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Abstract:

Evidentiality is often defined as the grammaticadams of expressing informati@ource
This paper argues for a broader definition of ewidds, as close work documenting
languages has shown that simply saying evidentresk source of information does not
capture all of the actual uses of evidential magkifihe paper discusses other aspects that
need to be taken account of in any full discusérthe use of evidential marking, in
particular the speaker’s access to information jistt source), plus the subjective strategy or
perspective of the speaker in representing a piaticstate of affairs. The notion of ‘source’
in this paper is used in a restricted sense to npeamarily a verbal source of information
(reported information) and is distinguished frontcess’, which refers to the non-verbal
access to information (sensory, inferential, etcluding the sensory access to verbal source)
available to the speaker, though marking of soame access may appear together. Given
this distinction the paper proposes a new definiabevidential markingthe representation

of source and access to information according to éhspeaker’s perspective and strategy.
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0. INTRODUCTION

Evidentiality is often defined as the grammaticakams of expressing
informationsource(e.g. Aikhenvald 2004: xi, 1Jn a way every language has
lexical and/or grammatical means to mark evideityiahowever only about
one quarter of the world’s languages have obligatoarking of evidentiality,
and the geographic distribution is uneven: comp$gstems for marking
evidentiality are found among Tibeto-Burman, Norfkmerican, South
American, and Caucasian languages, and less comgltems are found in
Austronesian, Slavic, Turkic, Indo-Iranian, Austial and Finno-Ugrian
languages, but evidential marking is almost conghfebsent from Africa.

There is already a body of literature includingdepth descriptions of
individual systems and some typological surveys (e latter see Chafe and
Nichols 1986; Guentchéva 1996TBA 24(1) Special Issue on Person and
Evidence in Himalayan Languages; Aikhenvald 2008112 Aikhenvald &
LaPolla 2007 and the papers in that special iss2%2)) of LTBA on
evidentials); Guentchéva & Landaburu 2007).

We intend to use a broader definition of evidestidlan the one given
above, as close work documenting languages hasnshioat simply saying
evidentials mark source of information does notwagpall of the actual uses of
evidential marking. In this paper we will discudber aspects that need to be
taken account of in any full discussion of the w$esvidential marking, in
particular the speaker's access to information (just source), plus the
subjective strategy or perspective of the speakerepresenting a particular
state of affairs. The notion of ‘source’ in thispea is used in a restricted sense
to mean primarily a verbal source of informatioap@rted information) and is
distinguished from ‘access’, which refers to then+verbal access to
information (sensory, inferential, etc., includitite sensory access to verbal
source) available to the speaker, though, as wesaal in Section 1, marking of
source and access may appear together. Givenistirsectlon and the factors we
will discuss below, we would like to propose a ndefinition of evidential
marking:the representation of source and access to informanh according
to the speaker’s perspective and strategy.

1. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN SOURCE AND ACCESS TO
INFORMATION

The basic system of copulda Standard Tibetan exhibits three categoryest
‘egophoric’ or ‘personal’’dug ‘sensory’;yod-red ‘factual®.

! Example (1) illustrates the existential copulag; three categories are also expressed by the
equational copulagin ‘egophoric’,red-bzhagsensory (inferential) anced ‘factual’.

2 Yod-redis sometimes writteyog-red(to render the pronunciation) wod-pa-red(a literary
variant), but this latter form is also used in $t@m Tibetan with a different meaning (see
Tournadre and Dorje 2003).



1) a miyod ‘I have somebody (with me)’ (egophoric)
b. mi'dug ‘Thereis somebody’ (sensory or testimonial)
C.

mi yod-red ‘There is somebody’ (it's a faét)

In the case of (1b)dug may refer to visual access but also auditory ac@es
hear people talking behind the door). It can img@ple refer to information
obtained through other senses (tactile, olfact@ystative): for example,
crawling in the dark and looking for a place toeglethe speaker could say
‘dug because she has touched a body. Even if thispnetation is not the
habitual one, in some situations such as the oseritbed above, it becomes the
only correct interpretation (since the speaker mawisual information in the
complete darkness).

In much of the literature it is assumed that evigdds simply markobjective
source In fact it can be shown that there is a larggeaiive component, in that
what is expressed in the use of particular evidémtiarkers is the speaker’s
representation of hexccesgo the information represented in the utteranee (s
Michael 2007, 2008; Tournadre 2008). Access plafisndamental role in the
use of evidential marking, but this factor has maeived sufficient attention in
the literature. The speaker may be the primaryof information in very
different ways depending on her access to the aatemformation. It may be
through thesensory channelf the five senses of sight, sound, touch, smell,
and taste. But sensory access also incltidedopathic”® sensations (or inner
sensations) such as cold, pain and hunger, asaw@&motions such as fear and
anger. Endopathic access is normally marked ugiegsame markers as the
sensory markers but they are used wittpérson rather thar'2or 3% person
actors and experiencers (cf. exx. (3), (4) and&dw). Another type of access,
which has not received attention until now, is tbacept of'self-awareness”®
If a person is sitting on her bed in the dark ia thiddle of the night and asked
by her partner what she is doing, she may answem'’ thinking about my
project’. The speaker’s access is not sensory sinis in the dark and it is a
mental activity) and only possible through the &eea “self awareness”. The

% For the sake of comparison with other Sino-Tibemuages, the examples are in the
reconstructed classical orthography (in Wylie ttastion), which allows us to recover the
actual pronunciation through regular derivationtha same way that Lhasa Tibetan is often
presented in the Wylie transliteration. All the ex#es in Section 1 are in Standard Tibetan.
These examples, and those from other Tibetic vesieh Section 2, were collected by
Tournadre. For a discussion of Tibetic languages,T®ournadre 2014.

* Tibetan does not have grammatical number, soehtesces could also be translated as ‘I
have people (with me)’ or ‘There are people’.

®> A term coined by Tournadre (1996: 226).

® Cf. Annie Montaut's proposal in a forthcoming el¢i that the notion of conscious
awareness or reflexive intellectual consciousnessimportant for understanding the
grammaticalization of some complex predicates imdHi



category of self-awareness is grammaticalisedeasphoric” ’

knowledge” in some Tibetic languages (see Tournadgs).

or “personal

2) nga bsam.blo btang-gi.yod
1sg#Bs reflexion  \V-IMPF+EGC’
‘I am thinking (about it)’

The egophoric markers may serve to indicate a ¢y@ecess (as in (1)) such as
“self-awareness”, however, more broadly, the fuorcof the egophoric marker
IS to indicate personal knowledge.

Some languages distinguish various types of acieds as visual, auditory,
or inferential, as shown by Aikhenvald (2004). lom® cases, the same
evidential marker may be used to indicate varioyses of access to
information. This is the case for example in Stadd&ibetan, where the
sensory markefdug is used to mark information access related to the f
senses but also to endopathic sensation. Howédneegrdopathic use appears in
a different context. Let us compare (3) with (49 &5) below:

3) mi 'dug
person eXISt$ENS
‘there is somebody’

The most frequent sensory access is visual, botay also be auditory (the
speaker heard somebody talking behind the door)emsdirequently tactile (the
speaker felt by touching that there is somebodgpshg in the dark) or even
olfactory (a strong smell tells the speaker abotuman presence!). In these
cases of sensory access, the maikeg normally occurs with @ or 3° person
actors/experiencers, as in (3). However in the edsendopathic access, the
same markedug normally only occurs with a*Iperson experiencer:

4) nga grod.khog ltogs-kyi.'dtig
1sg+ABS stomach hungrgTAT+ENDO
‘I am hungry.’

"The term “egophoric” was proposed by Hagége (198%) applied to Tibetan ten years
later (Tournadre 1992) with a very different meaniaccording to Hagege (1982: 100), “le
systeme de I'égophore [est] une propriété capidatkénoncés linguistiques [qui sont] ancrés
sur la situation d’énonciation. Au centre, celui tgs profere, le locuteur egg qu'il se
nomme ou non par un «jex» explicite, est le pointafiérence.”

8 Abbreviations: EGO: egophoric; HS: hearsay; SGigsiar; STAT: stative; ENDO:
endopathic; EZFezafe(refers to the unstressed morpheme in Pevgiach appears between
the head of a phrase and certain modifiers and mgnts following the head); ); PP: past
participle; PST: past; REL: relator; SENS: sensdfy: Light Verb; NMLZ: nominalizer;
NVSENS: non-visual sensory.

°In the Lhasa variety of Standard Tibetan, the lanyi ‘dug is sometimes dropped in
affirmative assertions but it always appears inatigg sentences and questions.



5) nga mgo na-gi.'dug
1sg#BS head be.SiCISTAT+ENDO
‘I have a headache’

In cases involving the five senses (nhon-endopathbiservations), the
phenomenon may be observed by people other thasptaker who share the
same environment, but when the access is throudbpathic sensation or self-
awareness, the access is specific to the speakerexample, relative to the
statements in (6a) and (7a), anyone watching ¢cingasan confirm the truth of
the observation:

6) a. Khongtsho-s pha.gir chang ‘thung-gi.'dug.
3plERG over.there beer  drinkFAT+SENS
‘They are drinking beer over there’ (I see theimking beer).

b. khongtsho-s pha.gir chang ‘thung-gi.'dug-ga
3plERG over.there beer drink¥AT+SENSTAG
‘They are drinking beer, aren’t they?’

7) a. zhim.po 'dug
good  exiStBENS
‘It's tasty’

b. zhim.po 'dug-ga
good SENSTAG
‘It's tasty, isn't it?’

In the case of endopathic sensation or “self-anesghwith verbs of (inner)
sensation or affectdug refers to the i person experiencer and her subjective
experience. This experience is NOT sharable; tlealsgy generally would not
use a tag to seek the confirmation of the hearer:

8) a. nga mgo na-gi.'dug
1sg#Bs head  be.siclsTAT+ENDO
‘| have a headache.’

b. ??nga mgo na-gi.'dug-ga
1sg#Bs head be.SiCISTAT+ENDO-TAG
‘| have a headache, don't 17?’

This aspect of access to information is sometirakk®d about as “epistemic
authority”, the right of a speaker, for exampletalx about the internal states of
others. Many languages do not allow a speakeikaligectly about the internal
states of others. For example, in some languagesam use a direct evidential
to say ‘| am afraid of the dog’ (endopathic semsgtbut one cannot use a direct



evidential marker to say ‘He is afraid of the ddgécause the emotion is not
directly perceivable to the speaker. One can oSl an inferential sensory
marker based on the visible consequences of fedr &si his body shaking and
the look on his face. In Japanese one can usedhdesiderative suffix on a
verb (e.gnomi-tai ‘want to drink’) if speaking about one’s own desiy but not

In making statements about other people’s desaef e speaker does not have
the epistemic authority to do so. But in asking wegsiion, the speaker can
anticipate the answer of the addressee and udertinethat the addressee will
use in responding to the questictai in Japanese or an egophoric form in a
complex evidential system).

We have seen earlier that some Tibetic languages tpammaticalised the
very specific categories of “egophoric” and “endiype. Another rare and
specific phenomenon related to the evidential systef the Tibetic family is
the so called “anticipation rule”. Although thishasiour is cross-linguistically
rare, it tells us a lot about the complex functimnof evidential systems. The
anticipation rule states that whenever the speakks a direct question of the
hearer, she should anticipate the access/sourdaldgdo the hearer and select
the evidential auxiliary/copula accordingly. Theaher will often answer using
the same auxiliary/copula as in the question buish®t obliged to. Thus for
example when asking the hearer about his interdtiondeliberate activity the
guestion should contain the egophoric marker becdhs speaker has to
anticipate that it is the access/source that wilubed by the hearer (as in ex. 2):

9) khyed.rang-(gis)ga.re byed-kyi.yod
2sg-ERO'  what domPF+EGO
‘What are you doing?’

If the speaker asks the question “What am | doing®&n showing the
hearer a trick with her hand, the speaker shoutdtlus sensory mark&tug, as
in (10), anticipating that the person watching trezk will draw information
from the visual access.

10) nga-s ga.re byed-kyi.'dug
1sgERG what dOWPF+SENS
‘What am | doing?"*

In order to ask a question that would lead to aswan such as (5), “Do you
have a headache?”, one should use the endopattili@gudugin the question,
because one has to anticipate that the hearer&ssto information about his
headache will be a sensory endopathic one. In suickential systems, asking a

19 The ergative marking is optional here and if useshtes a contrastive emphasis. See
DeLancey 2011.

1 If the speaker asks the same question to hetkelfquestion #ga-s ga re byed-kyi.’dug
would not be acceptable.



guestion is much more complicated than answeringuastion (from a
grammatical point of view) since the answer can agbv “copy” the
copula/auxiliary used in the question.

The speaker’s access may be “direct” through sgnsenceptions (and self-
awareness) as mentioned above or ‘“indirect” throwginious types of
inferences (inferences based on sensory percepbiohgarsay). The speaker
may also base her statement on her encyclopaedwl&dge or specific “stored
experience” directly available to her.

In all these cases, the speaker (S°) remains regperfor the information,
and marks the utterance with a form that repredbet&ind of access. We can
represent the speaker’'s access to information &s)"An the case where the
speaker bases her statement on a second-hand,soergeported speech or
reported information in written form or in sign tarage, the reported person
(S is responsible for his statement, and the regartterance normally will be
marked according to the access thatal at the time he made the utterance. In
some cases the reported person (®y also be quoting someone else and thus
refer to a second source’Sthe utterance of whom would also be marked for
access. That is, each speaker in the chain maglsagparticular type of access
to information, and so there is a layering of ewithd marking. Let's us
illustrate this with the following example:

11) mdang.dgong grongs-song lab-song
Yesterday.night die(HRST-SENSHPST say+PST-SENSHPST
(Jampel Yeshe) died yesterday night, he said @nsom who reported
the death saw him dying)

The first occurrence afong (sensory evidential; the past tense equivalent of
'dug) is related to the reported speaké&nhile the second occurrence indicates
the actual speaker’s sensory access to informéiom was a witness when the
person reported the facf).

We can represent access formulaically as in (1Bgrev“A(x)”, “A(y)”, and
“A(z)” represent different types of access to imfiation’*

12) S°: A(X) < S1: A(y) < S2: A(z2)

Thus in the above examples one would have theviollp representation:

12 Message on Twitter (March 26, 2012) @chungtse.

3 In this exampleza (hearsay) could have been used in combination sétig or pa.red
(factual), marking source rather than access.

* One could integrate the anticipation rule into fhemalisation proposed here, e.g. when
the actual speaker S° is not making a statemenadkihg (Q) the hearer S about his access
to information: S° Q 8 A(y) < $: A(z). Memory activation, discussed below, cartreated

as a case of anticipation, but the speaker proptmsdbe hearer to select an access to
information which triggers one type of memory aatign.



Ex. (3): S°: A(sensory), and ex. (4, 5): S°: A(epalthic)
Ex. (11): S°: A(sensory) <'SA(sensory)

Sometimes the source is mentioned but not the ac{lbe access is
unspecified). In other cases, like hearsay, thecgomay not be mentioned but
the access can be mentioned, as in the followiagnele:

13) rta nyossongza
horse buy®STSENSHPST-HS
‘I heard that he bought a horse’

The sensory access marksng (in this case marking mainly visual access)
suffixed™ to the vertnyos‘to buy’ [past] is related to the sourc& 8(sensory),
not to the actual speaker, but the source is notioreed (it is hearsay, marked
by -za).

In languages such as English, it is the accessatbald often be absent, as
in John said that the weather was b&#: A (unspecified)< S A(unspecified).
Here John corresponds tb&it his access to the information is not specified.

Finally, it should be noted that direct accessnformation is related to the
speaker’s present or past perceptions. Direct sgremess to an event that
occurred many years ago and has been stored imensory for a long time
may be reported with an indirect evidential. Thberé is also a correlation
between access to information and memory activaidmen mentioning some
acquaintance that the speaker and addressee lmth iknStandard Tibetan one
may use various auxiliaries in combination withag twhich depends on the
level of activation in the hearer's memory. Forrmpée, if it is a person that one
has not seen for some years, one is more likelyseamed-pas;if it is more
recent, one may usgod-pa; and if the person is still very accessible in the
memory, one can usgug-pa.Compare (14)-(16):

14) sgrol.ma zer-mkhan med-pas
Drolma calln\MLz  eXiStHEGO+NEG-Q
‘You don’t remember somebody called Drélma?”’

15) sgrol.ma zer-mkhan yod-pa
Drolma callNMLz  eXiStHEGO-TAG
‘You remember (somebody called) Drélma, don’t you?’

1> From a diachronic point of view, evidential markén Tibetan are clearly auxiliaries. In
the modern Tibetic languages, they behave moredikéxes, although some morphemes
may be inserted between the verb stem and the mankehis paper, we will continue to use
the term auxiliary.



16) sgrol.ma ‘'dug-ga
Drolma  exiStBENSTAG
‘Droélma, you know (who | mean)?’

Related to cognitive access, the acquisition otlemiials and age-related
differences in the use of evidentials are importeas for future research. In
particular, we suspect that evidential systems diowt be acquired until after
the child has acquired Theory of Mind (around ayetibugh we do not have
sufficient evidence to confirm this yet. (See ddi&fis & Garfield 2009 and de
Villiers et al. 2009 for some work on this topic.)

Some languages with developed evidential systenearlgl make a
distinction in their grammars between source armese This is the case for
example in Tibetic languages and many Amerindiaguages such as Tucano,
Andoke or Cora. Other languages with more simpldextial systems, such as
Persian, Bulgarian or Estonian, may mark source aowss using the same
grammatical devices but use additional lexical nsetanencode the difference.
Thus there is interaction between grammatical exidis and lexical markers
(see Wiemer 2008). Other languages such as Ruasifrrenct mainly use
lexical means to encode source and access.

The term “mediative” has sometimes been used ta@ritbes a type of
evidentiality in Persian, Tadjik, Bulgarian and Kish!’ These systems differ
from the Amerindian or Tibetic evidential systen® only because they are
less compleX but because they are mainly based on the gramatisgiton of
the source (more precisely “indirect source”) antithe access. The mediative
markers may also indicate the access as a secovnaasy. Let’s illustrate both
functions in Persian. In Persian the mediative ssked by the past participle
plus ‘to be’:

(17) bandbar goft-e-ye bamdad mirza habib dar sal-€1303
according sayrEeEzF Bamdad Mirza Habib in  yeazF 1303

hejri-ye  gamari tarjome-ye haji baba ra be
hegirezr lunar translatiorezr Haji BabaRrReL in

'® The French “conditional” is used to mark the seusnd indirect access.

" particularly in the literature written in Frenchhe term was proposed by G. Lazard in
1956. See also Hill 2012.

'8 Mediative systems generally only involve a binapposition. Scott DeLancey declared:
“The Lhasa conjunct/disjunct/evidentiality systesthe most elaborate that | know of at
present” (1992: 57). The complexity of evidentigstems in Tibetic languages is related to
the number of evidential auxiliaries/suffixes amal their combination with epistemic

auxiliary/suffixes. It is also related to the irdetion between evidentiality and volitionality

as well as to some pragmatic factors such as ti&ation rule.



anjam resanid-e ast

complete make.arriver be+3SG

‘According to Bamdad, Mirza Habibompletedthe translation of Haji
Baba in 1303 of the lunar calendar.’” (H. LessarePleki 2013: 76).

In (17), the perfect fornanjam resanid-e aghas a mediative meaning and is
triggered by the fornbanabar‘according to’ which indicates an indirect source,
l.e. the actual speaker is not the source of tfeenmation: he reports Bamdad’s
words. The perfect here is opposed to the aangim resanidwhich would
imply a direct source.

In (18), the imperfective mediativaizist-e astdoes not indicate an indirect
source but inferential visual access, i.e. a typ@nalirect access”. The use of
the non-mediative imperfectiveni-zist would not convey an inferential
meaning.

(18) dar inja bagaya-ye xoréki ra& ke dar gar bar ja
In here leftovelezr food REL that in cave on spot

mand-e ast mi-yab-ad va mi-fahm-ad
left-pP  be+3G IMPF-find+PRES3SG and INAC-understandrRES3SG

ke kasi piSaz u dar an mi-zist-e ast

that sbd before him in that iMPF-live- PP be+3SG

‘[He visited] the cave, found food leftovers andlarstood that the cave
had beeninhabited.” (H. Lessan Pezechki 2013: 76).

2. EVIDENTIALITY, “MIRATIVE”, AND “CONJUNCT/DISJUNC T”
SYSTEMS

Evidentiality in Tibetan has sometimes been deedrib terms of a “conjunct /
disjunct” opposition. The conjunct/disjunct oppasit was proposed by Hale
(1980: 87) for the description of Newar, describthg characteristics of the
system as the following:If the actor of the quote refers to the same imtligi

as the actor of the quote frame, the verb of theteqis conjunct in form”.

Conjunct/disjunct are also related to intentiongbkaat least in Hale’s original
definition (1980: 98): “finite conjunct forms argm@ropriate only where the
actor of the clause is portrayed as a true ingiigaine responsible for an
intentional act.” This term was applied to the Taresystem by DelLancey in a
series of articles (1986, 1990, 1992, 1995). Thentga of linguists who have

worked extensively on Tibetic languages, e.g. Bedm (1998b), van Driem
(1998), Hill (2012, 2013), Garrett (2001), Hallé2001, 2004), Hasler (1999),
Huber (2005), Sun (1993), Suzuki (2012), Tourna@dr@96a, 1996b, 2001,
2008), and Zeisler (2004), though, have not useddim “conjunct/disjunct” in

10



their descriptions, and DeLancey no longer hol@s tbonjunct/disjunct” is the
most appropriate description of the Tibetan evidésystem,’ and has begun
to use terms which reflect an entirely differenpeyach, such as “egophoric”
(DeLancey 20123° However, given the influence of DeLancey’s work tbe
typological literature, his earlier views have hadong lasting influence on
some authors’ theories.

This is the case with Aikhenvald’'s major contriloumtion evidentiality.
Aikhenvald (2004: 391) proposes a different defomtof “conjunct-disjunct”.
She says it is “person-marking on the verb wherftsg person subject in
statements is expressed in the same way as seeoswhgn questions, and all
other persons are marked in a different way (atsmuo describe cross clausal
co-reference)”. She says, “Conjunct-disjunct penmsamking systems are not
evidential in nature” (2004: 127), and also “Histally, any evidentiality
strategy,except for demonstratives and conjunct-disjuncspermarking,can
develop into a grammatical evidential” (ibid: 14@Jics added).

There are many reasons why “Lhasa Tibetan” doegximbit a “conjunct-
disjunct” system by either definition presented\ahdout the main argument
against a “conjunct-disjunct” analysis boils down the fact that the Lhasa
verbal system does not exhibit a binary syntacgiposition (based on cross
clause co-reference patterns), but at least a -tbtéeopposition based on
semantico-cognitive parameters (see Table 1, below)

DeLancey (1997, 2001) has described the use adeghsory markedug in
Lhasa Tibetan as “mirative” marking. Mirative manrgi indicates “new” or
“surprising” information. In Standard Tibetafdug may have overtones of
“mirative” in some contexts, but as we have sele@,core function ofdugis to
indicate sensory and endopathixesgo information?!

Turning to the relationship between evidential &apistemic marking, we
see that the close connection between evidentiahty epistemicity has been
noted in a lot of studies, yet some authors (eikhénvald 2004, de Haan 1999)
insist on maintaining a clear-cut distinction betweepistemic and evidential
markers. De Haan (1999: 1) further justifies thgsnen by stating that “the
origins of evidential morphemes differ greatly froime lexical sources of
epistemic modals”. However, this is not always fttese. Evidential and
epistemic markers are sometimes fused togethepartaular language or may
form a single paradigm historically made up of Hane lexical source forms.
That is the case in Standard Tibetan (and many @iibetic languages), where

% However, he has never written an article which lieitly rejects the notion of
conjunct/disjunct as applied to Tibetan. In onehisf latest articles, DeLancey (2012) uses
both “egophoric” and “conjunct” to refer to the saphenomenon.

2 For detailed presentations of the notion of codildisjunct, see DeLancey 1995, 1986,
1990, 1992; Hargreaves 2005; Tournadre 2008; astiZ®d 3.

L For detailed argumentation against the notiong&cohjunct/disjunct” and “mirativity” in
Tibetan and more generally in Tibetic languages,Ts®irnadre 2008 and Hill 2012.
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simple evidential copulas and auxiliaries suclyiaor red ‘to be’, yodor 'dug
‘to be, there is’ (location, existencelay combine together with the help of
connectives or nominalizers (such ses paor gyi) to yield compound forms
(used as copulas or auxiliaries) which bear eiémeevidential or an epistemic
meaning or bothyod.kyi.red, yin.gyi.red, yod.pa.'dra, yin.sa.rgehd.sa.red
(epistemic)yod.red, yod.pa.réd, yin.pa.red(evidential). The simple evidential
forms yin and yod convey an epistemic meaning when they occur in
combination with the archaic interrogative marleas ina.yin or a.yod They
convey both evidential and epistemic meanings whey occur preceded by
the nominalizema, as inpa.'dug(see Tournadre & Dorje 2003, Vokurkova
2008).

Aside from this, the use of particular evidentia®n in languages that don’t
fuse the two types of marking may evoke implicaguoé different degrees of
certainty about the proposition, and so eviderdiad epistemic marking may
indeed function as a continuum. For example, innQid_aPolla with Huang
2003: 205), when telling traditional stories (digt@ast narratives), the hearsay
evidential marker can be used together with therexftial evidential marker to
mark a greater degree of uncertainty (the hearsaken alone does not mark
uncertainty), as in (19):

19) ge!qge:-tu fala kapets kou nuo-kai-teu. (T3:1)
before-beforaNk INT  orphanNDEF.onecL COPINF:HS-PART
‘(It is said) in the past there was an orphan.’

3. EVIDENTIALITY AND DIALECTAL VARIATION

One issue that has not received sufficient attantiothe typological study of
evidentiality is dialectal variation. Tibetic lanages provide a lot of interesting
data on this issue, because although many of tiqgiéges and dialects are very
closely relatetf and allow some degree of intelligibility, they ébxhsignificant
diversity (both morphological and semantic) in trsgistems.

Let us compare the Standard Tibetan system intemtlurcSection 1 with the
Western Tibetic language of Himachal Pradesh ()adihis language has three
closely related dialects: Spiti, Khunu-Tét (uppentaur) and Garzia(hence
SKG group of dialects). These dialects are alssetjoaffiliated to the T Ngari
dialects spoken in the Tibetan Autonomous Regiont{ee other side of the

?2|n Standard Tibetagodpa.redhas a self-corrective meaning, eaglas khong-la spu.gu
yod.pa.redOh | see so he has kids’ (I had thought the @gjr(see Tournadre and Dorje
2003: 338, Vokurkova, 2008: 98).

23 The Tibetic languages are all derived from Oldetém, and form a geolinguistic quasi-
continuum.

24 The data are based on Tournadre’s recent field Wome-July 2013) in Lahul & Spiti and
Upper Kinnaur. The three dialects allow for a goedree of mutual intelligibility. Khunu-t6t
is very similar to Spiti, while Garzha is slighttyore distant.
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border, less than one hundred kilometres away)Y@adesser extent to Ladakhi
and Zangskari. There is some intelligibility betwestandard Tibetan and the
SKG group of dialects. They share the fundamentiaétic lexicon and have

very similar phonological systems, but exhibit sagr@mmatical differences. In

SKG, one finds a very similar verbal system to 8&xd Tibetan, with similar

copulas and auxiliaries, but instead of havingraefold opposition, there is a
fourfold basic evidential system:

20) a. miyod ‘I have somebody (with me)
b. mi'dug ‘There is somebody (visual sensory)
c. miyod.ka ‘There is somebody (it's a fact)
d. migrag ‘There is somebody (non-visual sensory).

The main difference between the SKG system andath&tandard Tibetan has
to do with the presence of the auxiliawag, realized agta?/ or /r&2/,*°> which is
derived from the verlgrag ‘to sound’ in Classical TibetanThis auxiliary,
although absent from Standard Tibetan, is atteistadany Tibetic languages
and dialects, e.g. Kham, To Ngari (see Qu Aitandg @&an Kerang, 1983: 72,
73), Spiti, Garzha, Khunu-T6t, Ladakhi. In mosttleése dialectgyrag is used
to convey non-visual sensory access to informatuantitory, tactile, gustative,
olfactory or endopathic. Gesang Jumian and Gesargjihg (2002) provide
two nice examples afragin the Derge dialect of Kham Tibet&h:

21) a. dbang.chen slebs-'ong-grag
Wangchen arrive-thithePsT-NVSENS
‘Wangchen has arrived’ (I heard him walking)

b. khyod-kyi rum nang star.ga yod-grag
2Sg6EN  pouch in walnut havevsENSs
‘You have (a/some) walnut(s) in your pouch’ (teecgvidence)

Here is an example of the endopathic usgrafy in SKG (cf. the Standard
Tibetan example in (4) with a similar meaning):

22) nga-la ltogs.re grag
1sgbAT hunger eXiStHVSENS
‘I am hungry’

%5 Irad/ is an allomorph oftfa?/ in Spiti and Khunu, but it is the only form in @ha.

26 Kham, a Tibetic language, is writt&hamsin Classical Tibetan but the final “s” is never
pronounced. Not to be confused with the Kham-Mdgaguage of Nepal belonging to the
Maha-Kiranti branch. We reproduce here Gesang hisn@thography originally in Tibetan
script (except for two typos in the second exampAerording to H. Suzuki (p.c.prag is
only used in northern Kham dialects.
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The auxiliary grag provides interesting information about the pattefn
grammaticalisation. Its original meaning was linkedsound (and still is in
Literary Tibetan) but in many dialects it eventyatme to mean any sensory
access to information except for visual access.

Let’s come back to the comparison between SKG daaddard Tibetan. For
ease of comparison, we combine the examples givét)iand (20) above in
Table 1:

Standard Tibetan Spiti-Khunu-Garzha
mi yod mi yod ‘I have somebody (with me)’ (egopiadr
. mi 'dug ‘There is somebody’ (visual sensory)
mi 'dug . - . - -
mi grag There is somebody’(non visual sensory).
mi yod-red mi yod.ka ‘There is somebody’ (factual)

Table 1: Comparison of evidential markers in SK@E &tandard Tibetan

It is clear that although the auxiliaidug exists in both systems, its grammatical
meaning is more restricted in SKG, since it canyoapply to visual
information, while in Standard Tibetan it is used &ny sensory access. Thus, if
we consider situations involving auditory, tactilendopathic, olfactory or
gustative access in SKG, ondyag can be used (ndtug). Depending on the
situation,mi grag ‘There is somebody’ can be uttered if the speakard their
voices, or felt a body (in the dark) by touchingFAtom these examples, we see
that the two dialects exhibit parallel developmehevidential marking, but in
some cases make use of different forms.

All the Tibetic languagé$have developed an opposition betweensory
access and other types of access. The sensoryisodarived from the verb
'dug®® ‘to sit’ in many central and southern dialects such as Stdrifibetan,
Tsang, Sherpa, and Dzongkha (Bhutan), while iersvéd from the verigda'in
Hor and several northern Kham dialects. Anothemfaderived fronsnang‘to
shine, to appear’, is used for the sensory acceskemin Phenpo (central
Tibet), in the Pari (Hwari) dialect of Amdo, in maiKham dialects such as
Bathang, rGyalthang, Dongwang, etc., in some laggsiaof the northeast
region such as Thewo, Cone, Drugchu, Sharkhok drigpbkhok in Gansu and
Sichuan (see Suzuki 2012), as well as in the Ndlaie@cts of Ladakh (Zeisler,
forthcoming) and in the Turtuk and Tyakshi dialeofsBalti (see Ebihara,
2014). As we have seen above, the fgmag is used for non visual sensory in
Ladakhi, TO Ngari and some Kham dialects. Anotleemf *gi, used in the
Kham Derge dialect as a sensory evidential, is atta@sted in Classical nor

2" Balti is one notable exception (see Bielmeier 30BOwever Ebihara (2014) has
mentioned the existence of sensory markers in talt 8ialects. See below.

8 The form‘dug had already acquired evidential meaning in Classiibetan (Hill 2012,
Oisel 2013). SONG et THAL

14



modern literary Tibetan. Thus while the sensory mmeais found in virtually
all the Tibetic languages, it is sometimes markegdibtinct lexical verbs.

The same is true for some other evidential meaniWgsle red is used to
convey factual (or assertive) meaning in U, Kham-ldnd Amdo, the same
meaning is conveyed by forms sugdbadin Sikkim and Tsang or'dad in To,
whose literary origins are not obvious.

Thus modern evidential markers found in Tibeticgiaages are generally
derived from words that are cognate to Classicheféin verbs. However, the
modern Tibetic evidential systeni® not directly reflect the systefound in
Classical Tibetan, whose existence is now wellotistaed (see Oisel 2013, Hill
2013, Zeisler, forthcoming).

The old copulas of Classical Tibetan &ne ‘to be’ (equative meaning) and
yod? ‘to exist’ (existential meaning), and these twobgeare found in all the
modern Tibetic languages. With the emergence @&vasential system as early
as the 19 c. (according to Hill 2013)yin and yod came to convey an
‘assumptive’ or an ‘assertive’ meaning opposedht® tarkersdug or gda’
conveying a sensory meaning, as summarised inhde loelow :

Chart : Basic copula evidential system in Classidaétan
copula\evidential| assumptivesensory and sensory inferential

‘Ifg]tézt’ive copula | i yin-par-‘dug(or yin par gda’)

Existential copula ‘dug (or yod-par-‘dug)
‘t0 exist’ gda’ (or yod par gda’)

yod

In many modern Tibetic languages, the Classicab@gnevidential copulas
‘dug and gdd correspond to various forms such ssang, grag*’gi, etc. It
follows that the evidential systems of the modeangluages are not simply
derived from the Classical Tibetan system and domstparallel developments
and show specific innovations that probably inficessh each other. This would
explain why they share some fundamental morphostiaotaand semantic
features.

The comparison between Tibetic languages and dsagovides very useful
information about the functioning of evidentialifowever, in the past decade,
some typological studies have built theories thaindt take into account the
close genetic proximity of certain systems. This masulted in presenting
closely related systems in different theoreticahfeworks. One clear example
of this distortion is the presentation of Ladaldnpther Tibetic language, as a
complex evidential system, while Lhasa Tibetanassified as @aon-evidential
conjunct/disjunct system (see Aikhenvald 2004).

There is no need for such a fundamental differegatinent: in fact the
Ladakhi evidential system shares a lot of commaatuies with the other

29 or its archaic formod.
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Tibetic evidential systems: it is essentially dedvfrom the copulagin, yod
and ‘dug. Additionally, Ladakhi has a forngrag (for non visual evidential).
This form is not found in Lhasa or ‘Standard SpoHRepetan’ but occurs in
some other languages of the family (as we have alewe). Another important
distinction with Lhasa Tibetan is the lack of egopb evidentials in Ladakhi.
The existence of an egophoric evidential in Lhashefan and its very
problematic interpretation as ‘conjunct’ (see Tadre, 2008) has lead some
authors to make a strong distinction between thee gystems, thus neglecting
the fundamental common properties between the i€ibeidential systems.

Between varieties we may also find differenceemmis of whether there can
be double evidential marking (as in (11) and (k&g also Qiang; LaPolla &
Huang 2003), or whether evidential marking may odnusubordinate clauses
in some languages (see Diewald & Smirnova 201@),ifaso, are the evidential
oppositions (the possibilities for marking) occogiin subordinate clauses
more constrained than the oppositions found in roEnses?

The patterns of grammaticalization is then an irtgourarea of research.
Evidential marking can be manifested in differerdys and have different
historical lexical origins, but are there commotttgras? We have seen in some
language groups (e.g. Tibetic), that there can amllel development of
evidential marking where similar systems are matée, but using different
forms. In some cases this might be seen as a tomtaareal feature, but in
others as a manifestation of what Sapir (1921 8Ytalked about as “drift”.

4. PRAGMATIC FACTORS INVOLVED IN THE USE AND
INTERPRETATION OF EVIDENTIAL MARKING

As always with the interpretation of communicatieems, the interpretation
depends on inferences from the overall contextsef, the event frame evoked,
and other pragmatic factors. In the interpretatainthe use of evidential
marking, it is clear that there is a strong reatptointeraction between the
interpretation of lexical semantics and that of thedentials® Although a
source may base its statements on various typesasss simultaneously, in
many cases there is a tendency for the hearerféo some types of access
rather than others depending on the event framé&eelvby the lexical items
used. Thus, for example, the event ‘to rain’ is enoften related to visual,
auditory or tactile sensory access than to tasseneil.

Let us illustrate this issue with the use of the-nsual sensory marker in
the Western Tibetic language spoken in Himachaldésla (India). The

%0 Just as there is a strong interaction in the pmétation of aspect betwedtktionsart(or
lexical aspect) and grammatical aspect (or pergmotsee Tournadre 2005). The way that
the lexical items and the grammatical marking eamfstrain the interpretation of the other is
also similar to what happens in compounds and alansun modifier constructions in
Chinese (see LaPolla 2013).
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interpretation of the access related gag depends on the predication. In
examples (20d) and (23)rag functions as an existential predicate:

23) chang zhim.po grag
chang good eXiSt#SENS
‘The chang(local beer) is good*

This expression implies that the speaker has tdabechang.It is necessarily
based orgustative access and cannot normally be based on any athsory
access, such as olfactory, tactile or auditory rinfition)3* However, if we
change the topic, the access will change accordiidie utterance in (24) is
necessarily based aifactory information.

24) dri.ma zhim.po grag
smell good eXIStNVSENS
‘The smell is good’

In some rare cases, the evidential marker may @ndhe interpretation of
the lexical items used. For example, the wdrdma is ambiguous in SKG,; it
may mean ‘smell’ or ‘stain’. If one uses the visoarker, as imri.ma 'dug.the
interpretation will be that it refers to a visild&in, while if one uses the non-
visual sensory markerag, the interpretation will normally be that it refdcsa
smell.

The following utterance is normally basedaarditory information:

25) mi grag
person existMVSENS
‘There is somebody’

This utterance could be used, for example, wherspleaker hears some voices
outside. However, as noted above 'thrg in Standard Tibetan, in some special
situations it can also be basedtantile information, such as if the speaker is
crawling in the dark and touches a body.

In (26) the utterance may be interpreted as beaggdb simultaneously on
olfactory information and on othemphysical sensations (burning eyes,
coughing, etc.).

26) dud.pa grag
smoke eXIStMVSENS
‘There is smoke’

%1 In Garzhazhim.pohas the overtone of ‘strong’ when applied to bages.

32 According to my consultants, even if the smellésy good, it is not sufficient evidence to
say chang zhim.po gragHowever,as noted by H. Suzuki (p.c.), in some Kham dialects
spoken in Yunnan, the sentence is also accepfabls based on olfactory information.
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The examples above relate to the kinds of pragmedicstraints on the
inferences that the hearer of an evidentially markeatement might make.
There is also the issue of the inferences a speak&es in understanding an
event and the choices available in representing éwent. Consider the
following situations:

(@) If we see smoke over a forest and say: ‘Thera fire’, is it sensory
visual (and/or olfactory) or is it inferential bas®n seeing smoke
(visual)? What we see is actually the smoke nofitke

(b) If we look at a map and say: ‘Melbourne is nSgdney’, we might use
a visual evidential looking at the map, but the nmmot the reality.
You need inference and the knowledge of the scatkaw conclusions
concerning the distance.

(c) If we hear a sound on the roof and say ‘It aming’, is it direct
evidence or an inference based on the type of smade by the rain
drops?

(d) When the speaker sees somebody moving in eylartway and says:
‘He is coming’, it is also an inference based oa plerception that the
general direction of movement is toward the speakeran also be a
confirmation that the person is actually comingattis, the speaker
knew somebody was to come and on seeing the pesaps the
utterance as a confirmation, which could involvelitierent form of
evidential marking.

There are many such examples, and in many casepetiteption requires
various types of senses and inferences so the fue @vidential markers is
generally much more complex than can be capturediimply saying, for
example, “visual sensory” (see also de Haan, 200ligrefore we should take
into account the complexity of the cognitive praes in the description of
evidential systems.

Another pragmatic aspect of the situation that icdéilmence the use of the
evidential markers is the speaker’'s strategy inoshmg one evidential or
another, which is linked to her degree of commitiriera proposition, or to her
perspective, or possibly to the intention to lieowb her access to the
information. As first reported by Hongladarom (199¥%arious evidential
auxiliaries in Tibetan may be used to reportsameevent. Gawne (2013: 202)
makes similar remarks about Yolmo: “Once we stadking at interaction
though, it becomes apparent that there are mantexisnwhere speakers are
presented with the same evidential informationusé# different copulas to talk
about it.”

For example, Gawne (2013: 214), having placed auft6e note into a bag,
asked her two informants to tell where the moneg.vila answering one of the
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informants used the form for perceptual evidence,the other chose to use a
non-visual “ego” forn’.

Grammatical evidentials may serve as a very suloite for lying and
manipulation (see Aikhenvald, 2004: 98; Tourna@@l4: 139). In a dialogue
or a debate, the use of evidential marking maytdlat® depending on the
degree of consensus or disagreement. Politenessdeostions may also be
involved in choosing the evidential marking to bsed. These functions of
evidentiality have not been sufficiently studied.

Various genres, such as narratives, dialogues, rocedural texts, may
trigger different series of evidential marking. Somanguages may also have
very complex evidential systems for their spokemgleage, while the use of
evidentiality is much more restricted in the litgréanguagé’ That is the case
for example with Literary Tibetan, whether clasbmamodern. The correlation
between genres and evidential marking is also aa arhich needs further
research.

Different states of consciousness and access n®y tagger different
evidential series: dreams, altered states of cousness (e.g. being drunk,
being in a trance like a medium or shaman, or lp@rdivine revelatiof),
illusory perceptions (‘taking the rope for a snakeind remembering (see
Tournadre 1996a, Tournadre and Dorje 1998/2003Gardett 2001)Cognitive
access to referents (degree of identifiability) calso affect the use of
evidentials in some languages. Utterances relatomgintentional experiences
may also manifest different evidential marking fromluntary experiences
(Tournadre 1996a-b, Tournadre and Jiatso 2001). éé@mple, in Qiang
(LaPolla with Huang 2003: 199), when the directigisevidential is used with a
1st person actor, the sense is that the action wmastentional, as in the
following example (the context for this utterancasthe speaker having hit the
person while leaning back and stretching his aratk lwithout looking behind
him):

27) @ the:-n  de-wez-u-a.
1sg 3sg-oc DIR-hit-caus-vis-1sg
‘| hit him (accidentally).’

% In Gawne’s terminology.

3 Of course many languages with complex evidentisitesns do not have a written

language. The Tibetic languages, which have alelbged complex evidential systems, are
all derived from Classical Tibetan. As mentionedfaotnote 28, Classical Tibetan had

already developed some evidential oppositions,thetsystem was less complex than the
systems found in modern Tibetic languages.

% This fact makes translation of The Bible into laages with this sort of evidential system
difficult.
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Generally speaking, the pragmatic and discourssantion aspects of the
use of evidential marking have so far been largeglected in the theory of
evidentiality>®

5. CONCLUSION

Evidentiality is more complex than previous defons have claimed it to be.
Particularly neglected in the literature on evidity is the notion of cognitive
access and its interaction with the source. We @iateshowing that the various
types of cognitive access play an essential roletha functioning of
evidentiality. Any accurate description of an evitigl system should at least
take into account the various parameters we ha@&epted in this paper.
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