[ PRRPUSTAKAAN UNIVERSIT] MALAYA

The 2009
Seoul International Conference
on Linguistic Interfaces

(SICOLI-2009)

June 24-26, 2009, Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea

Co-hosting organizations:

The Linguistic Society of Korea

The Linguistic Society of Hong Kong

Yonsei University Korean Language and Literature Department's BK 21
The Korean Association for the Study of English Language and Linguistics
The Phonology-Morphology Circle of Korea

FERPUSTAKAAN UNIVERSITI MALA 4



s

7/8/2009




7/8/2009




7/8/2009




7/8/2009

J
[

Jnparliamentary discoul

subjugate women

men are nun

.t:é‘li

sompetitive
vulnerable

Interpersona




A\ o6\ T

7/8/2009

PERPUSTAKAAN UNIVERSITI MALA XA



SICOL-12009 Iksoo Kwon

Yonsei University, Seoul, Korea University of California, Berkeley
June 24-26, 2009 kwoniks@berkeley.edu

Please Confirm What I inferred: On the Korean Evidential Marker —Napo-

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. PHENOMENA IN FOCUS
(1) [Anormal utterance that does not contain the marker]
ku-ka  hakkyo-ey  ka-ess-a
he-Nom school-Loc  go-Past-Ending
“He went to school.”
- Simple description: direct evidence or indirect evidence

(2) [Finding him not in the room; with the marker —napo-]
ku-ka  hakkyo-ey  ka-ess-napo-a
he-Nom school-Loc  go-Past-napo-Ending
“(I can infer that) It seems that he went to school.”
- Inferential statement: when the speaker cannot see him going to school at present or
could not see him going to school in past.

< The marker functions as an inferential evidential marker which encodes source of
information in an indirect way.

(3) [Contrary to the interlocutors’ shared knowledge that he is not going to school,
seeing that he is on his way to school on the street,]
ku-ka hakkyo-ey ka-o-napo-a
he-Nom school-Loc  go-¢-napo-Ending
“(Ob/ Apparently/ 1 guess, I can infer that) It seems that he goes (will go) to
school.”

- Surprise/Unexpectedness: Extended usage of the marker

(4) [When a student explained what happened last night to his advisor, who was too
drunk to remember anything last night,]
ecey sensayingnim-kkeyse ~ manhi  chwiha-si-ess-*(napo-)e-yo.
yesterday teacher-Nom [Hon] much be.drunk-Hon-Past-napo-Ending-Hon
“(I can infer that) It seems that you were drunk too much.”
- Politeness Strategy

1.2. THE AIMS OF THE PAPER

[1] To introduce —Napo- as an inferential evidential marker by showing its major
characteristics, which has not been studied previously.

[2] To show that the marker also encodes a mirative function (DeLancey 1999) that
releases new information to the addressee and that can be used as a politeness strategy.

[3] By looking into its grammaticalization process, to argue that the various semantic
functions of the marker are cognitively interrelated and that in the core of the
interrelation lies pragmatic tactic using the speaker’s inference, and

[4] To discuss relevant issues regarding mirative/inferential distinction, relationship
with the other mirative marker -kwun, and its distancing strategy.

2. BACKGROUND: EVIDENTIALITY IN GENERAL AND IN KOREAN
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Korean Evidential Marker —Napo- Tksoo Kwon

2.1. EVIDENTIALITY IN GENERAL

[1] Definition: Linguistic devices that mark and specify type of the evidence on which a
statement is based—whether the speaker saw it, or heard it, or inferred it from
indirect evidence, or learnt it from someone else (Aikhenvald 2003 1).

< The semantic ‘core’ of evidential is source of information.

[2] Controversy (Aikhenvald 2003: 19)
a. ‘Broad sense’ by Chafe’s (1986: 271) as marking speaker’s aftitude towards his/her
knowledge of reality
b. “Narrow sense’ as marking the source of such knowledge.

[3] Typology
a. Two broad types (Aikhenvald 2003: 3)

[a] Indirectives: Those which state the existence of a source for the evidence
without specifying it; ‘by reference to its reception by a conscious subject.” (e.g.
Turkic and a number of Iranian and Finno-Ugric languages and possibly Korean).

[b] Directives: Those which specify the kind of evidence—be it visually obtained,
based on inference, or reported information.

2.2. EVIDENTIALITY IN KOREAN

[1] Controversy: Does zero-evidential exist?
“An analytic problem that arises in these cases is whether the zero marked form
should be considered a term in an obligatory system, or whether the system
(including no zero term) should be said to apply optionally” (Aikhenvald 2003: 7).

< Chung (2006, 2007) argued that Korean evidential system is obligatory

[2] Tense-Sensitive Systems: The choice of an evidentiality subsystem may depend on a
choice made in the tense system or in the mood system (cf Aikhenvald & Dixon
1998; Aikhenvald 2003: 9).

[3] Tentative Evidential System of Korean (including periphrastic expressions;
parameterized by source of information)

Direct Indirect (Inferred) Reported/Hearsay
-tela (retrospective), -napo-, -n moyang-, -ko ha-
-ney (simultaneity) -n kes kath-, -n tusha- -lako ha- > -lay-
-kathi + perception verbs -tako ha- > -tay-
-chelem + perception verbs
-tus + perception verbs
[4] Problems
a. There have been no systematic accounts covering an overall picture of its

evidential system.
b. There even seems to be an undiscovered evidential marker: an inferential
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(13) [Contrary to the expectation that it’s not raining, looking out the window and
seeing it’s raining,]
pakk-ey pi-ka o-napo-a
outside-Loc rain-Nom come-napo-Ending
“(Oh/ Apparently/ I guess, I can infer that) It seems that it is raining outside.”

a. The marker can be licensed only when the event that is talked about is unexpected.
b. Notice that mirativity is more emphasized in (13) than in (12).

(14) [When the speaker has just inferred and realized that the addressee will receive
a prize,]
ney-ka sang-ul tha-ess-napo-a
you-Nom prize-Acc get-Past-napo-ending
“(Apparently, it seems that) You got the prize!”

[2] Contrastive Examples regarding specificity of the referred entity:

(15a) cip-ey koyangi-ka iss-e

house-Loc cat-Nom be-ending

“There is a cat in the house.” [specific] or “I have a cat in my house”
(15b) cip-ey koyangi-ka iss-napo-a

house-Loc cat-Nom be-napo-ending

“There is a cat in the house.” [non-specific]

2.3.2 POLITENESS STRATEGY
[1] The marker can be used in politeness strategy neutralizing the speaker’s
assertiveness:

(16) [When a student explained what happened last night to his advisor, who was too
drunk to remember anything last night,]
ecey sensayingnim-kkeyse ~ manhi chwiha-si-ess-*(napo-)e-yo.
yesterday teacher-Nom [Hon] much be.drunk-Hon-Past-nape-Ending-Hon
“(I can infer that) It seems that you were drunk too much.”

a. Pretending not to directly perceive what is referred to and making the addressee
check it, even though she has certainty about the information.

b. Part of the pragmatic tactics is related to the marker’s inferential function and the
other part of it is related to the marker’s mirative function here.

[2] Interim Summary: Marking indirect source of information and inferring new
information based on the indirect source via a pragmatic tactic inducing the addressee
to determine validity of the information.

3. GRAMMATICALIZATION OF -NAPO

3.1. THE FIRST STAGE: ‘SEE WHETHER’

[1] Lexical meanings of the two morphemes in —napo- are preserved: the utterance will
ask the addressee to see whether the event occurs or not:

VYWVTVM TTTCWTATNN NVVYVISNITRS

Korean Evidential Marker —~Napo- Tksoo Kwon
(17) ku-ka hakkyo-ey  ka-na po-a
he-Nom  school-Loc go-whether  see-Imp
“See whether he goes to school.”

a. A pragmatic tactic: If the speaker asked the addressee to see and to confirm
whether the event really occurs, responsibility for the validity of the information
shifts from the speaker to the addressee.

b. Notice that -na ‘whether’ and po- ‘see’ are used when the speaker has a neutral
stance toward occurrence of the referred event and is to strongly induce the hearer to
confirm it.

[2] A tag-question phrase kuleh-ci? [be.such-Commital marker] ‘right?’ cannot be
licensed at the end of the sentence.

[3] Hanpen [one.time] ‘once’ can be inserted between them. This shows that —na and
po- are not amalgamated yet and they did not enter into the grammaticalization yet.

3.2. THE SECOND STAGE: CONTEXT INDUCED REINTERPRETATION

[1] Grammaticalization process kicks in at this stage, which is supported by the fact that
this particular stage includes some cases where Context Induced Reinterpretation
(Heine et al. 1991) occurs.

(18) (a) [The speaker asks the addressee to monitor her presentation,]
nay-ka cal  ha-na po-a
I-Nom  well do-whether see-Imp
“See whether I'm doing well.”

(b) [The speaker is confident that she will be doing a great job, invites the
addressee to look at her, and proves that her inference is right]

nay-ka cal ha-na po-a

I-Nom well  do-whether  see-Imp

“See how well I'll do.”

a. (18b), the speaker’s stance toward the event becomes positive, gets stronger and
the strong inducement which is implied by (18a) gets bleached, i.e. the addressee
does not have to respond to the utterance.

b. Pragmatic inference is still in effect (Persistence; Hopper 1991) and the speaker
tries to invite the addressee to look at how well she will do and to prove that her
inference is right. Thus, inferential property is more or less involved in this stage.

[2] A tag-question still cannot be licensed at the end of the sentence, since the utterance
is used with an imperative marker.

[3] Since the two morphemes are not completely grammaticalized yet, hanpen
[one.time] ‘once’ can mark the edge between them.
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(24) kwuk-i com  cca-kwun-a
soup-Nom alittle be.salty-kwun-ending
“(Apparently) this soup is salty.”

(25) kwuk-i com o.naa.g\ -a
soup-Nom alittle be.salty-napo-ending
“(Apparently) this soup is salty.”

a. When we are talking about a consequence, not a cause of the consequence, (24) is a
more prototypical mirative than (25).

b. (24) encodes the speaker’s assertive and conclusive attitude toward the information.

C. (24) can be used as a soliloquy something like self-exclamation, whereas (25)
should have an addressee for the speaker to interact with.

[3] Even though -napo can encode mirativity as well as inferences just like the other
marker, it is not as much specialized as the other marker —kwun in terms of mirativity

< Different degree of the speaker’s belief that the markers encode:
a. -Kwun encodes the speaker’s stronger belief about the inferred information
b. —Napo encodes less stronger belief about it by employing a pragmatic tactic of
inducement of the addressee.

4.3 UNDERLYING COGNITIVE MECHANISM: DISTANCING STRATEGY
[1] Cognitive Functions
a. The speaker has indirect access to the information and the validity of the
information is determined by the addressee (Mirativity; Subjectification).
b. The speaker invites the addressee to look at the information and shows/proves that
what the speaker believes about the information is right (Politeness Strategy).

[2] Distancing Strategy
(26) [The speaker is scheduled to meet her friend, but she feels sick. She feels sorry
about not being able to keep the promise and tries to apologize her friend for
that and saying: ]
nay-ka aphu-n-kapo-a
I-Nom be.sick-Conn-napo-a
“(I can infer that) It seems that I'm sick.”

a. The speaker objectifies himself/herself for some reason: the speaker tries to excuse
himself/herself for the case politely. It involves a flouting tactic aiming to hedge the
speaker’s assertiveness.

b. Cognitive mechanisms underlying the usages of the marker —napo- stem from the
speaker’s effort to distance herself/himself from the event in question exploiting the
indirective semantics originated from the original lexical items and the speaker’s
pragmatic tactic.

! _kapo is an allomorph of morpheme —napo-, which appears after adjectives in principle.

Korean Evidential Marker —Napo- Tksoo Kwon

5. Conclusion

[1] The Korean marker —nagpo- is an inferential evidential marker, considering its
general properties and unique properties

[2] The marker can have a mirative function that releases new information to the
addressee and can be coupled with inferential characteristics that can be employed in
politeness strategy in Korean.

[3] This paper argued that all the functions are cognitively interrelated, following
DeLancey’s assumption that inferentials, evidentials, and miratives are semantically
related, and that in the core of the interrelation lies pragmatic tactic using the
speaker’s inference and distancing based on indirective meanings of the morpheme.
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