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This dissertation examines the strategic deployment of evidential resources in com-
municative interactions among Nantis, an Arawak people of Peruvian Amazonia. In
particular, this work focuses on Nantis’ uses of evidentials to modulate representa-
tions of responsibility, and shows that two distinct types of responsibility must be
distinguished in order to account for the socially instrumental properties of eviden-
tial resources: event responsibility and utterance responsibility. Event responsibility
concerns praiseworthiness or blameworthiness for happenings in which the relevant
individual is causally implicated; while utterance responsibility concerns the socially
salient attributes of an utterance (e.g. truthfulness), and not the utterance’s con-

sequences. Evidential resources are shown to mitigate event responsibility in Nanti
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interactions by serving as a pragmatic metaphor, whereby the sensory directness or
indirectness encoded by evidentials yields inferences regarding individuals’ partici-
pation in, and responsibility for, events. The use of evidential resources, principally
quotative resources, to modulate utterance responsibility operates on quite differ-
ent principles. Specifically, quotative resources serve to individuate utterances by
attributing them to a particular source, thereby rendering explicit that individual’s
commitment to the stances expressed by the quoted utterance. In doing so, the
use of the quotative resource emphasizes that individual’s responsibility for the ex-
pressed stance. Quotative resources are also employed to decrease a first party’s
responsibility for a stance, by attributing it to a third party. In this case, inferences
based on the Maxim of Quantity lead interactants to infer reduced commitment on
the part of the first party on the basis of the attribution of strong commitment to
a third party. Both epistemic stance and a variety of moral and evaluative stances
are relevant to utterance responsibility. Significantly, utterance responsibility is one
of the few areas in which a pragmatic tie exists between evidentiality and epistemic
modality, indicating the relative marginality of epistemic modality to evidentiality
in Nanti, even at the level of pragmatics. An ethnographic and historical sketch of
the Nanti people is provided, and a grammatical description of the Nanti language

is also included.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction: empirical and analytical aims

This dissertation examines the ways in which Nantis employ evidential resources
in communicative interactions, focusing on how they deploy evidential resources to
modulate representations of individual responsibility in discourse.

The overarching goal of this dissertation is to advance the study of eviden-
tiality as a part of communicative practice. That is, I am interested in the patterned
deployment of linguistic structural resources in the context of real-time communica-
tive interactions and as part of interactants’ efforts to pursue interactional and social
goals of various scales. I intend this study of evidential practice, as I call it, to serve
both ethnographic and linguistic projects.

In the domain of ethnographic scholarship, my goal is to further our un-
derstanding of the social instrumentality of evidentiality, a topic that is still in its
infancy (Fox, 2001; Sidnell, 2005). In particular, I seek to refine our understanding of
the relationship between evidentiality and responsibility, which has been identified
as the critical nexus between social action and evidential resources (Hill and Irvine,

1993b). In this regard, I argue that Nanti interactional data show us that we need



to distinguish two quite different forms of responsibility that have been largely con-
flated in the literature to this point: event responsibility and utterance responsibility.
Event responsibility, as I explain in detail in Chapter 3, is based on an individual’s
role in causing some event or state of affairs; while utterance responsibility, discussed
in detail in Chapter 4, concerns the praiseworthiness or blameworthiness that at-
taches to an individual by virtue of an utterance’s attributes, such as its factuality
or politeness. With regard to event responsibility, I show that in the Nanti case,
individuals may deploy evidentials to distance themselves from events, thereby cre-
ating a representation of mitigated responsibility for that event. I also explicate the
process by which evidentials achieve this distancing effect, which is based on a prag-
matic metaphor (Silverstein, 1976) that relates increasingly indirect sensory modes
of access to a given event encoded by evidentials to decreased causal responsibility
for that event. With regard to utterance responsibility, which is modulated by quo-
tative resources in Nanti discourse, I show that quotative resources ultimately serve
to individuate the stances expressed by utterances, thereby rendering explicit an in-
dividual’s commitment to a given stance. I argue that the responsibility-mitigating
function commonly attributed to quotative resources results from inferences based
on communicative maxims regarding the expression of commitment, and is not in-
herent to quotative resources. I also show that in the Nanti case, commitment to the
factuality of utterances — which has been the focus of scholarship on responsibility
in discourse — is but one type of stance that quotative resources may be used to
express, and that Nantis also use quotative resources to indicate commitment to
moral evaluative stances.

In the domain of linguistic scholarship on evidentiality, I aim to make two
contributions. First, I seek to contribute to the debate concerning the relationship
between evidentiality and epistemic modality. As discussed in detail in Chapter

2, an important school of thought has treated evidentiality as intimately related



to epistemic modality, either at the grammatico-semantic level or at the pragmatic
level (e.g. Chafe and Nichols, 1986; Palmer, 1986; Willett, 1988). I show that Nanti
evidential practice is only partially concerned with epistemic modality, even at the
pragmatic level, and only as part of a broader practice by which Nantis individuate
stances and indicate their commitment to them. This argument is a thread running
through both Chapters 3 and 4. Second, I argue that although evidentiality is in
some languages an inflectional category, in many languages that exhibit grammat-
icalized evidentiality, evidentiality is most perspicaciously treated as an aspect of
communicative practice. I argue that efforts to treat evidentiality in purely struc-
tural terms, without reference to the social and interactional goals of speakers, leads
to significant gaps in our understanding of this phenomenon.

The fieldwork on which this dissertation is based was carried out entirely
monolingually. All glosses and translations are therefore my own.! Since monolin-
gual work of this sort raises epistemological questions about data and analysis, 1
have included in this dissertation a grammatical description of Nanti, in Chapter
6. Apart from providing basic linguistic documentation of a minimally described
language, this grammatical description serves as a means for the reader to critically

evaluate the translations I give.

1.2 Ethnographic and historical background

1.2.1 Ethnographic Sketch
1.2.1.1 Nanti social organization

Social life in Montetoni is organized along two principal axes: residence groups
and kin groups. Residence groups are constituted by spatially proximal households

among which exist strong social ties. These ties are often based on kinship relations,

'T have also consulted with another speaker of both Nanti and English, Christine Beier, regarding
the faithfulness of the glosses and translations presented in this work.



but need not be, since at the same time, it is not unusual for a group of adult kin to
be scattered across multiple residence groups. Despite belonging to different resident
groups, however, kin frequently interact with each other by visiting, sharing food,
and participating in collaborative labor. In this section, I describe the organization

of households and residence groups, and the social importance of kinship relations.

1.2.1.1.1 Households Households minimally consist of a couple or triple (if a
man has two spouses) and their children. It is not unusual, however, for households
to be organized around a senior couple, with one or more resident younger couples
and their children.? In the majority of cases, younger co-resident couples consist
of a daughter of the senior couple and her in-marrying husband,® although in rare
cases the connection between the senior and junior couple may be between an older
and a younger sibling.

In physical and spatial terms, Nanti households in Montetoni typically consist
of two dwellings, a kosuna® or cooking hut, in which all cooking, as well as most
manufacturing and socializing, is carried out; and a magaNtarira, or sleeping hut.
The sleeping hut has a raised floor, and in most cases, walls; it serves as a space
to store valued material goods, as well as a sleeping area for the senior couple of
the household. While in the village, Nantis spend the majority of their time in the
cooking hut, seated by the fire. Cooking huts are always walled and have bare earth
floors, which are covered by shitatsi mats. A small number of cooking huts have a

small raised platform inside, but this is unusual. Normally each adult woman in the

household has her own cooking fire inside the kosuna, although junior women may

2Note that at this point, all triples in Montetoni are senior in their households.

3Note that although I use the terms ‘wife’, ‘husband’, ‘spouse’, and ‘marriage’ to refer to certain
types of long-term relationships that Nantis form, I do so reluctantly, as Nantis do not participate
in ritualized “marriages” as such; rather, couples are formed and broken through a series of locally
salient interpersonal negotiations. In Nanti, the term koriti refers to a long-term domestic partner
of either gender, thus nokoriti, ‘my partner/spouse’; pikoriti ‘your partner/spouse’; okoriti ‘her
partner/spouse’; tkoriti ‘his partner/spouse.

4Also, kosena.



share a fire with a senior woman if space is lacking. Typically, the main entrance of
the sleeping hut and cooking hut face one another, and are separated by some 4 to

6 meters.

1.2.1.1.2 Residence groups A residence group is constituted by a group of
spatially proximate households, which are typically clustered together closely around
a common open area. Hunting, fishing, and gathering areas are shared by the mem-
bers of a residence group, and it is common for members of a residence group to
participate in collaborative subsistence activities. Food gathered by one member of
a residence group is normally shared with other households of the residence group,
but the sharing of food between residence groups normally only transpires when
hunting or fishing has been unusually successful, or when a member of one residence
group is attempting to build closer social relations with a member of another resi-
dence group.? While social interaction among members of a residence group is very
frequent, interactions among members of different residence groups are considerably
less frequent, even when the homes of the other group are nearby. During the 2003
to 2005 period in which I carried out my dissertation fieldwork, Montetoni had 33
households, organized into seven residence groups. Conversations with Nantis have
led me to believe that contemporary residence groups are socially analogous to the
communal dwellings Nantis lived in until the foundation of Montetoni, when they

adapted to the use of quasi-nuclear family dwellings.

1.2.1.1.3 Kinship groups Like other Kampan peoples, Nantis exhibit a Dra-
vidian kinship terminology system, in which a given individual and all same sex

siblings are referred to with the same kin term. Thus, for example, both a person’s

SIn this case, food is normally shared ‘up’, with food being given to more socially prominent
individuals by less socially prominent individuals, without expectation of reciprocity.



biological mother and all of her sisters are referred to as ina.%

The significant kinship relationships for adults are quite different for men
and women. Women typically retain strong ties with their mothers and sisters, who
often play an important role in helping a woman raise her children. Indeed, in cases
in which a man has two wives, it is common for the co-wives to be sisters. For men,
however, relationships with parents and siblings weaken considerably as they enter
adulthood, and in their place, strong ties normally develop with his wife’s male
siblings (ishobanirite) and his wife’s father (igoNkirite). The relationships between
brothers-in-law tend to be very close, and brothers-in-law typically provide a great
deal of labor assistance to each other, as when clearing gardens or constructing
houses. Men tend to be deferential to their fathers-in-law, who have considerable
authority over their young sons-in-law.” Typically, men leave the household of their
parents to acquire a wife, and take up residence with the wife’s family, while women
typically remain with their family even after acquiring a husband. Even when a
couple establishes its own household, however, the relationships of brother- and
father-in-law remain very important for most men.

Although Nanti kinship terminology retains the traces of the cross-cousin
marriage pattern common to the Kampan peoples (e.g. the inalienable nominal root
nebata indicates both sister’s daughter and son’s wife for the male ego, while tineri
indicates both brother’s son and daughter’s husband for the female ego.), there is
no indication that Nantis now have any preference for cross-cousin marriage. Bride
service to the wife’s father is the norm for a man’s first marriage, and matrilocality
is the norm for at least the first several years of a couple’s partnership. Most senior
men in Montetoni now have two wives, and neither bride service nor matrilocality

is associated with the second of two wives. Nantis characterize second wives as

5Biological parents can be distinguished from their siblings with the suffix -sano, as in the case
of the term apasano ‘my true father’, (cf. apa ‘my father’).

"Note that in recent years, Nantis have begun to speak of the role of pereseteNte, or community
leader, as analogous to the role of a father-in-law.



principally resulting from the initiative of the woman in question, an observation
that appears to bear out in the majority of cases with which I am familiar. Many
second marriages do not endure for more than a few years, and in most stable second

marriages, the co-wives are sisters.

1.2.1.2 Specialized social roles

Beyond the specialized social roles immanent in kinship groups, historically Nanti
society did not exhibit recognized specialized social roles. However, in the years since
Nantis initiated contact with the neighboring Matsigenka people, a number of spe-
cialized social roles have arisen, including that of pereseteNte, or community leader;
poromotoro, or health worker; and operatoro, or communications radio operator.

In regards to specialized social roles in traditional Nanti society, perhaps
the most striking fact is the absence of a specialized role of shaman or medici-
nal/spiritual specialist, a role which is common to all other Kampan peoples. The
cognate terms for these specialists in other Kampan languages clearly reconstruct
to Proto-Kampa *seripigari (identical to the synchronic term in Matsigenka, serip-
igari, literally, ‘tobacco seer’), suggesting that this role is an old one among the
Kampan peoples.

It should be noted that a number of practices which are related to shamanism
among other Kampan peoples are also absent in Nanti society; these include belief in
witchcraft, belief in female impurity, and extensive plant-based medicinal practices.

Many of the duties of the seripigari in other Kampan societies are non-
specialist duties in Nanti society. For example, the preparation and use of shiNkihato
‘ayahuasca’ for curing purposes is an ability that most, if not all, adult men possess.
Apart from the use of shiNkihato, most Nanti curing practices are in the hands of
women. Women make extensive use of stinging plants to treat skin conditions and

deep body pain; and they also perform minor surgery on injuries, including sewing



wounds closed.

Of the new specialist social roles to emerge in Nanti society, the most im-
portant is that of the pereseteNte, or community leader. This role was originally
introduced by Arana, the Matsigenka schoolteacher who lived among the Nantis
between 1991 and 1998 (see §1.2.2.6), primarily so that he would have a lieutenant
and intermediary for maintaining his control over the Nanti population. During the
period of the Nanti resistance to Arana (1996-1998), however, Migero, who then
occupied the position of pereseteNte of Montetoni, reconfigured his role as that of
a legitimate community leader, and actually spearheaded the resistance to Arana’s
excesses. Since then, the role of pereseteNte has become central to emerging Nanti
ideologies of communal life, and the activities of the pereseteNte have become very
important in both the relationships between Montetoni and the rest of the world,
and in intra-settlement relationships. Subsequent to the fission of Montetoni and the
establishment of Marankehari in 1998, each of these communities has continuously
had an acknowledged pereseteNte, and currently the residents of both Montetoni
and Marankehari consider this position indispensable to community life.

Above all, the pereseteNte is a mediator and an organizer of collective activi-
ties. Community-internally, Migero is frequently involved in mediating relationships,
and especially conflicts, between individuals from distinct households or residence
groups. Note that relationships of this sort are new to the multi-family group settle-
ment pattern that emerged in the Nanti communities subsequent to their migration
to the Camisea River basin (see §1.2.2.6), and the mediating role of the peresetente
fills a gap that might otherwise exist in conflict resolution strategies. The pereseteNte
also mediates community-level relations — both between Montetoni and Nanti indi-
viduals from other communities; and between Montetoni and non-Nanti individuals
and institutions.

The pereseteNte also organizes community-level collaborative labor and sub-



sistence activities, including the periodic movement of the entire community, in
order to exploit new farming areas or to take advantage of superior village sites;®
the intermittent but regular clearing of village areas to impede forest encroachment;
and the occasional large-scale, village-wide fishing trip using either kogi poison or
fishing nets (see §1.2.1.3.2 below).

It merits mention that the pereseteNte has very little power to enforce his
opinions or decisions; rather, his effectiveness depends heavily on his ability to
persuade and convince others. As a result, he works to maintain a reputation for
fairness, and generally avoids taking stances that would be unpopular with the
majority of Nantis.

Two of the new specialist social roles in Nanti society on the Camisea River
have emerged in recent years in direct connection with the introduction of new
technology; these are the roles of communications radio operator (operatoro) and
health worker (poromotoro, from the Spanish promotor de salud ‘health promoter’).

Montetoni presently has two operatoro, both young men who are Migero’s
(biological or classificatory) sons. The operatoro are expected to turn on the ra-
dio each morning between 7:00 and 7:30 and make contact with the Matsigenka
communities within radio range. On rare occasions, Nantis need to communicate
information to individuals in these communities, but for the most part, the opera-
toro simply chats with the Matsigenka radio operators, sometimes picking up news
that they pass on to the pereseteNte and other community members.

The poromotoro is a considerably more demanding role, requiring medical
training from Ministry of Health personnel. The poromotoro keeps a small supply of
Western medicines, which he® dispenses to people who come seeking his assistance.

He also assists visiting medical teams and oversees the administration of courses of

8Montetoni has moved a short distance twice, once in 1999, and again in 2001.
9Thus far, every Nanti poromotoro has been a young adult man, due to the relative freedom and
mobility of this particular social group.



treatment recommended by visiting doctors, or by medical personal communicating

over the radio.

1.2.1.3 Subsistence and surplus

A considerable fraction of the waking hours of any Nanti individual’s life is devoted
to obtaining, preparing, and consuming food; or to manufacturing the tools and
tending to the resources necessary for doing so. Subsistence activities constitute
the topic of much everyday conversation and form the context of many social in-
teractions, making knowledge of this material basis of Nanti life indispensable for a
properly socially-situated understanding of Nanti discourse.

Nanti subsistence practices are based on a combination of farming, fishing,

hunting, and wild gathering of forest plant products and insects.

1.2.1.3.1 Farming Farming could be considered the basis of Nanti subsistence,
as garden products are always available, regardless of hunting or fishing success; in
fact, manioc is so essential a part of the diet that Nantis consider it harmful to eat
meat or fish without consuming manioc at the same time.'9

Nanti gardens generally consist of one-half to one hectare plots in which the
primary cultigen in manioc, although plantains, corn and taro are also important
crops. Nanti gardens have a productive life of approximately two years, and at
any given time a man is likely to have three of them: a newly cleared garden,
a productive garden (itsamaitira), and an older garden (magashipogo) from which
some items remain to be harvested. The current abundance of metal tools has
revolutionized Nanti farming practices on the Camisea, enabling Nantis to clear

large gardens with relative ease. The result in Montetoni has been a tremendous

abundance of garden produce, especially manioc, which in turn has allowed the

0Consider the verb root somaNk ‘to consume manioc with’.

10



Montetoni Nantis to considerably increase the frequency and size of manioc beer
feasts.

Agricultural labor is organized along gender lines: the clearing and planting
of gardens is considered to be exclusively men’s work,'! and weeding is mainly
performed by men. Harvesting, on the other hand, is mainly performed by women,
although men frequently accompany women in an assistant’s role. Gardens per se
are considered to be men’s property, but the produce is considered to be women’s
property. Currently in Montetoni, most adult men have