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1. Introduction

Conjunct/disjunct systems of marking, which appea at first glanceto be first versus non
first person-marking systems, have ometimes been compared with mirativity systems.*
Indeed, DelLancey (1997 suggeds that conjunct/digunct systems ae agrammaticdizaion
of mirative g/stems. However there ae dea differencesbetween thesetwo systems of
marking, and there ae a number of fads which do na fit together well with this
hypahess. Following cefinitions and exemplificaion d mirativity and conjunct/disunct,
various of thesefadswill be disausseal: the different redrictions on person and tensein the
two systems, the different formal markedness of the g/stems and the alditional
complexities found in some conjunct/digunct systems. All of theseisaues sigged that,
while there may be sme smil arities between the two systems, conjunct/disunct has not
arisen crosslingusticdly as areault of grammaticdizaion o mirativity.

2. Mirativity and mediativity
DelLancey (1997 gives adefinition d a cdegory he cdls mirativity:

The operational definition d the cdegory is that it marks both statements
basal oninference and statements basal on dred experience for which the
spedker had no pychoogicd preparation, and in some languages heasay
data aswell. What these aparently disparate data osurceshave in common
. is that the propasition is one which is new to the feder, na yet

integrated into hisoverall picture of the world.
(DeLancey 1997 35-36)

His initial exemplificaion d this cdegory is afamous pair of examplesfrom Turkish,
introduced by Slobin and Aksu (1982 187):

Q) gel-di
COMeE-PAST OF DIRECT EXPERIENCE[N]?
‘he/shelit came’

11 would like to thank Sasha Aikhenvald and Eva Lindstrém for commenting onan ealier version of this
paper, as well as two anonymous AL S referees who provided valuable omments. | would also like to thank
the Austrdian Reseach Courcil for providing me with an ARC Postdoctoral Fellowship which has
suppated me during the reseach for this paper.

2 Because aprofusion o terms are used for mirative/non-mirative and conjunct/disiunct in the various
sources from which examples have been taken, to aid comparison throughot this paper ead relevant
morpheme gloss will be followed by one of four bradketed letters: [M] mirative, [N] nonmirative, [C]
conjunct or [D] disunct.
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(2)  gel-mis
COME-PAST OF INDIRECT EXPERIENCE[M]
‘he/shefit came (apparently, reportedly)’

The first of thesetwo sentencesis usad as a unmarked form, while the latter is used in
contexts of inference heasay and surprise This cnstellation d contexts is found
identicaly marked in a range of languages and morphemes ©vering these ontexts have
been referred to for some decalesin French-language literature asthe médiatif (Lazad
1999; the terms ‘mediative’ and ‘mirative’ are thus essatialy equivalent, athoughthe
choice of one term over the other may imply a particular belief in the underlying
motivation for the marking pettern.?

3. Conjunct/digunct systems

The terms *conjunct’ and ‘digunct’ were introduced by Austin Hale (1980 to descibe the
two terms in a grammaticd system found in Kathmandu Newari, a Tibeto-Burman
languege. While avariety of desciptions and explanations have been gven for this
system, and many nameshave been usel, the g/stem is defined here asfoll ows:

A language mntains a onjunct/digunct system if, given an agentive,
intentional, valitional context (or a relatively neutral context with a verb
which is most commonly interpreted as a intentional, vdlitional adion
performed by an agentive subjed), statements cntaining a 1% person are
distinct from those which do nat contain 1¥ person reference, while
quedions cntaining 2" person are distinct from thosewhich do na contain
2" person reference The marking wsed to dstingtish 1% person in
statements and 2' person in quedions is the ‘conjunct’; the other form is
the ‘disjunct’.

As an example, consider the following pairs of examplesfrom Kathmandu Newari (from
Genetti 1994 105. In these satences the pag conjunct form is used for the 1% person
statement and the 2" person quegion, whil e the pag disjunct forms ae used atherwise

Q) i wana ji  wana la?
| go-rc[c] | gorp[D] Q
‘I went.’ ‘Did | go?

(4 cha wana. cha wana la?
you go-PD[D] you go-Pc[c]Q
“Youwent.’ ‘Did you g&

(5) wa wana. wa wana |a?
he go-PD[D] he go-PD[D] Q
‘Hewent.’ ‘Did hego?

% In fad, the French term médiatif has been used in two ways in the literature. Throughou this paper andin
those referred to here, médiatif/mediative is used for what Lazad (1999 107) cdls médiatif proprement dit
(‘mediative truly spe&king), that is, essentialy equivalent to DeLancey’s mirative. In other work, médiatif is
used more broadly as the French equivalent of the English term ‘evidential’.
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The situation is often much more complex. In Kathmandu Newari, for example, conjunct
is only found with something like controlled verbs or situations; in cases where someone
has no control, disjunct will be used even with a 1% person subject (Hargreaves 1990: 186,
orthography altered):

(6) jir Laksmi napa-lan-a
I Laksmi  with-med-psT/SET1[C]
‘I met Laksmi’

@) jiz  Laksmi napa-lat-a
| Laksmi with-med-PERF/SET2[D]
‘ raninto Laksmi’

In some languages the a@njunct may also occur in subadinate dausesin logophaic
contexts (where a sibardinate dausehasthe sane sibjed asthe matrix clause), regardiess
of person. However in all languages with a @mnjunct/digunct system, regardlessof the
patentiall y language-spedfic complexities the dowve definition holds.

4. Conjunct/digunct as grammaticalized mirativity

Disaussng the cmnjunct/digunct pattern of LhasaTibetan and some other Tibeto-Burman
languages Delancey (1997 44) suggeds that it is a grammeaticdizaion d the non
mirative/mirative distinction. He hypaheszesthat the marking d the distinction hasbeen
redricted to statements with 1 person and qegions with 2" person, asonly in these cases
is there a doice between conjunct and dsjunct — with 2" or 3 person in statements, or
1% or 3" person in quegions, orly one form can occur (disunct). Or, as he puts in an
ealier pudicaion (DeLancey 1992 57), what has occurred is “a grammaticdizaion o
what would be the natural tendency, ornce the mirativity contrad has @me to be explicitly
marked, for statements @ou 1% person to represent old, and abou non-1% persons to
represent new, knowledge”. That is, he hypahedszes agrammaticdization asin Table 1,
with mirative comingto be digunct, and nonrmirative mmingto be conjunct.

Table 1. DelLancey’shypothesized grammaticdizaion

Mirative (‘ new knowledge') > Digunct (‘nonirst person’)
Non-mirative (‘old knowvledge’) > Conjunct (‘first person’)

5. Problems

There ae avariety of problems with DelLancey’s hypaheszed grammaticdization, ony
some of which will be disaussel here. One isaue which will nat be disaussel is the predse
status of the ‘grammaticdizaion’, athoughthisis smewhat unclea.

For convenience, in what foll ows the disausson will be redricted to the marking d main
clause satements, simply to alow the use of phrases sch as ‘1% person’ rather than
cumbersome expressons sich as‘ 1% personin statements and 2' personin queions (and
possbly logophaic contexts in subardinate dausey’.
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5.1 Person correlations

Del ancey’s hypahess relieson what he mnsiders the “natural tendency” for statements
abou 1% person to be old information, while gatements @ou non-1% persons would
represeat new knowledge. That is, the hypahessrelieson the distribution d personto be
similar between mirative/nonmirative and conjunct/digunct systems. However the
distribution o person between the two systems gpeasto be very distinct.

The only explicit work which hasbeen dore on the crrelation d mirativity and person
appeas to be Guentchéva, Donabédian, Meydan and Camus (1994, who looked at the
interadion d person and mirativity (in their terms, mediativity), basel primarily on data
from Turkish, Bulgarian, Armenian and Albanian. The ead correlations between
mirative and person depend onthe meaning to be expressd, and are givenin Table 2.

Table 2. Interadion between person and mirative marking

Hearsay Inference Surprise
mirative + 1¥ person  redricted rare never
mirative+ 2" person  OK OK unusual
mirative + 3 person common common common

In summary, the mirative is very rare with I person, bu mirative or non-mirative can be
used with 3¢ person, and to some extent with 2" person; in al casesion-mirative is much
more ammon.

On the other hand, in languages with a @njunct/digunct system, such as Kathmandu
Newari or Tibetan,* 1% person is normally conjunct but may be disjunct, while 2" and 3¢
person are obligatorily digunct (remembering that we have redricted ousdvesto man
clause satements). For example in Tsdiki, a Barbaman language goken in Ecuador,
sentences (8) and (9) show the use of conjunct and dsjunct with I* person (data from
Dickinson 1999 32):

(8) la ya=ka machite=chi pore-yo-e
M 3=Acc madete=INSTR CUt-CONGR[C]-DCL
‘I cut him (intentionally) with the madete’

(9 la ya=ka machite=chi pore-i-e
M 3=Acc madete=INSTR CUt-NCONGR[D]-DCL
‘I cut him (unintentionally) with the machete’

In Tsdiki, while 1% person is normally coded with conjunct marking, dsjunct marking
may be useal if the adion was unintended, urcontrolled, a somehow out of the ordinary
(seeDickinson 1999, 2000o0r details). Asnoted in sedion 3,in cther languages sich as
Kathmandu Newari, this useof digunct is even more extensive, in that some Newari verbs
may be njunct or disunct with 1* person, depending onthe agent’s wntrol over the
adivity; some Newari verbs can never by conjunct, even when 1% person (seeHargreaves
1990for details). In appropriate mntexts, then, dsjunct can be used with 1% person.

“ Excluding the Tibetan copuas, which expressdifferent distinctions (Tournadre 1996 208).
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The reverse marking, conjunct with non1® person, dees nat truly occur. For example,
sentence (10) shows the only sort of context in which a ‘3™ person’ subjed co-occurs with
conjunct marking in Tsdiki; this gatement was uttered by a Tsahi woman, and thus
clealy the gesker wasincluded in the group and the mntext is 1% person, althoughthere
is an explicit subjed noun phase®

(100 amana tsachi=la fi-tu-min=la jo-yo-e
now Tsadi=PL e&-NEG-NOM=PL be-CONGR[C]-DCL
‘Nowadays (we) Tsadila dorit ea (snakeg’ (Dickinson 1999 31)

Table 3 gves a smmary of the crrelations of person with nonmirative and conjunct, and
mirative and dsunct.

Table 3. Required changesin person correlations under Del ancey’ s hypothesis

nonmirative > conunct | mirative > disunct
1% person OK OK rare OK (non-agentive)
2" person OK no | sometimes OK
3 person OK no common OK

If conjunct had grammaticdi zed from nonrmirative and dsjunct from mirative onthe bass
of a “natural tendency” of certain correlations of mirativity and person, as Delancey
suggeds, ore would exped the terms to have smilar distributions of person. In fad,
however, it is dea that the distribution o person between the two systemsis very diff erent
— nonmirative is mwmmon with al persons, while mnjunct is only possble with 1%
person; mirative is rare with 1% person, acurs with 2" person, and is most frequent with
3 person, while disjunct is used in some drcumstanceswith 1% person, and must be used
with 2" and 39 person. This evidenceruns wurter to Delancey’s hypahess.

5.2 Tense

There ae two tense or timerelated problems with Delancey’s hypaheszed
grammaticdization from nonrmirative/mirative to conjunct/digunct, ore relating to pad
time and ore to future time reference

Delancey’s hypdahess relieson the “natural tendency” for statements eout 1% person to
be old knowledge and statements @ou non-1% person to be new knowledge. In fad,
however, to the extent that this correlation hdds, it is dealy more likely to be true for
recent pagd events (and in many languages the mirative marker is historicdly a perfed
marker). Once an event happened long ago, it is more likely to be old knowledge,
regardlessof who it happened to. Thisis not an absolute, of course in that speakers may
only just find ou abou events that happened long ago. The important paint is that the
“natural tendency” for statements about non-1% person to be new knowledgg, if it istrue a
al, grows less &ong the further in the pag an event has occurred. However the
conjunct/digunct system operatesfor any pad time event, whether recent pad or naot.

® Compare the use of 1% person dural verbs with explicit subjeds in languages sich as Spanish: los
trabgadares ©mos ... ‘the workerswe-are ... .
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The seond poblem occurs with future time reference. In at leas some the languages the
conjunct/disiunct system operatesin uteranceswith future time reference, asin Awa Pit, a
Barbaooan language of Colombia and Ecuador (examplesfrom Curnow 1997 223):

(1) kaztila kayl-ni-zi
day:after:tomorrow return-FUT-NONLOCUTI[D]
‘“He will come badck the day after tomorrow’

(120 Demetrio=ta namna-ni-s
Demetrio=Acc follow/cach:up:to-FuT-LocuT[C]
‘I will catch upto Demetrio’

On the other hand, mirative marking is often redricted to redis antexts, and wually to
pad time reference — an event which has not happened canna be treaded as new
knowledge or old knovledge.®

Thus there ae differences in the distribution o nonmirative/mirative and
conjunct/digunct systems in terms of their time reference posshilities Mirativity
distinctions tend orly to be used in reference to the recent pad, and nd the remote pag or
the future; conjunct/disunct systems, on the other hand, tend to span all utterances
regardlessof time reference

5.3 Markedness

There ae grong dfferencesin the markednessof conjunct versus digunct morphemes and
mirative versus non-mirative morphemes The differencesin forma markednesscreae
problems for DeLancey’ s hypaheszed grammaticdization.

It is dea that in mirative/non-mirative g/stems, mirative morphemes ae functionaly the
marked member — nonmirative is “neutral, unmarked dsoourse” (Lazad 1999 98), as
oppacseal to the marked mirative which speakers may chocseto use Conjunct/digunct is
not so easly caegorized, sincethe mnjunct is functionaly unmarked for (at leas some) 1%
person statements whil e disjunct is functionall y unmarked for non-1% person statements.

Formally spe&ing, havever, things ae deaer. In some languages bah mirative and
nonmirative ae equally formally marked. For example, in Turkish, thereisno dstinction
in formal markednessbetween the (nonmirative) pad tense-di and the mirative -mis in
examples (1) and (2) above.” However in those languages with a distinction in formal
markedness the mirative is dways the marked term, asin the following pairs of examples
from the Athabasca language Hare (DeLancey 199Q 153 and the Tibeto-Burman
language Tshanga (Andvik 1993 98) regedively:

(13) juhye sa Kinayeda
heregbout bea sG.goaround3sG SUBJPERF[N]
‘There was abea walking around tere

® In some caes, the mirative marker can be used in nonpast contexts; for example, the Turkish mirative can
be used with future time reference to indicate that a future event is based on (past) heasay (Slobin & Aksu
1982 193).

" In other contexts in Turkish, however, the (formally marked) mirative can contrast with an urmarked non
mirative.
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(14) jahye sa K'inayeda 16
heredbou bea sG.goaround3sG SUBJPERF MIRATIVE[M]
‘| seethere was abea walking around lere

(15 Dorji  Tashigang-ga di-wa
Dorji  Tashigang-DAT gO-PAS[N]
‘Dorji went to Tashigang

(16) Dorji  Tashigangga di-wa-la
Dorji  Tasigang-DAT gO-PAS-MIR[M]
‘Apparently Dorji went to Tashigang'

Just as with the nonmirative/mirative distinction, there ae langueges with a
conjunct/disunct system where neither term is formally marked with reped to the other;
in Kathmandu Newari the distinction in the pad tenseis a [a] for conjunct and a [o] for
digunct (see &amples(6) and (7) abowve). On the other hand, in some languages one of
theseterms is formally unmarked, and in this caset is dways the digunct term, asin the
Tsdiki examples(Dickinson 1999 30):

17) tse Tsachi jo-yo-e
1F Tsadi be-CONGR[C]-DCL
‘I amaTsad’

(18) vya/nu  Tsachi jo-e
3/2 Tsadi be-DCL[D]
‘Helyou are aTsadw’

While patterns of functional markedness ca easly change during a process of
grammaticdizaion, mtterns of formal markedness cana. Yet the grammaticdizaion
pattern hypdheszed by Del.ancey requires the potentially unmarked nan-mirative to
beamme the dways-marked conjunct, while the dways-marked mirative becomes the
potentially unmarked digunct, asin Table 4.

Table 4. Required changesin formal markednessunder Delancey’s hypathesis

Norn-mirative (may be zeao) > Conjunct (formally marked)
Mirative (formally marked) > Digunct (may be zeo)

The danges required in formal markednessbetween the non-mirative/mirative and the
conjunct/digunct systems under Del.ancey’s hypahess ae smply nat possble.

5.4 Agentivity and grammatical relations

In some languageswith conjunct/disjunct systems, such asKathmanduNewari and Tsdiki,
the agument which ‘controls' the g/stem is dways the sibjed argument. However in
others, such as Tibetan and Awa Pit, the g/stem is more wmplex. In the nonpad or
imperfedive, any mention o a 1% person participant in a dause whether as aent/subjed
or patient/objed, leads to the use of the wnjunct marker (with complicaions for
evidentiality and vditi onality in Tibetan); and there are two dfferent conjunct formsin the
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pag or perfedive — ore is usal for a 1¥ person subjed/agent, the other for a 1% person
objed/patient (simplifying somewhat). These ontrag with a snge digunct form in ead
language (plus evidentialsin Tibetan).

For example, in LhasaTibetan, there is adistinction in the verb form between a setence
with a 1% person agent in an intentional pag adivity, and a setence with a 1% person
patient in an intentional pad adivity (examplesfrom DeLancey 1985 52):

(19 nas yi=ge  bri-bayin
I-ERG letter wWrite-PERF/VOL[C, AGENT]
‘I wrote aletter’

(200 T ub=bstan-gyis nala nes byun
Thulten-ErG [-DAT hit PERF/INVOL[C, PATIENT]
‘“Thubten hit me’

Both the 1% person agent and the 1% person petient forms @ntrag with forms foundin
sentenceswhich contain noreferenceto 1% person (example from Del.ancey 1992 45):

(2) khos byas-pared
he.ERG  did-PERF/DISIUNCT[D]
‘Hedid it’

Likewisein Awa Pit, there ae threeforms, ore used with 1% person subjeds, ore with 1%
person oheds (also used as a option with some undergoer-subjeds), and ancther with
sentencesinvoalving no £ person referents (Curnow 1997 194, 199:

(22) Libardo=ta pyan-ta-w
Libardo=Acc hit-PAST-LOCUT.SUBJ[C, SUBJECT]
‘| hit Libardo’

(23) Libardo pyanti-s
Libardo hit-PAST-LOCUT.UNDER[C, OBJECT]

‘Libardo ht me’

(249 nu=na Juan=ta pyarti-zi
YOU=TOP  Juan=AcCC hit-PAST-NONLOCUT[D]
“You ht Juan’

The smil arities between Tibetan and Awa Pit imply a common development of thesetwo
systems, bu it is not clea how such a lit could develop if the underlying bags of the
system is adistinction ketween ‘old knowledge' (conjunct, bah subed and ojed) and
‘new knowledge' (disunct). For apag event, regardlessof whether the peeker performed
the adion a wasthe undergoer of an adion, the gedker’'s knowledge of the event (in
terms of ‘old’ or ‘new’) isidenticd. Equally, of course in conjunct/disunct systems sich
asin Kathmandu Newari or Tsdiki, it is unclea why the marking shoud be *controll ed’
by the sibjed, since a event in which the gedker participated as a uncdergoer shoud
have the sane marking (‘old’ knowledge nonmirative > onjunct) asone in which the
spedker participated as an ador. Thus once &ain thereis a $rong dstinction between the
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posshilities of a mirative g/stem and the paosshilities of a @njunct/digunct system,
suggeding that oneis not agrammaticdizaion d the other.

6. Conclusion

It is dea that there ae languages which encode mirativity or mediativity; equally, it is
clea that there ae languageswith conjunct/disunct marking systems; and in bah cases
the essatia nature of the g/stem is abinary distinction. However, suggedions that the
conjunct/disunct system developed from an ealier nonmirative/mirative distinction
appea unlikely given the data presented here.

Thus Delancey’s (1997 hypahess of the grammaticdizaion d conjunct/digunct from
mirativity must be rejeded, at leas as auniversd path of grammaticdizaion. The
existence of conunct/disunct systems in various non-contiguows Tibeto-Burman
languages and in the Barbaoan languaeges of Colombia and Ecuador does sigged that
there is me underlying rationale behind the gystem — however it is not foundin a
grammeticdizaion d mirativity.
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