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Evidence, Perception, Assessment, and Viewpoints: A Cognitive Semanticists’
Approach to the Korean Evidentiality Constructions

Iksoo Kwon (Hankuk University of Foreign Studies)

Although evidentiality phenomena have generated much interest and discussion in the field of linguistics as
a whole, evidentiality had not yet received much in-depth treatment within cognitivist frameworks — despite
the rich possibilities it offers for exploring topics of interest to cognitive linguistics, such as viewpoint and
subjectivity. As a cognitive linguist, who believe there is a close relationship between language
understanding and conceptual structures evoked by linguistic stimuli, | believe that evidentiality is
particularly in need of such a treatment, given that it cannot be analyzed without considering cognizers’
perception and assessment of evidence and the effects of viewpoint (Kwon 2012a). Cognitive linguistic
approaches such as mental spaces theory, construction grammar, image schema modeling, and simulation
semantics provide a very promising basis for capturing what it is that human beings, as cognizers and
interlocutors, are doing “behind the scenes” to construe evidential constructions, because the construal of
the constructions requires one to understand the interaction between a covert viewpoint (the speaker) and
an overt viewpoint (the protagonist or grammatical subject).

The central focus of this talk will be the functional analysis of the evidentiality system in Korean using
the frameworks of cognitivist semantics and construction grammar. In this talk, | will pose answers to the
following questions:

- What are the regular markers of evidentiality in Korean, and what are the functions of those
markers?
- How does the analysis of evidentiality depend on an understanding of viewpoint? What kind of
analysis of viewpoint will best support an understanding of evidentiality?
In this talk, | argue that the Korean grammar has a distinct grammatical system for evidentiality. Starting
from the assumption that meanings and functions should be foremost in linguistic analysis, this talk will
examine three morphological elements | identify as potential evidential markers, and show that evidentiality
is indeed their primary function: -te- indicates firsthand evidentiality (Kwon In print), -napo- indicates
inferential evidentiality (Kwon 2012b), and -ay indicates quotative or reportive evidentiality (Kwon 2011a).

To answer the second question, | will give detailed descriptions of these three evidential markers from
the perspectives of multiple frameworks within the field of cognitive linguistics including mental spaces
theory (Fauconnier and Sweetser 1996, Fauconnier 1997; Dancygier and Sweetser 2005, 2012), image
schemas (Sweetser 1990, Kwon 2011b), and simulation semantics (Bergen and Chang 2005; Feldman
2006; Lakoff 2008). These descriptions will highlight the fact that the nature of Korean evidential markers

cannot be understood without first understanding how the deictic setting of the origo’s sensory perceptions,

5)



conceptualization processes, and subjective assessment of the relevant focal events affect her hearer’s
construal of her utterance — i.e., without understanding the ubiquitous effects of viewpoint. The importance
of viewpoint will, in turn, be used to motivate my use of these cognitive approaches. This talk also includes
discussion of implications of a simulation experiment with regard to the aforementioned conceptual

structures evoked by the Korean evidentiality constructions (Kwon accepted).
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Temporal Constraints on the Meaning of Evidentiality

Jungmee Lee (Seoul National University of Science and Technology)

In this talk | will explore how the meaning of evidentiality is temporally constrained, by investigating the
meaning of Korean evidential sentences with —te. Unlike evidential sentences in languages that have been
formally analyzed, e.g. Cuzco Quechua (Faller 2002) and Cheyenne (Murray 2010), Korean evidential
sentences with —te are compatible with both direct and indirect evidence types. | account for the availability
of both direct and indirect evidential readings in terms of the variable temporal relation between relevant
eventualities. | show that this temporal relation is compositionally determined by the interaction between —
te and tense, and that it in turn constrains possible (direct vs. indirect) evidence types. | also provide
empirical evidence for the modal meaning contributions of —te sentences, and develop a formal analysis in
terms of Kratzer's modal theory.
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Korean Direct Evidential —te- and Lexical Aspect of Predicates:
A Preliminary Study

Dongsik Lim (Hongik University)

Previous formal semantic studies on Korean ending '-te-', such as Chung K.-S. (2005, 2007) and Lee J.
(2011, 2012), mainly focus on the interaction between tense/mood markers and '-te-', and have tried to

solve the following “puzzle'

(1) The apparent puzzle of '-te-'

a. -te- without any tense marker introduces the implication that the speaker has direct perceptive evidence
re. the prejacent (or the proposition under the scope of '-te-', so to speak), whereas;

b. -te- with any tense/mood marker (such as so-called past '-ess-' or future '-keyss-') introduces the

implication that the speaker has inferential evidence re. the prejacent.

However, examples given in (2) seem to propose that the generalization in (1) is somewhat misguided.
First, (2a) carries the implication that the speaker infers the prejacent given her direct perceptive evidence,
although there is no tense marker (pointed out by Lee C. 2011; Lim 2012; Lim and Lee C. 2012, among
others: contra 1a), and (2b) carries the implication that the speaker directly perceived the eventuality

denoted by the prejacent, although the tense marker '-ess-' is used (contra 1b).



(2) a.  John-i taum cwu hakhoy-eyse  nonmwun-ul palphyoha-te-la.

John-Nom next week conference-Loc paper-Acc present-te-Decl
‘John will present a paper in the conference next week.'

Implication: the speaker infers that John will present a paper in the conference next week based on

what she saw.

b. John-i ecey ppalkan syechu-lul ip-ess-te-la.

John-Nom yesterday red shirt-Acc wear-Past-te-Decl
‘John wore a red shirt yesterday.'
Implication: the speaker saw that John wore a red shirt yesterday.

Furthermore, the same situation can be described either with “-te-' and a tense marker, or only with "-te-'
(i.e. without any tense), with different predicates. Suppose that a speaker directly perceived that the floor is
full of water. Then she can either say (3a) or (3b). Note that in (3a) the tenseless form is unacceptable

whereas in (3b) the tensed form is unacceptable:

(3)a. patak-i mwul-lo cec-ess-te-la./??cec-te-la.
floor-Nom water-with got.wet-Past-te-Decl/got.wet-te-Decl
(lit.) ‘(I saw that) the floor got wet.'
b. patak-ey mwul-i hungkenha-te-la./??hungkenha-ess-te-la
floor-Loc water-Nom full.of.water-te-Decl/full.of water-Past-te-Decl

(lit.) (I saw that) the water is full on the floor.’

Based on the data like (2b) and (3), in this (very) preliminary study | will investigate the possibility that "-te-'
may interact not only with tense/mood morphemes, but also the aspectual properties of the predicate. To
do so | will survey how the implication introduced by "-te-' differs depending on predicates with different
aspectual properties, try to see whether we can make any generalization, and if so try to give a formal
analysis to it. If this preliminary study is successful, we may also have some general idea of what the (true)

nature of “direct perceptive evidence' indicated by the so-called direct perceptive evidential marker "-te-' is.
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