasgais not an
evidential. Naturally, any non-evidential analysis&dg including the one to be proposed
below, will also have to explain the pattern in (18). | willtndo this in this paper for
reasons of space. Let me point out, however, that, in cdritvaen analysis ofsqaas an
evidential, the analysis to be proposed does not in andelf itapose any co-occurrence
restrictions with the evidential enclitics.

A second argument against analyzisgaas an evidential of the same type as the indi-
rect evidential enclitics is their different interpretats in content questions. As discussed
in the previous section, the Reportathgegives rise to an evidential ambiguity. The rel-
evant example is repeated in (19a). As illustrated in (181®,Conjectural gives rise to a
guestion that does not expect an answer, i.e. it is a rhatajiestion.

8] assume that the mirative use-stjais a pragmatic extension of its evidential use.
"This is not a morphosyntactic restriction, since the sanofiteancan occur twice:

(i) Qaynunchay’unchay-tagsishukwaynaarma-ntinsis kan-man ka-ra-n.
yesterday day-CONTR-si oneguy weapon-withsibe-COND bePSTL-3

‘And yesterday there was a guy with a weapon.’ (radio)
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(19) a. May-pis kunanka-sha-n-ku.
whererRePNOW be-PROG3-PL

‘Where are they now?’

EV: (i) speaker asks on behalf of someone elseanchored to speaker)

(ii) speaker expects answer to be based on reportativeresadei anchored to
addressee)

b. May-picha kunanka-sha-n-ku.
whereconinow be+PROG3-PL

‘Where are they now?’
EV: speaker does not expect the addressee to know the answikg Kiddws

In contrast, questions witlsqaare neither ambiguous nor rhetorical.

(20) May-pika-sha-sqa-ku.
where be+PROGNX.PSTPL

‘Where were they?’

The speaker of (20) does not ask on somebody else’s behalfioes (s)he expect the
answer to be based on a particular type of evidence. (20%dsradt rhetorical, an answer
is expected.

Furthermore;sqadiffers from the Reportativesi in that-si gives rise tade re/de dicto
ambiguities, butsqadoes not. This is illustrated in (21).

(21) a. Estadobnidos-parey-ni-nsi Peru-marhamusqga
United Statessen king-EuPH-3-REP Peru+LL COmMewx.psT

p="The king of the United States came to Peru.’
EV=spwas told thap

b. Estado$Jnidos-parey-ni-n Peru-marhamusqga
United Statessen king-euph-3 Peru+LL COmMeNx.pPsT

p="The king of the United States came to Peru.’
Ev= spwas told/infers thap

The speaker of (21a) may believe him- or herself that theaisg of the United Statesl€

re), or (s)he may notde dictg. However, the speaker of (21b), in which the Reportative
enclitic -siis omitted, must believe that there is a king of the US for theedion to be
sincere.

These differences betweesgaand the two indirect evidential enclitics suggest that it is
of a different type. Recall that | have defined evidentigdi$ya relation between the speaker
and the embedded propositipn The data discussed suggests tHsgadoes not establish
such a relation, i.e. it is not an evidential according to refirdtion of evidentiality. The
task now is to account for the evidential interpretatiorggves rise to in a different way.
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4. Past tensesgaas a spatio-temporal operator on events

In this section | will develop an analysis efgathat does not assume thatjaencodes an
evidential relation between the speaker and the propositipresseg. Instead, | propose
that-sqais part ofp. More precisely, | analyzesqaas an operator on the eventwhich
locatese both in time and space. The evidential interpretationsgacan be derived from
its spatial meaning.

The temporal meaning e§qais simply past tense, i.e. it locates the reference or topic
time ¢tz before the time of speaking; (Klein 1994). | assume that untensed sentence
radicals denote properties of eventualities. For exantpke sentence radicMarya fall
denotes the set of eventsn which Marya falls:

(22) Marya fall: \e.fall(Marya)(e)

Tense operators take sentence radicals as their argunekspanify a particular relation
betweent ; andtg. For simplicity, | assume that; is the first argument of a tense operator;
tr may either be supplied by temporal frame adverbs suglesterdayor by the context.
For a more elaborate compositional analysis of tense amkfadverbs see, for example,
Abusch (1998) and Condoravdi (2002). Thus, the temporahingaof -sqaPAST can be
represented as (23).

(23) PAST. )\tR)\P)\e[P(e) Nirp <1g ]

To derive, for example, the senteridarya fellunder the assumption that the context spec-
ifies tg=this morningand¢s=now, PAST takeghis morningand the sentence radical in
(22) as its arguments:

(24) PAST(this morning(Marya fall):
Aelfall(Marya)(e) A this morning< now

Note that (24) does not tell us how the time of the event—whiggsume to be given
by its run-timer(e) (Krifka 1989)—relates to either or tz. Following Klein (1994) and
Kiparsky (2002), | assume thate) is related to the time of speaking only indirectly, via its
relation tot g, and that it is aspect that determines the relation betwgamdr(e). In the
absence of an overt aspectual operator, | assume thpis a subinterval of ; by default
(cf. Kiparsky (2002)). Moreover, the event variable in (Bd)st be existentially quantified,
and | assume that this is done by the general process of etx&telosure. Thus, the final
meaning of the sentendarya fellis (25).

(25) Je[fall(Marya)(e) A this morning< nowA 7(e) C this morning|

To this temporal meaning, | propose adding a spatial measingh thatsqarequires
thate did not take place within thperceptual fieldf the speaker during topic time. Since
the speaker did not perceive(s)he cannot base a proposition abeoh direct evidence.
| define the perceptual field of a person at titrees the set of locationisthat (s)he has per-
ceptual access to, where perception may involve any of hgese not just sight. Consider
for example (26).
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(26) Marya-ga urmasqa(s).
Marya-top fall-Nx.PSFREP
p='Marya fell.’

-sgaspecifies that the event of Marya'’s falling happened outdidespeaker’s perceptual
field atty. It follows that the speaker does not have direct evidenceéhi® proposition
p='Marya fell’ and must have learnedin some other, indirect, way. In (26), the mannerin
which p was acquired is overtly specified by the Reportative ewchi though this is not
obligatory.

To make the relationship between the locationecdnd the perceptual field of the
speaker duringy, precise, | define two spatio-temporal trace functi@saceandP-trace
e-tracemaps an eventualityonto its space coordinates for each time intetvatluded in
its run timer(e). P-tracemaps the speakep onto his or her perceptual field during his or
her “run-time” (i.e. life-time). These functions are defirna (27).

(27) e-tracde) ={< t,l > |t C 7(e) AAT(e,t,1)}
P-tracqsp) = {< t,l | t C 7(sp) A PERCEIVHsp, t,1) }

The predicateT (e, ¢, 1), which is modelled on Verkuyl and Zwarts’ (1992) predicate is
trueiff the eventuality takes place at locatiohat timet. PERCEIVHsp, t, [) is trueiff sp
perceived att. Given these two functions, the meaning-sflacan now be defined as in
(28).
(28) -sqa  AMpAPXe.P(e) Ntr <ts A

V<t l>[tCtg A<t >ce-tracde) — < t,l > € P-tracesp)|

Given (28), the meaning of (26) can be calculated by applystgto the sentence
radicalMarya fall, adding the default aspectual relation and applying existeclosure.
The result is given in (29).

(29) Je[fall(Marya)(e) A this morning< nowA 7(e) C tg A
“V<tl>[tCtg A<t > € e-tracde) — < t, | > € P-tracqsp)|]
It is useful to visualize the relationship betwesitraceandP-tracewith the help of a
time-space diagram (the horizontal axis orders time iaieny the vertical axis locations

1). For example, Fig. 1 illustrates a situation in wheslraceis completely outsid@-trace
and thus fulfills the spatial truth conditions-@iga

L

P-trace

e-trace

I [

tR now

Figure 1: Time-space diagram eftraceandP-trace
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The situation depicted in Fig. 1 is representative of therigive uses ofsqa as in
the examples (12). In each of these examples, the descnfeed ook place at a location
to which the speaker did not have perceptual access dunmgtime.

In the resultative uses obkgathe described eventuality also takes place outside the
speaker’s perceptual field, but its result falls within ihig situation can be diagrammed as
in Fig. 2

L

P-trace

e-trace

I [

result
| | |
T T T T

tR now

Figure 2: Result state overlapping withtrace

Fig. 2 depicts the situations described by the examples3dh (The result state that is
perceived by the speaker are the broken pieces of the cua), @nd Marya’s being at the
door in (13b). From the perception of these states the speakenfer the events leading
up to them, and assert these usiaga

To summarize briefly, | analyzesqaas a past tense marker which also specifies the
spatial location ot in relation to the speaker such thas outside the speaker’s perceptual
field. No reference is made to the type of source of infornrmabg which the speaker
acquired the propositigndescribing:. Nevertheless, the fact thagalocates outside the
perceptual field gives rise to the necessary inference lieaggeaker has indirect evidence
for p. Itis important to note, however, that this inference ispat of the meaning encoded
by -sqa That is-sgagives rise to evidential interpretations without being sidential in
the sense adopted in this paper.

Note that the definition ofsqaallows for the possibility that part @-traceis contained
in P-trace -sqacan indeed be used in such cases. An example is the followisgLme
that | had visited my friend Mario who lives in a different toyand that a few weeks later
I’'m asked how Mario is doing. | can then reply with (30).

(30) Mario-ga allin-mi ka-shasga
Mario-Top good8rPG be-PROGNX.PST
‘Mario was/is fine.’

This is unexpected given that | have direct evidence that d® fime during my visit.
However, what is crucial for the use efgain such situations is that there has passed some
time between the period of direct evidence and the time adlgpg, during which | have
no evidence for the truth @f Thus, for (30) to be felicitous, | should not have any evigen
about Mario’s well-being in the weeks that have passed betwey visit and my uttering
(30). This situation can be diagrammed as in Fig. 3.
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P-trace

e-trace

t
R now

Figure 3: Partial overlap ad-traceandP-trace

As shown in Fig. 3, for the truth conditions egqato be fulfilled, it is necessary that
the topic timetr extends beyond the visit, i.e. the period of direct eviderite ; were
co-extensive with the visig-tracewould be fully contained iP-traceduring topic time,
and the truth conditions egawould not be met. That; does indeed extend beyond the
visit itself is shown by the fact that it is not possible to kiply set ¢ to the time of the
visit:

(31) *Mario-q wasi-n-pi  ka-sha-qti-y allin-mi  ka-shasqga
Mario-Gen house3-Loc bePROGNMLZ-1 gO0dBPG be-PROGNX.PST

‘When | was at Mario’s house, he was fine.’

Furthermore, when asked what the difference is betweeng30)(32), containingrga,
consultants say that in (32) the speaker conveys that Masmbt been fine since.

(32) Mario-ga allin-mi ka-sharga-n.
Mario-Top good8rPG bePROGPST3

‘Mario was fine.

In contrast, with (30) the speaker is taken to convey thatiddarstill fine now. This also
suggests that the reference time for the sentence-gdghextends beyond the visit itself.
In fact, it suggests thdt; extends up tmow. In this use therssgacomes close to being a
universal perfect, and a better gloss mightMexrio has been welbr evenMario is well.

It is well known that perfect markers often also mark evig®rdistinctions (Anderson
1982), and one might therefore consider analyzsgpas a perfect. However, this use of
-sgaappears to be more marginal than its clearly past tense arses,therefore maintain
that-sqgais a past tense (see Faller (2003) for a more detailed argiyimen

In summary, the truth conditions proposed in (28) fegaaccount for the range of
interpretations sentences containksgjacan receive, i.e. they allow for reportative and
resultative interpretations, as well as for cases of datitact evidence. These evidential
interpretations are a consequence of the spatial meanimgament, and arise without
giving -sgathe status of a genuine evidential.

Given that | have used four types of “tests” to argue that tepdRtative-siis an illocu-
tionary operator in section 2, one would now want to applpéhtests tesqato show that
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it is indeed part of the proposition expresgeds | have claimed. In particular, one would
want to show thatsqafalls under the scope of negation and is affected by a dehialeo
truth of an assertion by another person, as well as that ibeaambedded (I have already
shown thatsgadoes not lead to ambiguities in content questions). To wi#intthe latter,

it turns out thatsgacan also not be embedded in the antecedeiftdauses, at least not
in the case of hypothetic#lclauses such as (33).

(33) *Mana parasqgachu chayqari-sun-chis.
NOt-REP rain-Nx.PSFNEG then  go-1FuT-PL

‘If it didn’t rain we will go.’

But this does not necessarily mean tkejais not part ofp. An alternative explanation is
to assume thaisqais arealis marker® There is independent evidence in support of this
assumption, for example, the impossibility-eh&a and-sqaoccurring in the same clause
mentioned in section 3. Moreovesqacannot co-occur with the so-called conditional
mood markerman whereas the neutral past tersga can:

(34) Para-sha-man ka+ga-n/*ka-sqa
rain-PROG-3-cOND be+sT3/beNx.PsST

‘It might have rained.’

It is thus a matter of further work to argue in detail for thewasption thatsqgais realis.
Regarding the question of whethagacan be in the scope of negation and outside chal-
lenges, the proposed analysis predicts that the spatiatingeaf -sqashould fall within
their scope. This is indeed the case, though perhaps notlgninproblematic. Consider
(35).

(35) Manapara-sqa-chu
not raiN-Nx.PSTFNEG

‘It did not rain’

If we assume that the sentence negation denies the existémceining event, then
it follows that there was no raining event outside the pexeaield of the speaker—nor
was there such an event within the perceptual field. Howévergnalysis also predicts that
it should be possible to just negate that the raining evesk pdace outside the speaker’s
perceptual field, i.e. this sentence should be true if theas avraining event within the
perceptual field. Thisis to my knowledge not a possible prigation of negative sentences
with -sga Again, it is a matter of further research to determine tlopsrg possibilities of
-sgawith respect to other propositional operators. The impurtdoservation here is that
-sgacan occur in the scope of negation, but the evidential ecglannot.

8This is not a possible explanation for the impossibilityled evidential enclitics occurring if-clauses.
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5. Conclusion

In the preceding sections | have shown that Quechua possegséypes of operators that
give rise to evidential contrasts. There is a set of evidéminclitics which encode an
evidential relation between the speaker and the proposgtxpressed on the illocutionary
level. In addition, there is the past tense marigrawhich leads to interpretations of
indirect evidence. | have argued that these interpretatoa not due tesgaencoding an
evidential relation between the speaker and the propastiad | have proposed an analysis
of this marker as an operator which locates the eventuadisgidbed both temporally and
spatially. It is the spatial meaning efga which requires that the described eventuality be
outside the speaker’s perceptual field at topic time, whiekgyise to the observed indirect
evidential interpretations without actually encodingshénterpretations.

The Quechua suffixsgais not the only one of its kind in a cross-linguistic perspec-
tive; many languages have tense/aspect markers with the @asimilar clusters of mean-
ings described forsgain this paper (Aksu-Koc and Slobin 1986, Chafe and Nich&ikal,
Johanson and Utas 2000, Dendale and Tasmowski 2001, Tate2081). These mark-
ers have been analyzed in different ways by different rebeas, but it is to be hoped that
those markers that truly have the same range of meaningsagiadn a uniform analysis. |
therefore put forth as a research hypothesis that at least ebthese markers are amenable
to an analysis along the lines proposed heredqa i.e. that their evidential interpretations
are not encoded but arise from a more basic spatial meaniltighdtely then, I claim, we
have to distinguish between true evidentiality, which | defas a linguistically encoded
relation between the speaker and the proposition expreasddevidential interpretations
that arise only indirectly on the basis of non-evidentiad@ted meaning aspects.
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