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1 Question and Scope

Cooperative assertion is known to be grounded in
a strong veridical commitment and to fulfill Veridi-
cality Principle : one must assert p if and only if
one believes or knows p to be true (see a.o. Searle
(1975), Grice (1975), Bach and Harnish, (1984),
Davidson (1985), Vanderveken (1990), Harnish
(1994), Williamson (1996), Portner (2018), Gian-
nakidou and Mari (2021a), Lauer (2013))

Assertions moreover aim at adding p to the com-
mon ground (see a.o. Stalnaker, (1978), (2002);
Clark & Brennan, (1991), Traum (1994), Beyssade
and Marandin, (2009), Farkas & Bruce (2010),
Krifka (2015), Geurts (2019)). Grounding p in
common knowledge is the result of a mutual accep-
tance phenomena (Clark & Brennan, (1991)) which
can be facilitated by different strategies, including
indicating one evidence for p (Grice (1975)).

Inherent credibility has been associated with dif-
ferent types of evidence marked within the dis-
course (both direct and indirect) (see, e.g., de
Haan (1999), Faller (2002)). It has been acknowl-
edged that the type of evidence might influence
the groundedness level of p. For example, indi-
rect evidence could weaken a strong veridical com-
mitment as it is considered weak (see Karttunen
(1972), Faller (2002), Krifka (2023)).

In this study we propose to analyze the relation-
ships between the type of evidence and the degree
of strenght of veridical commitment for assertive
statements on X (formerly known as Twitter).

In a recent strand of research, it has been ac-
knowledged that grounding and marking evidence
in a discourse might evolve depending on the
conversational medium studied (Clark & Brennan
(1991)) because of the different constraints and
norms of the conversation. We claim that there are
new discourse constraints governing social media
: a specific algorithm (which discriminates the in-
formation disseminated), a delocalization of the

utterance situation, and the use of extralinguistic
tools (hyperlinks, #, mention @).

To conduct this survey, we did an empirical study
on a corpus of French tweets disseminated online
during different ecological crisis (collected by Ko-
zlowski et al (2020), then augmented by Bourgon
et al. (2022)) (fires, hurricanes, storms, flooding
etc).

We observe a significant markedness of evidence
in our corpus and a strong correlation between Re-
layed evidence and Assertive statements (or Bare
assertions).

We propose to analyze these apparently uncoop-
erative Assertions grounded in Relayed evidence.
We claim that the Gricean model is too limited to
interpret them and that the norms governing the
production of cooperative assertions and of the
marking of evidence are redefined on X.

We offer to analyze three new norms governing
online discourse on X : (i) Introduce a topic or
sustain interest in it, (ii) Mark affiliation to a social
group, (iii) Veridicality Picture (following the tra-
ditional picture) - the first two norms need a new
definition of cooperativity as not only adding p to
the common knowledge of the participants but also
as signalling affiliation to a specific group or as
indicating the degree of relevance of p on X.

2 Data

Our study relies on a French ecological crises cor-
pus of 13, 378 tweets gathered in 2019 (Kozlowski
et al. (2020), Laurenti et al. (2022)) and already
annotated for speech acts categories: Assertives,
Subjectives, Interrogatives, Jussives following Lau-
renti et al. (2022)’s framework. We will primar-
ily focus on Assertives statements which are bare
declarative sentences with no mark of subjectivity
(no hedges, epistemic modals, or perspectival ele-
ments such as ‘I believe, in my opinion’, predicates
of personal taste) (see (1)). Assertives in this view
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convey the stronger veridical commitment (Gian-
nakidou & Mari 2021a,b) and aim to add p to the
common ground.

Relying on several categorizations of evidential-
ity (Aikhenvald (2004), Willett (1988)), including
those discussed in the NLP literature (a.o. Castillo
et al. (2011), Zahra et al. (2020)), we identified
four main type of evidence : Direct, Relayed, Loose
sources and Lack of testimony.

We will study more in depth the two Reported
evidence : Relayed (1) and Loose Source (2). Re-
layed evidence on social media is conveyed by ex-
tralinguistic markers of information source, most
notably hyperlink, mention (@) and less frequently
#sourcename. Loose sources are marked with a
mere # where related information can be found,
without a precise link leading to the source of the
information conveyed.

(1) Relayed : Reported evidence: des rafales
de vent jusqu’à 110 km/h attendues dans
l’Yonne
http://ift.tt/2EAdBaJ
Wind gust up to 110km/h expected in
Yonnes

(2) Loose sources : Reported evidence:
#VentViolent cette nuit : forte migration de
Normands vers l’Alsace ...
#ViolentWind tonight: strong migration
from Normandy to Alsace

The annotation of evidence was performed by
two annotators with a kappa of 0.7.

We found that the most frequent category is Re-
layed which accounts for 62.64% (see 1). We also
studied the correlations between speech acts cat-
egories (and especially Assertive statements) and
Evidence type categories (see Table 1 for the posi-
tive correlations between speech act and evidence
type). We observed that Assertive statements are
highly correlated to Relayed evidence and that
Loose Sources are dispreferred for Assertive State-
ments. Furthermore, we found a high markedness
of information source with 65, 37% of the tweets
(on a sample of 1000 tweets).

Evidentiality Assertive Subjective Interrogative Jussive Total
Direct 123 (3.92%) 75 (2.39%) 6 (0.19%) 17 (0.54%) 221 (7.04 %)
Relayed 1442 (45.97%) 161 (5.13%) 33 (1.05%) 326 (10.39%) 1962 (62.64%)
Loose Sources 150 (4.78%) 217 (6.92%) 26 (0.83%) 22 (0.70%) 415 (13.23%)
No Testimony 177 (5.64%) 235 (7.49%) 31 (0.99%) 96 (3.06%) 539 (17.18%)
Total 1892 (60.31%) 688 (21.93%) 96 (3.06%) 461 (14.70%) 3137 (100%)

Table 1: Evidence type vs Speech Acts

3 Discussion

The strong correlation between Relayed evidence
and Assertive statements is a puzzle if we interpret
them in the traditional picture of cooperativity (ie
the transmission of truthful content with the aim to
add it to the common ground) (a.o. Grice (1975)).

We observed that a strong veridical commitment
(in assertive statements) can be anchored on X us-
ing different types of evidence: direct evidence
(pictures or video), relayed evidence (hyperlinks,
mentions @, #), loose evidence, or no evidence at
all. As the threshold for evidence seems to become
more lax, relayed evidence appears to be the pre-
ferred type of evidence to ground strong veridical
commitments.

We propose that this phenomenon is not a case
of uncooperative discourse (as discussed by Frank-
furt (2005), Oswald et al. (2016), and Meibauer
(2019)) but that it rather fulfills a new definition
of cooperativity. We claim that online discourse is
governed by three new norms that have emerged
due to their unique constraints and features (spe-
cific algorithms, the delocalization of the utterance
situation, and the extensive use of various extralin-
guistic tools).

The first norm is the Veridicality Picture (or tra-
ditional picture). Assertions aim to add a truthful
p to the common ground and are associated with
specific evidence, which is chosen based on the
speaker’s evaluation of its trustworthiness (rather
than an inherent reliability associated with its type).
The second norm is to Sustain a Topic: assertive
statements aim to introduce a topic for discussion
or to sustain interest in it. We propose that the use
of extralinguistic tools, regardless of their function
or content, aims to fulfill this goal. The third norm
is to Mark Affiliation to a Social Group: choosing
to discuss a specific topic and indicate specific ev-
idence is a way to emphasize one’s belonging to
a particular community (ideological, social, politi-
cal).
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