
Semantic	fieldwork,		
language-internal	evidence,	and	the	

interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	
Jozina	Vander	Klok	
University	of	Oslo	

	
June	27,	2018	

TripleA	at	University	of	Konstanz	



Introduction	
•  Goal	of	semantics	&	pragmatics:			

–  to	understand	the	truth	and	felicity	conditions	of	expressions	in	
natural	language	

•  How	can	we	meet	this	goal	in	fieldwork?		
–  Bridging	data	and	theory	

•  conducting	fieldwork	that	is	both	data-oriented	and	theoretically-oriented	
	

–  using	various	methodologies	and	combinations	thereof:			
•  elicitation	tasks	(truth	value	judgments;	felicity	judgments)	
•  (picture-aided)	translation	tasks	
•  storyboards	
•  corpora	studies	
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Challenges	along	the	way	
•  Data	challenges	

–  Cross-linguistic	comparison	of	expressions	must	be	careful	
•  Strong	effability	hypothesis	(Katz	1976)	
“Every	proposition	is	the	sense	of	some	sentence	in	each	natural	language”	
has	been	shown	not	to	be	upheld	(e.g.,	Deal	2011;	Bochnak	2013)	

•  Instead	a	weak	version	seems	most	appropriate	(Keenan	1978:162):	
“Anything	that	can	be	thought	can	be	expressed	with	enough	precision	for	
efficient	communication.”	

	
•  Speaker	challenges	(cf.	Matthewson	2004,	Deal	2015)	

–  Native	speakers	are	not	endowed	with	direct	access	to	how	they	employ	
their	language	

–  Speakers	can	give	illuminating	comments	…but	which	may	or	may	not	be	
understood	by	the	fieldworker	
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Help	from…	
•  The	mutual	reciprocity	between	language-internal	evidence	&	theoretical	analysis	

–  The	verbal	suffix	–ahte	in	Cheyenne	(Plains	Algonquian)	expresses	both		
reflexivity	and	reciprocity		

–  Analyzed	as	underspecified,	and	not	ambiguous	(Murray	2008)	
–  “Prior	to	formalizing	this	underspecification	analysis	of	Cheyenne,	I	had	never	thought	

to	ask	if	Cheyenne	sentences	like	[1]	were	true	in	mixed	scenarios	like	Figure	1(c).	
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(Murray	2015:299)	

(1)  Context:	Three	children	were	playing	in	the	woods	and	got	into	some	poison	ivy.	
Not	long	after,	they	were	covered	in	itchy	bumps.		
Ka’éškóne-ho 	é-axeen-ahtse-o’o.	
child-PL.AN				 	3-scratch-ahte-3PL.AN	
‘The	children	scratched	themselves.’	 	[reflexive	construal]	
‘The	children	scratched	each	other.’	 	[reciprocal	construal]	
‘The	children	are	scratching.’	 	 	[mixed	construal] 						(Murray	2015)	



Challenges	along	the	way	

•  Methodological	challenges	
–  Each	methodology	has	disadvantages	and	advantages	
–  Translation	is	a	great	starting	point,	but	can	easily	have	been	
influenced	by	the	contact	language		
•  They	are	”clues,	not	results”	(Matthewson	2004)	

–  Felicity	judgment	tasks	in	the	object	language	can	avoid	the	
pitfalls	of	translation,	but	the	fieldworker	and	language	
consultant	must	be	on	the	same	page	as	to	the	specific	context	
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Help	from…	
Targeted	construction	storyboards	(Burton	&	Matthewson	2015)	
•  Established	in	2010	
•  A	set	of	pictures	that	tells	a	story	while	targeting	a	specific	meaning	
•  Tests	a	specific	hypothesis	
•  Combines	narration	with	elicitation	
•  Speakers	judged	a	storyboard	narrative		

–  Almost	as	natural	as	a	narrative	with	no	prompt	
–  Almost	the	same	as	a	narrative	on	‘freedom	from	apparent	translation	interference’	

	à	Suggests	that	storyboard	narratives	are	more	natural	than	translated	speech	
	elicited	phrase	by	phrase	

	
•  The	fieldworker	first	tells	the	story	in	the	contact	language	
•  The	language	consultant	then	tells	the	story	back	to	the	fieldworker	in	the	

object	language	(after	practicing)	
•  The	fieldworker	can	then	do	follow-up	elicitation	
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Totemfieldstoryboards.org	



http://totemfieldstoryboards.org/	
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https://fieldworkhub.wordpress.com/storyboards/	
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https://wikis.hu-berlin.de/melatamp/Elicitation_materials	



Goals	of	this	talk	
•  Thinking	about	how	to	use	the	best	semantic	fieldwork	tools	at	
your	disposal	
•  Theoretically-informed	
•  Methodologically-informed	
•  Data-informed	
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This	talk:	
•  Investigate	how	semantic	fieldwork	can	explore	the	interaction	of	
modality	and	temporality	

•  Discuss	the	storyboard	‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’	
•  Analyze	how	language-internal	evidence	can	disambiguate	a	
particular	interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	



Outline	of	the	talk	

•  Introduction:	Some	nuances	of	semantic	fieldwork	
•  The	issue:	The	interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	
•  Methodology:	Storyboard	‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’	
•  Results	&	discussion:	How	language-internal	evidence	
can	guide	semantic	fieldwork	

•  Conclusion	
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Interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	

•  Condoravdi	(2002):	Two	attested	readings	of	‘might	have’	
(2) 	He	might	have	won	the	game.	

	
•  Three	ingredients	

–  Modal	Base/Conversational	Background	(MB):		
•  epistemic	‘worlds	consistent	with	what	is	known	by	the	speaker/agent’	
•  circumstantial	‘worlds	consistent	with	the	facts	of	the	actual	world’	

–  Temporal	perspective	(T.P.):	time	at	which	the	modal	base	is	evaluated	
–  Temporal	orientation	(T.O.):	the	relation	between	the	time	of	the	event	and	

the	temporal	perspective	
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Condoravdi	(2002):	Two	attested	readings	of	‘might	have’	

(2a) 	Why	are	Jordan’s	parents	so	happy?	
	He	might	have	won	the	game. 	 	#...but	he	didn’t.	

	 		

win	the	game	 UT	

Epistemic	
Present	T.P.	

Past	T.O.	
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Condoravdi	(2002):	Two	attested	readings	of	‘might	have’	

(2a) 	Why	are	Jordan’s	parents	so	happy?	
	He	might	have	won	the	game. 	 	#...but	he	didn’t.	

	
	

(2b) 	Why	are	Jordan’s	parents	so	sad?	
	He	might	have	won	the	game. 	 		P...but	he	didn’t.	

win	the	game	 UT	

Epistemic	
Present	T.P.	

Past	T.O.	

win	the		
game	

Circumstantial	
Past	T.P.	

Future	T.O.	 UT	t	
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Interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	
•  Condoravdi	(2002):	Two	attested	readings	of	‘might	have’	
	

(2) 	He	might	have	won	the	game.	
	

	a.	Present	epistemic	uncertainty	about	the	past	(epistemic,	present	T.P.,	past	T.O.)	
	 	In	view	of	what	I	know	now,	winning	was	a	possibility	in	the	past	
	 	…but	I	don’t	know	the	outcome.	
		
	b.	Past	counterfactual	claim	(circumstantial,	past	T.P,	future	T.O.)	
	 	In	view	of	the	actual	facts	then,	winning	was	a	possible	future	
	 	…and	the	outcome	was	negative.	

	
•  Are	modal	bases	restricted	to	certain	temporal	perspectives?		

à	Can	epistemic	modal	claims	have	a	past	temporal	perspective?	
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(Past)	controversy	of	past	epistemic	claims	
•  Can	epistemic	modal	claims	have	a	past	temporal	perspective?	

Groenendijk	&	Stokhof	1975;	Cinque	1999;	
Drubig	2001;	Condoravdi	2002;	Stowell	
2004;	Hacquard	2006;	Borgonovo	&	
Cummins	2007;	Demirdache	&	Uribe-
Etxebarria	2008;	Laca	2012	

Eide	2003,	2005;	Boogaart	2007;	von	Fintel	&	
Gillies	2008;	Homer	2010;	Martin	2011;	Chen	
et	al.	2017;	Rullmann	&	Matthewson	2018	

English,	French,	Spanish	

English,	French,	Dutch,	Norwegian,	Atayal,	
Blackfoot,	German,	Gitksan,	Javanese,	
St’át’imcets,	Mandarin,	Northern	Straits	
Salish,	Halkomelem,	Ktunaxa	
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Example	of	a	past	epistemic	claim	
•  Are	modal	bases	restricted	to	certain	temporal	perspectives?		

à	Can	epistemic	modal	claims	have	a	past	temporal	perspective?	
	

(3) 	Context:	Sophie	is	looking	for	some	ice	cream	and	checks	the	freezer.	There	is	none	in	
	there.	Asked	why	she	opened	the	freezer,	she	replies: 		
	‘There	might	have	been	ice	cream	in	the	freezer.’		 		

(von	Fintel	&	Gillies	2008:87)	
	
	

Ice	cream	in	freezer	 UT	

Epistemic	
Past	T.P.	
Present	T.O.	
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à	The	speaker	knows	that	at	UT,	
	the	prejacent	is	false!	



Another	example	of	a	past	epistemic	claim		
(4)	 	Context:	Stacey	bought	food	to	feed	Pat’s	pet,	but	she	didn’t	know	what	

	kind	of	pet	he	had,	so	she	bought	all	the	wrong	kinds	of	food.	Later	she	finds	
	out	Pat’s	pet	is	a	snake.	Pat	asks,	“Why	did	you	buy	a	carrot?”	Stacey	replies:		
	He	might	have	been	a	rabbit. 	 	(TFS	2012,	‘Feeding	Fluffy’)	

Pet	is	a	rabbit	 UT	

Epistemic	
Past	T.P.	
Present	T.O.	
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à	The	speaker	knows	that	at	UT,	
	the	prejacent	is	false!	



Past	epistemic	vs.	past	counterfactual	claim	
(5)	Context:		
						A:	 	Why	did	you	turn	the	whole	drawer	upside	down?	Your	keys	were	on	

	the	counter,	weren’t	they?	
						B:	 	Yes,	but	I	didn’t	know	that	then.	I	had	to	find	them,	but	I	had	no	idea	

	where	I	had	left	them.	They	might	have	been	in	the	drawer.		
	
(6)	 	De	sleutel-s	hadd-en							in	de		la											kunn-en	ligg-en 	(Dutch)	

	The	key-PL		have-PST.PL	in	the	drawer	can-INF	lie-INF	
	‘The	keys	might	have	been	in	the	drawer.’	 	(Chen	et	al.	2017:242)	
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à	The	speaker	knows	that	at	UT	
	the	prejacent	is	false!	Keys	in	drawer	 UT	

Epistemic	
Past	T.P.	
Present	T.O.	

Circumstantial	
Past	T.P.	



The	issue	

•  In	semantic	fieldwork,	how	can	we	tease	apart	a	past	epistemic	claim	
from	a	past	counterfactual	claim	when	the	prejacent	is	false?		
–  In	English	&	Dutch,	the	same	morphological	shape	can	be	used.		

•  The	particular	focus	in	this	talk	is	on	the	modal-temporal	interaction	is	
with	past	temporal	perspective	and	future	temporal	orientation		

See	example	 Conversational	
Background	

Temporal	
Perspective	

Temporal	
Orientation	

(2a)	 Epistemic		 Present	 Past	

(2b)	 Circumstantial	 Past	 Future	

(3),	(4)	 Epistemic	 Past	 Present	

…	 Epistemic	 Past	 Past	

…	 Epistemic	 Past	 Future	
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Outline	of	the	talk	

•  Introduction:	Some	nuances	of	semantic	fieldwork	
•  The	issue:	The	interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	
•  Methodology:	Storyboard	‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’	
•  Results	&	discussion:	How	language-internal	evidence	
can	guide	semantic	fieldwork	

•  Conclusion	
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Storyboard	‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’	
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(1)	Bill	is	very	athletic.	 (2)	He	walks	to	work	every	day		
						to	keep	in	shape.	

(3)	But	he	is	very	forgetful.	

(4)	One	day,	Bill	gets	to	his	office		
and	he	is	soaking	wet.	

(5)	His	colleague	asks	him	right	
	away,	“Why	are	you	so	wet?”	

(6)	Bill	replies,	“I	forgot	my		
umbrella,	and	it	started	raining		
while	I	was	walking	to	work.”	

Bill	vs.	the	weather	
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Bill	vs.	the	weather,	con’t.	

(7)	The	next	day,	Bill	arrives		
at	his	office	and	he	is	shivering.	

(8)	His	colleague	asks	him	right	
away,	“Why	are	you	so	cold?”	

(9)	Bill	replies,	“I	forgot	my	
coat,	and	it	started	snowing	
while	I	was	walking	to	work!”	

(10)	The	next	day,	Bill	arrives	
at	his	office	and	his	hair	is	all	
over	the	place.	

(11)	His	colleague	asks	him	
right	away,	“Why	is	your	
hair	so	crazy?”	

(12)	Bill	replies,	“I	forgot	my	hat,	
and	the	wind	started	blowing	
while	I	was	walking	to	work!”	24	



Bill	vs.	the	weather,	con’t.	

(13)	The	next	day,	Bill	walks	to	
work	with	a	huge	backpack.	

(14)	His	colleague	notices	Bill	is	
carrying	a	huge	backpack,	but	he	
doesn’t	ask	him	any	questions	
because	Bill	looks	so	perfect!	

(15)	But	Bill’s	colleague	is	curious	
so	he	phones	Bill	the	next	day,	
“What	was	in	your	huge	backpack	
yesterday?	

(16)	Bill:	“I	brought	an	
umbrella,	a	coat,	and	a	
hat.”	

(17)	Colleague:	“Why	did	
you	bring	an	umbrella	
(yesterday)?”	

(18)	Bill:	“It	might	have	rained	
when	I	walked	to	work	(just	like	
last	week).”	 25	



Bill	vs.	the	weather,	con’t.	

(19)	Colleague:	“Why	did	you	
bring	a	coat?”	

(20)	Bill:	“It	might	have	
snowed	when	I	walked	to	
work	(just	like	last	week).”	

(21)	Colleague:	“Why	did	you	
bring	a	hat?”	

(22)	Bill:	“It	might	have	been	
very	windy	when	I	walked	to	
work	(just	like	last	week).”	

(23)	Colleague:	“You	didn’t	need	to	
bring	all	that	yesterday!	It	was	
forecast	to	be	sunny	and	warm	
outside!!”	

The	end	
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(17)	Colleague:	“Why	did	
you	bring	an	umbrella	
(yesterday)?”	

(18)	Bill:	“It	might	have	rained	
when	I	walked	to	work	(just	like	
last	week).”	

Target	contexts	compatible	with	past	epistemic	
claim	with	future	T.O.	

rain	 UT	

Epistemic	
Past	T.P.	
	

Future	T.O.	
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à The	speaker	does	not	know	at	UT,	
whether	the	prejacent	is	true	or	false!	

à Bill	knows	at	UT	that	the	prejacent	is	false	



(17)	Colleague:	“Why	did	
you	bring	an	umbrella	
(yesterday)?”	

(18)	Bill:	“It	might	have	rained	
when	I	walked	to	work	(just	like	
last	week).”	

rain	 UT	Future	T.O.	

Circumstantial	
Past	T.P.	

Target	contexts	compatible	with		
past	counterfactual	claim	
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à	The	speaker	knows	at	UT	that	
					the	prejacent	is	false.	



(17)	Colleague:	“Why	did	
you	bring	an	umbrella	
(yesterday)?”	

(18)	Bill:	“It	might	have	rained	
when	I	walked	to	work	(just	like	
last	week).”	

The	puzzle	
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à	The	target	contexts	are		
					compatible	with	two	readings:	

Conversational	
Background	

Temporal	
Perspective	

Temporal	
Orientation	

Epistemic	 Past	 Future	

Circumstantial	 Past	 Future	

Is	there	independent	evidence	to	distinguish	these	two	readings?	



Outline	of	the	talk	

•  Introduction:	Some	nuances	of	semantic	fieldwork	
•  The	issue:	The	interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	
•  Methodology:	Storyboard	‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’	
•  Results	&	discussion:	How	language-internal	evidence	
can	guide	semantic	fieldwork	

•  Conclusion	
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How	language-internal	evidence	can	
guide	semantic	fieldwork	

•  Results	I:	Case	study	on	Javanese	
–  Fieldwork	conducted	by	Jozina	Vander	Klok	
	

•  Results	II:	Case	study	on	Nafsan	
–  Fieldwork	conducted	by	Ana	Krajinovic	
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Results	I:	Case	study	on	Javanese	

32	

•  Austronesian	
•  Western	Malayo-Polynesian	

•  Java	island,	Indonesia	
•  Over	100	million	speakers	
•  Relatively	underdocumented	&	

understudied	
•  High	dialectal	variation	

•  Data	presented	from	variety		
spoken	in	Paciran,	East	Java	

•  Fieldwork	conducted	by		
Jozina	Vander	Klok	



Relevant	notes	on	Javanese	
•  SVO	word	order	
•  Javanese	bare	predicates	are	compatible	with	past,	present,	or	

future	reference	time	
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(7)							A:		Wingi							/	saiki	/ 	sesok	 	 	ewoh	 	opo?		
	yesterday	/	now	/	 	tomorrow 	busy 	what	
	‘Yesterday	what	[were	you]	doing?’ 	 	 	 	PAST	
	‘Now	what	[are	you]	doing? 	 	 	 	 	PRESENT	
	‘Tomorrow	what	[will	you	be]	doing?’ 	 	 	 	FUTURE	

		
						B: 	Aku 	m-arut 	kelopo	

	1SG 	AV-grate 	coconut	
	‘I	shaved	coconut.’	or	‘I	was	shaving	coconut.’ 	 	 	PAST	
	‘I	am	shaving	coconut. 	 	 	 	 	PRESENT	
	‘I	will	be	shaving	coconut.’ 	 	 	 	 	FUTURE	



Results	I:	Case	study	on	Javanese	
•  Javanese	presents	an	ideal	testing	ground	to	tease	apart	the	past	

epistemic	vs.	past	counterfactual	reading:	
–  All	existential	modals	in	Javanese	lexically	specify	for	the	type	of	modal	base:	

(Vander	Klok	2013)	
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Epistemic	 Deontic	 Circumstantial	

Necessity	 mesthi	 kudu	

Possbility	 mungkin,	
paleng	

oleh	 iso	

Adverbs	 Auxiliaries	

NB!	There	is	no	semantic	difference	between	mungkin	and	paleng.	
•  Mungkin	borrowing	from	Indonesian	
•  Some	younger	speakers	only	have	mungkin,	while	others	have	both	

	à	present	data	mainly	with	paleng	



Paleng,	mungkin	lexically	specify	for	epistemic	modal	flavour	
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(8)	EPISTEMIC	context:	Amin's	parents	told	him	that	he	is	not	allowed	to	go	to	see	his	friend	
in	Jakarta	because	it	is	too	far	away.	You	heard	that	Amin	is	leaving	Paciran	next	week,	but	
you	don't	know	where	he	will	go.	Amin	is	a	daring	type	of	guy	that	usually	does	things	that	
he	is	not	permitted	to	do.	You	think:		
		
Amin 	paleng 	reng 	Jakarta	
Amin 	EPIS.POS 	to 	Jakarta	
‘Amin	may	go	to	Jakarta.’		
	
(15/15	responses	for	paleng	‘EPIS.POS’,	0/15	responses	for	oleh	‘DEON.POS’)	

(Vander	Klok	2013:357,	(18))	

Paleng	is	felicitous	in	epistemic	contexts	



Paleng,	mungkin	lexically	specify	for	epistemic	modal	flavour	
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Paleng	is	infelicitous	in	circumstantial	contexts	

(9)	CIRCUMSTANTIAL	context:	Jozi	knows	how	to	make	dudoh	menir	(kind	of	vegetable	soup).	
Now	she	is	back	in	Canada,	and	she	wants	to	make	dudoh	menir,	but	the	right	kind	of	
ingredients	are	not	sold	where	she	lives!	So	she's	unhappy	because	she	wanted	to	show	her	
parents	how	to	make	it.	
		
Jozi 	iso	/						#	paleng 	ng-gawe 	dudoh 	menir	
Jozi 	CIRC.POS	 	EPIS.POS 	AV-make 	sauce 	menir	
‘Jozi	can	make	menir	sauce.’		
	
(14/15	responses	for	iso	‘CIRC.POS’;	0/15	for	paleng	‘EPIS.POS’;	1/15	both)	

(Vander	Klok	2013:354,	(12))	

Iso	is	felicitous	in	circumstantial	contexts	



Paleng,	mungkin	lexically	specify	for	epistemic	modal	flavour	
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Paleng	is	infelicitous	in	deontic	contexts	

(10)	DEONTIC	context:	Dewi's	parents	are	very	strict,	but	they	realize	that	Dewi	is	getting	older	
and	needs	more	space.	They	know	that	Dewi	has	not	ever	dated	someone	yet,	but	they	know	
that	she	likes	this	one	guy	from	school.	They	decided	that:	
	
Dewi	 	oleh	 	/#	paleng	 	pacar-an 	 		
Dewi	 	DEON.POS	/				EPIS.POS	 	boy.girlfriend-VBLZ	
‘Dewi	is	allowed	to	date.’		
	
(11/15	responses	for	oleh	‘DEON.POS’;	4/15	for	paleng	‘EPIS.POS’)	



Paleng,	mungkin	lexically	specify	for	epistemic	modal	flavour	
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Paleng	is	infelicitous	in	bouletic	contexts	

(11)	BOULETIC	context:		Budi’s	wish	was	to	become	a	teacher,	but	his	father	ordered	him	to					
follow	the	family	tradition	and	become	a	fisherman.	So	Budi	was	a	fisherman	all	his	life	and	
never	became	a	teacher.		
	
Budi	 	kudu	/	# 	paleng	 	dadi	 	guru.	
Budi 	want 	EPIS.POS			 	become 	teacher	
‘Budi	wanted	to	be	a	teacher.’	

(Elicitation)	



Interim	summary	on	possibility	modals	in	Paciran	Javanese	

•  Possibility	modals	paleng,	mungkin	lexically	specify	for	epistemic	modal	flavour	
•  Possibility	modal	iso	lexically	specifies	for	circumstantial	modal	flavour		
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à We	can	use	the	‘genius’	of	Javanese	to	identify	which	
reading	is	targeted	in	the	storyboard	‘Bill	vs.	The	Weather’	



(17)	Colleague:	“Why	did	
you	bring	an	umbrella	
(yesterday)?”	

(18)	Bill:	“It	might	have	rained	
when	I	walked	to	work	(just	like	
last	week).”	

Javanese	modals	can	potentially	cache	out		
the	two	readings	explicitly	
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à	The	target	contexts	are	compatible	with	two	readings:	

Conversational	
Background	

Temporal	
Perspective	

Temporal	
Orientation	

Epistemic	 Past	 Future	

Circumstantial	 Past	 Future	

paleng,	mungkin	‘EPIS.POS’	

iso	‘CIRC.POS’	



Testing	with	paleng,	mungkin	‘EPIS.POS’	
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Colleague:	“Why	did	you	bring	
an	umbrella	(yesterday)?”	

	(12)	a. 	mungkin	/paleng	 	ape	 	udan 	dino 	iki	
	EPIS.POS 	EPIS.POS 	PROSP 	rain 	day 	DEM	
	‘It	might	have	rained	that	day.’ 	[Elicitation;	Ibu	Finaty	Ahsanah] 		

		
									b. 	mungkin	/%paleng		ape	 	udan 	 		

	EPIS.POS 	EPIS.POS 	PROSP 	rain 	 	 		
	‘It	might	have	rained.’	 	 	[Elicitation;	Ibu	Deti	Salamah]	

P	Past	epistemic	incertitude	about	a	future	event		
à  In	view	of	what	I	knew	then,	it	was	a	possibility	that	it	would	rain	

…but	the	outcome	was	negative	



Testing	with	iso	‘CIRC.POS’	
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Colleague:	“Why	did	you	bring	
an	umbrella	(yesterday)?”	

	(13) 	iso 	k-udan-an 	(koyo	 	wingi-nan-e) 		
	CIRC.POS 	PASS-rain-NMLZ 	like 	yesterday-NMLZ-DEF	
	‘[I]	could	have	gotten	rained	on	(like	before).’ 		

	
[Elicitation,	Ibu	Deti	Salamah]	

P	Past	counterfactual	
à  In	view	of	how	history	could	have	unfolded,	it	was	a	possibility	that	it	would	rain	

…but	it	didn’t.	



Alternative	strategies	in	Javanese	
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(14)	 	“Yo, 	bonak-e	 	 	udan,	 	wingi.”	
		 	YES,	 	indir.evid-DEF	 	rain	 	yesterday	

	‘“Yeah,	there	was	the	possibility	of	rain	yesterday.”’		
	 	 	 	 	[Narration;	Ibu	Deti	Salamah]	

bonake		
•  Indirect	evidential-like	marker	
•  Epistemic	or	illocutionary	marker?	
•  also	accepted	in	elicitation	by	all	3	speakers	

Colleague:	“Why	did	you	bring	an	umbrella	(yesterday)?”	



Alternative	strategies	in	Javanese	
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(15)	 	lha..	 	kan	 	wingi-nan-e 	kan	 	udan	
	PRT 	PRT 	yesterday-NMLZ-DEF	PRT 	rain	
	‘Well,	you	know,	it	rained	in	the	past.’	[Narration;	Ibu	Bahrul	Ulum]	

wingi	+	derived	forms	
•  free	indexical	shift	to	any	time	in	the	past,	default	as	‘yesterday’		
•  nominalized	form	only	interpreted	as	some	time	before	yesterday	

•  mentioning	a	prior	state	of	rain	implicitly	opens	up	
the	possibility	of	a	future	state	of	rain		

Colleague:	“Why	did	you	bring	an	umbrella	(yesterday)?”	



Alternative	strategies	in	Javanese	
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Colleague:	“Why	did	you	bring	an	umbrella	(yesterday)?”	

(16) 	soale	 	kan	 	gek-ngi	 	 	aku	 	k-odan-an...		
	because 	PRT 	just-yesterday 	1SG 	KE-rain-VBLZ 		

	
	dadi	 	aku	 	ng-gowo		payung	
	become 	1SG 	AV-bring 	umbrella 		

		
	siap-siap 	ndak	 	engko	 	udan	 	maneh.	
	RED-ready	or.else 	later 	rain 	again	
	‘Because,	well,	recently	I	got	rained	on...		
	so	I	brought	an	umbrella	to	be	ready	lest	it	rains	again	later.’	

[Narration;	Ibu	Finatty	Ahsanah]	

•  ndak	‘or	else,	otherwise,	lest’		+	
•  engko	‘later’	

(Robson	&	Wibisono	2002)	



Summary	of	case	study	on	Javanese	
•  Javanese	possibility	modals	can	distinguish	the	two	readings	in	‘Bill	

vs.	the	weather’:	
–  circumstantial	possibility	modal	iso			

	

•  Alternative	strategies	are	also	available	
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Conversational	
Background	

Temporal	
Perspective	

Temporal	
Orientation	

Epistemic	 Past	 Future	

Circumstantial	 Past	 Future	

paleng,	mungkin	‘EPIS.POS’	

iso	‘CIRC.POS’	



How	language-internal	evidence	can	
guide	semantic	fieldwork	

•  Results	I:	Case	study	on	Javanese	
–  Fieldwork	conducted	by	Jozina	Vander	Klok	
	

•  Results	II:	Case	study	on	Nafsan	
–  Fieldwork	conducted	by	Ana	Krajinovic	
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Results	II:	Case	study	on	Nafsan	
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•  Austronesian	
•  Oceanic;	Central	Vanuatu	linkage	

(Lynch	et	al.	2011:112)	
•  South	of	Efate	island	

•  Erakor,	Eratap,	and	Pango	
•  5,000-6,000	speakers	

•  Fieldwork	by	Ana	Krajinovic	
•  Grammar,	corpus	by	Nicholas	Thieberger	



Relevant	notes	on	Nafsan	
•  Has	realis/irrealis	distinction		

–  ‘Realis’	analyzed	as	general	subject	agreement	marking	
–  some	'realis'	meanings	arise	pragmatically	through	contrast	with	irrealis	

(Krajinovic	2018,	von	Prince	et	al.	in	prep)	
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Table	3.	Subject	proclitics	in	Nafsan	(Thieberger	2006:150)	



Relevant	notes	on	Nafsan	(Krajinovic	2018)	

•  Realis/irrealis	are	interchangeable	in	some	contexts	
–  but	false	beliefs	are	only	realized	with	realis	morphology	

•  Complementizers	in	Nafsan	contribute	to	the	
interpretation	of	the	complement	clause	
–  kin	rules	out	a	past	factive	complement	
–  kia	only	allows	factive	complements	
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Past	epistemic	possibility	claim	in	Nafsan	
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•  epistemic	possibility	marker	fla	(based	on	storyboard	data)	
•  occurs	in	5	out	of	24	sentences	

	
	

(17)	



Past	counterfactual	claim	in	Nafsan	
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•  Does	irrealis	trigger	a	(past)	counterfactual	reading?	
•  offered	in	4	out	of	24	sentences		

(18)	



Timitive	possibility	in	Nafsan	
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•  The	preferred	structure	for	target	contexts	in	‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’	in	Nafsan		
à	Timitive	possibility:	the	described	events	are	undesirable		(e.g.	Lichtenberk	2016)	

•  offered	in	14	out	of	24	sentences	
•  complementizer	‘kia’	is	not	allowed	in	these	constructions	

(19)	

(20)	



Mood	in	target	contexts	in	‘Bill	vs.	the	
weather’	(Krajinovic	2018)	

•  Based	on	8	speakers	
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Construction	 #	of	sentences	

i=sa	kin	+	irrealis	 7	

i=sa	kin	+	realis	 7	(incl.	1	i=fla)	

other	+	irrealis	 4	

other	+	realis	 7	(incl.	1	i=fla)	

TOTAL	 24	(8	speakers)	



Summary	of	case	study	on	Nafsan	
•  Nafsan	possibility	modal	can	distinguish	the	two	readings	in		

‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’:	
–  circumstantial	possibility	modal	iso			

	

•  Timitive	possibility	with	i=sa	kin	allows	both	realis	&	irrealis	mood	
–  complementizer	kin	can	be	contributing	to	the	meaning	of	the	complement		
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Conversational	
Background	

Temporal	
Perspective	

Temporal	
Orientation	

Epistemic	 Past	 Future	

Circumstantial	 Past	 Future	

fla	‘EPIS.POS’			

irrealis	mood	(?)	



Outline	of	the	talk	

•  Introduction:	Some	nuances	of	semantic	fieldwork	
•  The	issue:	The	interaction	of	modality	and	temporality	
•  Methodology:	Storyboard	‘Bill	vs.	the	weather’	
•  Results	&	discussion:	How	language-internal	evidence	
can	guide	semantic	fieldwork	

•  Conclusion	
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Conclusions:	Returning	to	the	goals	
•  Thinking	about	how	to	use	the	best	semantic	fieldwork	tools	at	
your	disposal	

	
•  Theoretically-informed	
à	Tense	scoping	over	modal	predicts	that	a	past	epistemic	reading		
is	possible	

•  Methodologically-informed	
à	Targeted	storyboard	constructions	

•  Data-informed	
à	language-internal	evidence	from	lexically	specified	possibility	modals	
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Recall:	Past	epistemic	vs.	past	counterfactual	claim	

(5)	Context:		
						A:	 	Why	did	you	turn	the	whole	drawer	upside	down?	Your	keys	were	on	

	the	counter,	weren’t	they?	
						B:	 	Yes,	but	I	didn’t	know	that	then.	I	had	to	find	them,	but	I	had	no	idea	

	where	I	had	left	them.	They	might	have	been	in	the	drawer.		
	
(6)	 	De	sleutel-s	hadd-en							in	de		la											kunn-en	ligg-en 	(Dutch)	

	The	key-PL		have-PST.PL	in	the	drawer	can-INF	lie-INF	
	‘The	keys	might	have	been	in	the	drawer.’	 	(Chen	et	al.	2017:242)	
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à	The	speaker	knows	that	at	UT	
	the	prejacent	is	false!	Keys	in	drawer	 UT	

Epistemic	
Past	T.P.	
Present	T.O.	

Circumstantial	
Past	T.P.	



A	way	out:	‘Missed	opportunity	scenarios’	

(21)	Context:	Jessie	and	Tom	were	at	a	party	last	night.	The	hosts	were	
antique	collectors.	Jessie—who	also	loves	antiques--really	wanted	to	
check	inside	the	drawer	of	this	old	dresser,	but	every	time	she	went	to	
do	that,	she	kept	getting	distracted	by	the	guests.		Later,	Tom	asked:		
Why	did	you	want	to	check	the	drawer	at	the	party?	
	
Jessie:		“An	antique	key	might	have	been	in	the	drawer.’	
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à The	speaker	does	not	know	at	UT	
	whether	prejacent	is	false	

à Only	past	epistemic	claim	is	targeted	



Thank	you!	
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