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Evidential types (de Haan 2001; Willett 1988)

« Directevidence
WA AR T
wo gangcdi kanjian ta le
1SG just.now see 3SG PERF
‘l saw him just now.’

* Reportative/hearsay evidence
JEE PROE BB A
tingshuo ni  yao likai xianggdng
hearsay 2SG FUT leave HongKong
‘(1) heard you’re leaving Hong Kong. ’

Inferential evidence ---- epistemic modality
#il HE A A
[imiad i U r€
inside must COP people

‘There must be someone inside. ’




Evidentiality vs. Epistemic modality

“Evidentiality 1s a category in 1ts own right, and not a subcategory
of any modality” (Aikhenvald 2004:7)

“Evidential distinctions are part of the marking of epistemic
modality” (Willet 1988:52)

Epistemic modality, in the diachronic pathway, often developed
extended uses of inferential functions. It is this inferential uses of
epistemic modality that intersect with evidentiality.

Inferential EV

Evidentiality

[ Direct EV ] [ Hearsay EV ]




What is Evidentiality?

» Narrow definition: obligatory markers that are
used to encode a speaker’s source/type of
Information (e.g. Aikhenvald 2004; Faller 2002,
Lazard 2001; de Haan 2001).

 Broader definition: narrow definition+ the
degree of the information’s reliability,
probability or certainty, as well as speaker’s
access to information (Tournadre & LaPolla
forthcoming; Cornillie 2009; Rooryck 2001;
Ifantidou 2001; Palmer 1986). \



Previous research on evidentiality

(1) Sources/types of information
(Aikhenvald 2004, Faller 2002; Lazard 2001; de Haan 2001)

(2) Expressions of speaker’s attitude towards the information
(Chafe 1986, Givon 1982, Palmer 1986 )

(3) Socio-interactional meanings
(Kim 2011, 2005; Fox 2003, Kamio 1997; Hill &Irvine 1993)



Research questions

« What types of evidential strategies are found in
Mandarin conversations?

« How do these evidential strategies interact
with each other in Mandarin conversational
discourse?



Data

25 Mandarin audio and video taped
conversational interviews
(=30 mins.*25=750 mins.)

Age




o AET



01 IR: #& 1B fE=
zuthou zhe ge =
last  this cL
‘The last one..."

Q2IE:=WF ? HA & (B | BA& B 5
=aqiva 7 ribén de |ma | ribén de  shénmido .
PRT Japan ATTR\SFP/ Japan ATTR shrine
‘Come on. Japanese, Japan’s shrine.’

03IR: W ? BITEE R ™ -
ai 7 weishénme ni  jin -
PRT  why 2sG just
‘Oh? Why could you (recognize it so quickly)?’

041E: W  EEH B KE E [/W \

ai . donghuapianli  jingchdang kan [|ma

PRT animation inside often see \SFP
‘(I’'ve) seen (this) a lot in (Japanese) animations.’
°0

05 IR: [ hhh BRFLE - MRLE _ MRfLE _ MfLE 3h5
[ hhh ndxie - ndxie ndxie ndxie difang =

which which which which part
‘(You can tell from) which part?’

Direct evidential



06 IE:

07 IR:

08 IE:

=iz B ERY KE 2 1T 88 N AR

= zhe gé jianzhuwii jingchang shi zai shénmido de  riikouchl a
this cL architecture often COP at shrine  ATTR entrance \SFP
‘Quite often this appears at the entrance place of a shrine.’

"5 Strong certainty J

éen

PRT

“Yeah.’

HA BEg ® AOE B

ribén de micohui de ritkouchi you

Japan ATTR  shrine ATTR entrance .on have

Bk B - Bk M BEE

chevang de - zhevang de Jianzhu

this.kind ATTR this ATTR architecture

‘Japanese shrines’ entrance place do have this kind of architectures.’
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reinforce the initial epistemic strength

« Initial claim without evidential marking
IE  * SFPwith strong commitment

» Seek reasons
R ° Affiliative

 Overt evidential marking
I[E -~ Perceptual visual evidencial kan ‘see’

« Seek more information
IR  Affiliative

« Specification
IE - High certainty




Drainage
system

000“%



O1IE: 2 F tE ® H @R BN £Bf £

03

04

shi mén xiamian de  na ge dian de £ dianzi £
cop gate beneath ATTR that cL put.underneath ATTR  cushion
‘(It) is that cushion thing underneath a gate.’

Eﬁ i) ﬁE 18] iﬁ,ﬁ’ F'EJ’ Zero marking
gidai de na ge chéng mén o O

ancient ATTR that CL city gate

A @ ~mE B = 8 R

na ge xiamian de = na ge dongxi =

that cL beneath ATTR  that cL thing

‘That cushion thing underneath an ancient city gate’

%E X BEEYH TE OfFER B B — A B £RA £
huozhe mou gé jianzhiwu xiamian (.) shénchiilai de  na yvi xido tuo £ dongxi £
or some CL architecture beneath  stretch ATTR that one little cL  thing
‘Or something stretching out from an (ancient) architecture.’
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05 IR:

06 IE:

07

08 IR:

09 IE:

BATE I

weishénme ne

why SFP
“Why?’

Direct evidential

T R I (W\?4 & B
ta hen jin \a ni kanta Ili di
3sG very close\PRY  2sG see 3sG from ground

= # B #E T Mg

mdshang jin dao dishang le  ba

almost just arrive ground PERF SFP

“You see, it’s so close to the ground, nearly touches to the ground.’

A R BE Lt@E = 1 W
na ni juéde shangmian shi meén a el et Erntal
then 2sG think above COP gate Q

‘So you think the above is a gate?’

QoM h F BE HE g o=
a yé you daoli hdoxiang méi
PRT also have reason seem NEG
‘Uh... (vour logic) also makes sense. seems that there’s not...’
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10 =7 L£m ~ —& 2 M W L£@E A 2 & W
viding shi mén a shangmian kénéng shi  qiang a

but shangmian bii
cop wall sFp

no above NEG must COP gate SFP above may
‘No. the above part is not necessarily a gate, could be a wall.’

= EEFE & M EBEE — @ — @ £ E B B

11 IR: A

na qiang: zénme hui shénchii zheme vi ge £ vi gée f£ de  zhée ge ne
then wall why FuUT stretch such onecL onecL  ATTR this CL Q
“Then how could a wall has those stretching parts? ’ o

: O

NIE®R B 3 2 8 £ 2 &~ 3 inferential evidentials

o na jin shi fangvan wo kan bu gingchi
PRT that just cop eave 1sG see NEG clear

o

@)

13 T B it A 2 B
ta i di vou dud gdo
35G from  ground have how high
“Well, so an eave? I can’t see clearly how far it is from the ground’

Direct evidential
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Mitigate the initial epistemic strength

AN

IE

IR

IE

Initial claim without evidential marking

Seek reasons
Neutral

Overt evidential
Direct evidential marking + common ground strategy

Challenge with interrogative
Disaffiliative

Negotiate with inferential evidentials
Retreat-defend

Challenge with Interrogative
Disaffiliative

Back down, provide another alternative
Recruit overt evidential (negate) as face-saving device
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O1IE: & BE B BE & =M
wo juede wo vaoshi xidng qu de  hua
1sG feel 1sG if want to ATTR word
‘I think if T want to travel...’

02 IR: 1@
er
PRT
‘“Yeah.’

O3IE: AJgE (OB (OfF M 2E =~ K
kenéng (.) en (.) zai vazhou fanwéi zhi neéi
may PRT in Asia range NOM within
‘Maybe, well, within Asia...’

04 IR: 1@
er
PRT
‘“Yeah.’

0SIE: & #2 X £ ¥ £ hhh
wo xidng qu £ xinjiapo £
1sG want to  Singapore
‘I would like to go to Singapore.’
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06 IR:

07 IE:

08

09 IR:

10 IE:

B 2 3 R HE B T (O£8E3 KB ¢

én 7 na gén xianggdng vou shénme () £ tébié da de £

PRT  that with Hong have what special big ATTR
Kong

‘Oh? Any big difference between that (Singapore) and Hong Kong?”

g R ARE A g Ik 2 42 —H/E\
tamen shué nabian\hdoxjang ()\hdoxjang rén  hii bi zhébian shdo yvididn ba |
3pL  say there people FUT compare here  less a.little\SFp

‘They said there (Singapore) seems...seems to be less crowded compared with here (HK).’

B2 [ B g Mg 2 OBEE &
zhébian | zhéngti hii bt xinjiapé yao vongji vididn "o
here on.the.whole FUT compare Singapore need crowd a.little ©

‘Here (HK) on the whole is more crowded than Singapore.’ Hearsay evidential

[hhh B 1R £2 =M W E 22 & 2 —H W A £hhh
[ hhh na ni £shi qu lixing de  hdi shi kan shdo vididn de  rén  de £ hhh
that 2sG  cop go travel ATTR or cOP see less a.little ATTR people ATTR

‘Then you travel there for viewing or seeing less people?”

fRE s B )M R OBE B2 ()
£ vinwei £ tamen na (.) tamen shué nabian jinn shi (.)
because 3pL that 3pL  say there just cop
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11 B OFEE £)
en (.) méishi £
PRT cuisine

RIR:EB f E T B # L=\ B ()
9] a . zhe wo hai mdan viwdai de ()

PRT  PRT this 1sG INTE a.little.bit out.of.expectation ATTR

13 R AR B EFIE () IRAT
ni shué ni  xidng qu xinjiapé () liixing
2sG say 2sG want to Singapore  travel
‘Okay. yeabh, this is sort of out of my expectation. you said you would

like to go to Singapore.’
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Modify the initial epistemic strength

 Initiate a claim

» Seek reasons
R Disaffiliative

 Hearsay evidential
IE - Distance oneself

 Challenge with interrogative
IR < Disaffiliative

 Hearsay evidential
IE -+ Distance oneself




Answers to RQs

Different evidential strategies in Mandarin
conversations

(1). Zero-evidential marking;
(2). Direct evidentials such as (ni) kan ‘(as you can) see’;

(3). Inferential evidentials such as haoxiang ‘seems/looks like’
and kending ‘must’;

(4). Hearsay evidential (tamen)shuo ‘they say’
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Answers to RQs—contd.

How do these evidential strategies interact with each
other in Mandarin conversational discourse?

» To negotiate the source and reliability of the expressed
Information.

» To modulate (reinforce & mitigate) interlocuter’s epistemic
strength.
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