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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines the two emerging utterance-fina particles in Modern
Spoken Korean, -ketun and -canha, from both a synchronic and a diachronic perspective.
Synchronicaly, both -ketun and -canha are used to manage the flow of information in
discourse. The current function of -ketun is used to mark a pragmatic assertion as a
pragmatic presupposition, while the current function of -canha is to mark pragmatic
assertions which convey pragmaticaly presupposed information. The basic information
managing function of both particles can be further extended to express politeness or
impoliteness in appropriate contexts; -canha’s basic function can also be extended to
convey theticity and mirativity. The synchronic study of -ketun and -canha showsthat their
current functions have a very high degree of intersubjectivity, since the use of these
particles reveas that speakers are not only aware of their own speech, but also highly
conscious about what effect their utterances would have on their information status for the
interlocutor and the changes therein. Despite the considerable synchronic similarities
of -ketun and -canha in terms of their intersubjective functions and their identical syntactic
position (right peripheral position of an intonation unit), the diachronic investigation of
these two particles show that they underwent substantially different grammaticalization

processes due to their different historical sources. -ketun derived from a conditional

\"



connective ending and -canha from a sentential ending construction of a negative
interrogative construction.

The investigation of the emergence of -ketun and -canha not only represents part
of astudy of utterance-final particlesin spoken Korean, but also part of amuch larger study,
the study of utterance-fina particles in general. Recent studies have shown that a large
number of utterance-fina particles are currently emerging in geneaogicaly unrelated
spoken languages with different basic word orders. The motivation behind this universal
tendency is due to the close relationship between the right peripheral position of an

intonation unit and the expression of intersubjectivity between the interlocutors.

Vi
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1. Korean connective endings and sentential endings

In Korean, there is a vast array of what are called connective endings. The main
function of a connective ending in Korean is to link two clauses in an utterance. A
connective ending is a suffix: it cannot stand alone and must be attached to the verb of the
antecedent clause. According to H.-S. Lee (1991), a connective ending expresses textual
relations between clauses or verbal complexes such as sequentiality, simultaneity, cause,
result, concession, circumstance, conditional and so on (H.-S. Lee 1991:88). Thefollowing

isan invented example of the conditional connective ending -ketun.

1.1

ney-ka sungcin-ul ha-ketun phathi-lul yel-cal.
you-NOM promotion-ACC do-COND party-ACC  open-HORT?
‘If you get promoted, let’s have a party.’

In (1.1), it can be seen that the conditional connective ending -ketun expresses a conditional
relation between the two clauses it is connecting. Although the full list of the connective
endings in Korean cannot be provided here due to its extensiveness, examples

include -ketun ‘if’/*when’ (conditional connective ending), -(n)untey ‘but’/‘and’

LAll of the Korean examples in this study are transcribed using the Y ale Romanization system. Examples
borrowed from other publications that used different systems have been modified to the Yale system for
consistency.

2 Some abbreviations in examples borrowed from other publications may have been slightly modified to be
consistent with the conventions used in this dissertation.

1



(providing background circumstances (H.-S. Lee 1991)), -ko ‘and,” -myense ‘while,” -nikka
‘because,” -lyeko “in order to,” -ese “since (providing temporal or logical precedence (H.-
S. Lee 1991)), and so on.

Korean also has alarge number of so-called sentential endings. A sentential ending
functions to terminate a sentence by positioning at the very end of it. A sentence cannot be
considered to be complete without a sentential ending in Korean. H.-S. Lee explainsthat a
sentential ending specifies the speaker’s attitude towards or assessment of the content of
the proposition itself or areferent in description or the addressee (H.-S. Lee 1991:96). In
particular, H.-S. Lee argues that a sentential ending specifies various experientia and
performative components of situations described by the proposition, such as epistemic
modality meanings, so-called “sentence types,” illocutionary forces, and the degree of
politeness (H.-S. Lee 1991:96-97). Just like connective endings, sentential endings also are
suffixes: they must be suffixed to the verba phrase of the sentence. Some of the major
examples of sentential endings are -e (indicative ending), -kwun (‘unassimilated marker’
(H.-S. Lee 1991)), -ta (declarative), -kka (interrogative), -ma (promissory), -ca (hortative),
-ci (committal), and so on (see H.-S. Lee 1991:132 for more detail). The following instance

is an example of the committal sentential ending -ci from H.-S. Lee.

1.2
(Context: S and H have been talking about the capacity of Dodger Stadium, and the
possibility of sell-out on aweekday.)

1 H: nyuyokmeychu-ka o-n-ta kule-myenun
New.Y ork.Mets-NOM come-IMPF-DECL  be.such-COND
‘If New York Mets come to play,’

2 soltuawus toy-I SWu-twu
sold.out be.done-ATTR(IRRL) way-ADD
iss-Ci.



exist-COMT
“There may be a sellout of course.’
(S&H: 104-105)
(H.-S. Lee 1991:98)

As H.-S Lee (1991) explains, in example (1.2) the committal sentential ending -ci is
conveying the speaker’s conviction that there may be sell-out for the New Y ork Mets game,

and this has been translated as ‘of course.’

1.2. The ambivalent status of connective endingsin spoken Korean

In Modern Spoken Korean, however, connective endings that do not quite show
their typical connective ending functions can be frequently found. In these cases, their
functions and their syntactic positions in spoken Korean seem to be more similar to the
functions and syntactic positions of sentential endings than those of connective endings.
Examples (1.3) and (1.4) demonstrate such a case. Example (1.3) is an invented sentence

manifesting atypical usage of the conditional connective ending -ketun in Korean;

(1.3
sonnin+i 0-ketun na-eykey allye-la.
guest-NOM  come-COND me-to inform-IMPR

‘If the guest comes, let me know.’

(1.3) shows atypica usage of the conditional connective ending -ketun in Korean. It can
be seen here that -ketun which is suffixed to the antecedent clause (protasis) is used to

connect the two clauses (protasis and apodosis) together in a sentence, within aconditional



relationship. However, (1.4) shows that this is not always the case for -ketun in Modern
Spoken Korean. (1.4) is an excerpt from a naturally occurred spontaneous conversation®

which shows an instance where -ketun does not perform quite as a connective ending.

(1.4) 4CM00003
(Context: P1 and P2 are talking about divorce)
1 P2: ay-ka iss-nun kyengwu-ey-nun
child-NOM  exist-ATTR(RL) case-LOC-TOP
ku-ke-n an toy-keyss-ta-nun
that-thing-TOP NEG be.done-DCT.RE-DECL-ATTR(RL)

sayngkak-i  tul-te-la.
thought-NOM come.in-FH.EV-DECL
‘I don’t think it’s a good idea if you have kids.’
2 Pl:  ung ku-chi.
yeah that-COMT
“Yeah, you’re right.”
3> wuli= wuli  cakun apeci-ka cayhon-ul
my my little father-NOM remarriage-ACC
ha-si-ess-ketun?
do-HON-ANT-ketun
‘My= my uncle got married again-ketun.’
4 p2: ung.

yes
“Yeah.’

5 Pl kuntey ku cakun emma casik-i twu
but that little mom child-NOM two
myeng-i-ess-kwu,

CLSF-COP-ANT-CON
‘But my new aunt had two kids of her own and,’
6 cakun appa casik-i twu  myeng-i-ess-e,
litle dad child-NOM two CLSF-COP-ANT-INDC
‘My uncle had two kids,’
(P1 continues his story)

3 This excerpt is from the 21 Century Sejong Corpus; detailed information about the data for this study is
giveninsection 1.6.1.



Line 3 of the above conversation (marked by an arrow) shows an occurrence of -ketun not
used initstypical connective ending function. In this particular example, -ketun is neither
connecting two clauses together within a sentence nor conveying conditional meaning.
Rather, -ketun, being used at the end of an utterance, is functioning more like a sentential
ending than a connective ending.

There are many connective endings which show such an ambivalent status in
spoken Korean. Because of the ambivalent status that Korean connective endings show in
spoken Korean, connective endings have been receiving a lot of attention from Korean
linguists. In the next subsection 1.2.1, | will briefly introduce the previous works that have

been done on the issue of the ambivalent status of connective endings in spoken Korean.

1.2.1. Previous studies on the ambivalent status of Korean connective endings

Most previous research approached the issue of the ambivalent status of connective
endings in spoken Korean from the synchronic point of view. One main issue that has been
extensively studied from this perspective is the categorizational issue, i.e., whether to
classify the connective endings with ambivalent status as “connective endings,” or as
“sentential endings,” or as something different from these two.

For instance, Y .-J. Jeon (2002) argues that there should be a categorical distinction
between connective endings which she considers to be fully grammaticalized into
sentential endings and those which are not as grammaticalized. Hence she categorizesthose
particles whose historical sources are connective endings (and still being used as

connective endings in written Korean) but which now only occur at the end of an utterance



in spoken Korean (hence fully grammaticalized) as “sentential ending-alization of
connective endings.” However, for those particles which can be used as connective endings
as well as sentential endings in spoken Korean, she does not consider them to be fully
grammaticalized into sentential endings. While the author argues that connective endings
which show dual functions in spoken Korean should still be categorized as “connective
endings”, she claims that their occasional use as sentential endings should be called
“finalization of connective endings.” In a similar vein, Y.-J. Kim (2008) argues that the
connective endings which the author thinks to be completely grammaticalized into
sentential endings should be classified as “sentential endings,” while for those that only
appear occasionally in the utterance-final position, she calls them “connective endings with
the functions of sentential endings.”

On the other hand, both H.-K. Y00 (2003) and J.-S. Ha (2006) claim that regardiess
of different functions the connective endings show in spoken Korean, they should be al
considered as “connective endings.” H.-K. Yoo (2003) argues, however, that when these
endings appear at the end of an utterance in spoken Korean, then these functions should be
called as “the connective endings’ usage as sentential endings.” J.-S. Ha (2006) claims that
when these connective endings appear at the end of an utterance, then they should be called
as “connective endings functioning as sentential endings.” However, only if these
“connective endings functioning as sentential endings” show different functions from their
origina connective ending functions, then they should be sub-categorized as “sentential
ending-alized connective endings.”

In Son and Kim’s (2009) study, the authors provide severa criteria of their own

which can be used when sorting out the connective endings that truly became sentential



endings and hence can be called as “sentential ending-alized connective endings.” Some
of these criteria are whether the particles function to end a sentence, whether they show
different functions from their origina functions as connective endings, whether they can
be used in various moods and whether they can be combined with the honorific sentential

ending -yo.

1.2.2. Suggestion for a different point of view: Diachronic as well as synchronic

per spectives

The categorization issue due to the novel functions and different syntactic positions
which connective endings show in spoken Korean would not be much of a problem if we
examine them from a diachronic perspective instead of a synchronic perspective. From a
diachronic point of view, the current situation of Korean connective endings is that, many
of them, though not all, are going in the same direction, and are currently in the process of
gaining novel discourse functions and anovel syntactic position which issimilar to that of
a sentential ending in spoken Korean (position at the end of an utterance). The only
difference that exists between these connective endings is their different degrees of
grammaticalization; some connective endings already have fully grammaticalized into
sentential endings or utterance-final particles and thus only occur at the end of an utterance
in spoken Korean, while some others undergo a slower grammaticalization process and
thus still manifest both functions as connective endings as well as sentential endings in
spoken Korean. In fact, several markers that are considered to be sentential endings in

Modern Korean grammar, such as the committal sentential ending -ci (examples shown in



(1.2)) and the indicative sentential ending -e have their origins as connective endings (T .-
Y. Kim 1998). Therefore, among the connective endings that are at the center of debate,
some might later fully grammaticalize into sentential endings just as the committa
sentential ending -ci and the indicative sentential ending -e did, but some others might not
do so. Once again, what matters is how much the grammaticalization process has
progressed for each connective ending.

This dissertation thus proposes a novel analysis for these new functions and syntax
that many of the connective endings are gaining in spoken Korean, approaching them not
only from a synchronic point of view but from a diachronic perspective as well. In other
words, instead of focusing on the categorization of connective endingswith novel functions
and syntax, | will focus on the evolution of these novel utterance-fina particlesin spoken
Korean. An analysis from both synchronic and diachronic perspectives has certain
advantages over asimple synchronic analysis. While the literature on the ambivalent status
of Korean connective endings from a simple synchronic perspective failed to provide a
unified account, since each researcher suggests different categories and sub-categorieswith
different criteria and some particles were consequently classified in different categories
depending on the authors, a diachronic analysis will help us observe and focus on a bigger
picture: connective endings in the process of grammaticalization, shifting their functions
to sentential endings or utterance-final particles. Also, a diachronic study will help us not
only understand the historical development of utterance-final particles in spoken Korean,
but examining the motivations behind these changes will help us better understand their
synchronic functions as well, i.e., why these utterance-final particles are functioning in the

way they are right now.



1.3. Terminology

In the previous section, | argued that categorization or classification of the novel
functions and syntax of the connective endingsin spoken Korean isnot an issue. However,
continuing to use the term “connective ending” when describing its novel functions and its
novel syntactic position in spoken Korean will confuse potential readers. Hence it should
be more useful to have a term which specifically denotes the novel functions and novel
syntactic position which the connective endings are gaining exclusively in spoken Korean.
In other words, while the categorization or classification should not be a problem for the
novel functions and syntax of the connective endings in spoken Korean, there still remains
an issue of terminology.

The novel functions and novel syntax of the connective endings in spoken Korean
have been previously termed as “sentential endings” (Y.-J. Jeon 2002, Y .-J. Kim 2009, Son
and Kim 2009), “connective endings’ novel functions as sentential endings” (H.-K. Yoo
2003), “sentence ending suffixes” (Kim and Suh 2010a, 2010b, K.-H. Kim 2010),
“sentential end markers” (Koo and Rhee 2001) or “sentence final particles” (Y.-Y. Park
1998, Y. Jung 2001). All of these terms imply that the novel function of the connective
endings in spoken Korean is to end a ‘sentence.” However, this is not always true.

One of the significant properties of the novel usage of Korean connective endings
is that their novel functions only occur in spoken Korean, and (at least a the present
moment) never in written Korean. The grammar of a spoken language and that of awritten

language differ considerably with each other in a lot of aspects, but one of the maor



differences between them is that what is called as “a sentence” in written language hardly
ever appears in spoken language, and a lot of times, a form of *“an utterance” in spoken
language, which | treat as equal to an intonation unit (a segment of a spoken discourse
which is divided by a single intonation contour, c.f. Chafe 1994, Croft 1995) in this
dissertation, does not correspond to a sentence of written language. For instance,
expressions ending with the utterance-fina particle -ketun which are shown in (1.5) can

hardly be considered to be plausible sentences in written Korean.

(1.5)

a nay= toykey chinha-n chinkwu-ketun.
my very closesATTR(RL) friend-ketun
‘My very close friend-ketun’

b. ttel eci-ketun.
be.inferior-ketun
‘Inferior-ketun’

However, these examplesin (1.5a) and (1.5b) are perfectly possible utterances in spoken
Korean if we consider them being preceded by other utterances within appropriate context

as shown in (1.6a) and (1.6b), respectively.

(1.6)
a. 5CM00043*
(Context: Pl istelling P2 how he and his former girlfriend met.)

1 Pl kukka kyay-lul sikhy-e CWu-n na-
DM  that.child-ACC make-CON  giveATTR(RL) I-ACC

4 The excerptsin (1.6a) and (1.6b) are from the 21% Century Sejong Corpus; detailed information about the
data for this study isgivenin section 1.6.1.
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sokaysikhy-e cwe-ss-te-n ay-ka,
introduce-CON give-ANT-FH.EV-ATTR(RL) child-NOM
‘I mean, the guy who introduced her to me is,’

2-> nay= toykey chinha-n chinkwu-ketun.
my very closesATTR(RL) friend-UFP
‘My very close friend.’

b. 4CM00089

(Context: P1 is a male who is much older than his female friends P2 and P3. P3 has just
told the others that one of her friends could not converse very well with a guy because of
the great age difference between them.)

1 Pl:  na-nuntay- na-nuntayhwa-ka an- tayhwa-ka
I-TOP con- |I-TOP conversation-NOM  NEG- conversation-NOM
toy-nuntey ni-tul-hakwu way
be.done-CIRCUM  you-PLU-with why
kule-n-ci al-e?

be.such-ATTR(RL)-CON  know-INDC
‘I can con- | cannot- | can converse with you girls and do you know why?’
2 P3:  way-yo?

why-HON.END
‘“Why?’

3 P1.  nay-ka te cengsincek-ulo manhi,
I-NOM more psychological-INSTR a.lot

‘Psychologically I am much more,’
4 P2,P3: @@@
‘@@’
52> Pl <@ tteleci-ketun. @>
inferior-ketun
‘Inferior.’

For this reason, it would be difficult to describe the function of the connective endingsin
Korean to end “a sentence” or to position at the end of “a sentence” when they are used in
anovel way in spoken Korean. Hence, using the terms such as sentential ending, sentence
ending suffix, sentential end marker and sentence fina particle would be unsuitable to

describe the novel functions of connective endings in spoken Korean.
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Consequently, in this dissertation, | propose another term, “utterance-final particle,”
to denote the novel uses of Korean connective endings in spoken Korean and will avoid
the term “sentential”. The advantages of the term “utterance-final particle” over “sentential
ending” and others are due to the implication that it occurs at the end of an utterance, which
also indicates that it is a characteristic of spoken language rather than written language.
Moreover, using the term “utterance-final particle” which is different from “sentential
ending” can also imply that they do not have the same function, since the novel functions
of these utterance-fina particles slightly differ from those of sentential endings: Unlike
sentential endings, utterance-final particles not only signal the end of an utterance, but also
indicate the relationship of the information that they are conveying with the information
conveyed in other utterances. Furthermore, they can also often indicate the relationship
between the information they are conveying with implicit information — such as common
ground or shared knowledge, or speaker’s presupposed assumption, and so on —which are
not explicitly expressed within the discourse.

Although I have used the terms “sentential ending” and “utterance-final particle”
interchangeably up until now, from now on | will only use the term “utterance-final particle”

when referring to the novel use of Korean connective endings in spoken Korean.

1.4. Utterance-final particlesin Korean and other languages: A universal tendency?

The emergence of utterance-final particlesis not unique to Korean. Recent studies
show that the rise of utterance-final particles is fairly common in many other spoken

languages as well. Not only are these utterance-final particles extensively found in verb-
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fina languages such as Korean, Japanese (e.g. kara ‘because’ in Higashiizumi 2006,
Thompson and Suzuki 2011; complementizers koto, no, to, tte in Okamoto 1995,
Thompson and Suzuki 2011; kedo ‘but, although’ in Nakayama and Ichihashi-Nakayama
1997, Mori 1999 and Ohori 1995, all cited in Thompson and Suzuki 2011:675, shi “and’ in
McGloin and Konishi 2010), Navgo (e.g. enclitic =go in Mithun 2008), and Centrd
Alaskan Yup’ik (e.g. ‘autonomous participials’ and ‘autonomous subordinates’ in Mithun
2008), but they are often found in non-verb-final languages as well, such as Chinese (Li
2006, Yap et a. 2010, all cited in Haselow 2012:182) English (e.g. then in Haselow 2011,
Haselow 2012; though in Barth-Weingarten and Couper-Kuhlen 2002, Haselow 2012; but
in Mulder and Thompson 2008; anyway in Haselow 2012; actually in Haselow 2012),
German (e.g. aber in Diewald and Fischer 1998, halt in Imo 2008, all cited in Haselow
2012:182) and Norwegian (Andvik 1992, Fretheim 1989, all cited in Haselow 2012:182).

It must be noted that not all of the utterance-final particles mentioned in the above
languages have suffixal characteristics like Korean utterance-final particles. For instance,
English utterance-final particles then, though, but, anyway and actually are not suffixes;
they appear as independent words. Nevertheless, when they appear in utterance-final
position, i.e., as utterance-final particles, they form a single intonation contour with the
utterance they occur with, often with a falling intonation contour. This is very different
from the intonation contour which they manifest when they do not occur in utterance-final
position. For instance, when then, or actually occur utterance-initially, they are most likely
to form an independent intonation contour of their own, often with continuing intonation

contour rather than falling intonation contour. This tells us that whether they have suffixal
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characteristic or not, utterance-fina particles across languages al show phonologica or
prosodical boundedness in some degree with the proposition that they occur with.

This suggests that the rise of utterance-final particles might be a universal
phenomenon particularly occurring in spoken languages despite their differences of basic
word order as well as their genealogically and typologically unrelatedness among them.
This leaves us to ponder the following questions: 1) What is the role and the function of
these utterance-final particles in spoken languages? 2) What triggers them to occur at the
right peripheral position of an utterance, i.e, at the end of an intonation unit, in spite of
their different basic word orders? This dissertation intends to observe Korean utterance-
fina particles which tend to follow this seeming universal tendency as an effort to find

answers to the above questions.

1.5. Utterance-final particlesand discourse markers

Often times, utterance-final particles have been dealt with as discourse markers®
due to their considerable overlap of features. Discourse markers, which has been defined
in Schiffrin as “sequentially dependent elements which bracket units of talk” (Schiffrin
1987:31) have been extensively studied and the following list includes some of the features

of discourse markers which have been proposed in the literature.

(1.7)

5 Discourse markers also have been studied under other various labels such as “discourse connectives”
(Blakemore 1987, cited in Traugott and Dasher 2001:152), “discourse particles” (Schorup 1985, cited in
Fraser 1999:932), “pragmatics markers” (Fraser 1988, 1990) and so on.
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a. Discourse markers signal the speaker’s view/attitude/judgment with respect to the
relationship between the chunks of discourse that precede and follow it (Onodera 1995,
2011, Schiffrin 1987).

b. They indicate the relationship between an utterance and surrounding discourse
(Levinson 1983:87-88, Schiffrin 1987, Fraser 1988, 1990, Barth-Weingarten and
Couper Kuhlen 2002:352).

c. They arefrequent in oral discourse (Ostmann 1982, Brinton 1996, Barth-Weingarten and
Couper Kuhlen 2002:352).

d. They signal an aspect of the speaker’s rhetorical stance toward what he or she is saying,
or toward the addressee’s role in the discourse situation (Traugott and Dasher 2001:152).

e. They are subjective and procedural (in that they indicate speaker/writer’s rhetorical,
metatextual, stance towards the cohesiveness of the discourse being developed —
elaboration of or counter-argument to what preceded, continuation of or changein topic,
background, or foreground in narrative) (Traugott and Dasher 2001:155).

f. Sometimes they also can be intersubjective in that they have the double function of
signaling the type of rhetorical strategy being used, and at the same time expressing
concern for the addressee’s “face” — these are usually called “hedges,” or “mitigators”
(Traugott and Dasher 2001:155).

g. Over time, they not only acquire pragmatic meanings (which typically coexist for some
time with earlier, less pragmatic, meanings) but aso come to have scope over

propositions (Traugott and Dasher 2001:156).
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All of the features of discourse markers enlisted in (1.7) overlap with the functions of
utterance-final particles. Probably because of such overlap, many utterance-final particles
have been treated as equivalent to discourse markers in the literature. For instance, the
English utterance-final particle though has been treated as a discourse marker in Barth-
Weingarten and Couper-Kuhlen (2002), then has also been considered as a discourse
marker in Haselow (2011), and Schiffrin’s (1987) extensive work on discourse markers
does not distinguish the functions of particles that she deals with depending on their
different positions within an utterance (whether they occur at the utterance initial, medial
or final position).

One question that could rise at this point would be, do utterance-final particles need
to be distinguished from discourse markers? In this dissertation, | argue that they do, since
| believe that utterance-final particles form a paradigm of their own which can be distinct
from that of discourse markers. For example, there are some features of discourse markers
discussed in the literature which might not fit into the description of utterance-final

particles, such as:

(1.8)

a. It is often said that they are restricted to sentence-initial position, or may always occur
sentence initially (Brinton 1996:33, Schiffrin 1987: 328, Levinson 1983:87, Keller
1979:222 in Brinton 1996:33, Onodera 2011:615).

b. They have to be syntactically detachable from a sentence or syntactically independent
for their environment (Schiffrin 1987:328, Heine 2013:1209, Furk6 2005:20 in Heine

2013:1210).
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c. They aretypically set off prosodically from the rest of the utterance (Heine 2013:1209,

Schiffrin 1987:328, Brinton 1996:33, Quirk et al. 1985:1112 in Brinton 1996:33).

Though the features enlisted in (1.8) are some of the most prominent feature of discourse
markers, these might not overlap with those of utterance-final particles. For instance, unlike
the feature described in (1.8a), utterance-final particles, as their terminology directly
reflects, do not occur sentence-initially but rather position at the end of an utterance.
Though discourse markers are quite flexible in terms of their syntactic position as they can
be fairly mobile within an utterance, utterance-final particles only occur at afixed position,
which is the utterance-final position. Hence, lack of syntactic mobility would be one of the
significant features of utterance-fina particles which is distinct from those of discourse
markers.

Furthermore, both (1.8b) and (1.8c) imply that discourse markers are syntactically
as well as phonologically independent and hence detachable from their environment.
However, utterance-final particles are much more bound to their environment, or to the rest
of the utterance they occur in. Korean utterance-final particles, for instance, are not only
syntactically bound to their environment appearing as suffixes and they are aso
phonologically bound with the rest of the utterance they occur with; forming a single
intonation contour within that utterance. Moreover, as | briefly explained in the previous
section, although English utterance-final particles (such as then, though, but, anyway,
actually) are not suffixal and therefore are not syntactically bound to their environment,

they still form a single intonation contour with the rest of the utterance they occur with.
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Hence, syntactic and/or phonological boundedness of utterance-final particles is another
important feature which distinguishes them from discourse markers.

Thompson and Suzuki (2011) propose that utterance-final particles are a type of
discourse markers. Below is their working definition of utterance-final particle which they

cite from Mulder and Thompson (2008):

an] [(utterance)] final particle is a discourse marker that occurs at the end of an
interactional unit, whether aturn, aturn unit, or aprosodic unit, and indexes certain
pragmatic stances ...

(Mulder and Thompson 2008:184, cited in Thompson and Suzuki 2011:668)

Although the question of whether or not utterance-final particles are a type of discourse
marker, isleft as an open issue at the moment, | argue that utterance-final particles should
not be treated exactly the same as discourse markers, since utterance-final particles have

distinct features of their own which are different from those of discourse markers.

1.6. The scope of the dissertation and sour ce of data

This dissertation aims to examine two utterance-final particles in Korean which
seem to follow the seemingly universal tendency of emergence of discourse particles
positioning at the end of an utterance. Section 1.6.1 will first describe the source of data
used in the analysis of this dissertation, and section 1.6.2 will discuss the scope of the

present dissertation.
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1.6.1. Description of the data used in this study

The data used in this study are from the 21% Century Sejong Corpus, which consists
of both written and spoken Korean data. Since one of the main characteristics of utterance-
final particlesisthat their usage is highly restricted to the spoken register, only the spoken
data of the 21% Century Sgjong Corpus were used in this study. Furthermore, because
utterance-final particles are particularly common in interactive discourse, monol ogues and
lectures as well as speeches were also excluded from the observation. Consequently, 99
conversations which consist of casua talk, group meetings and telephone conversations
between two or more speakers were selected to be examined in this study. The selected
data comprised of 439,167 ecel® in total. The origina recordings of these data were

collected from year 2001 to 2005.

1.6.2. Scope of dissertation

1.6.2.1. Initial point of investigation

There is not an exact list of currently emerging Korean utterance-final particles,
each Korean linguist provides a different list. For instance, E.-K. Lee (1996) provides the

following list of 14 utterance-final particlesin Korean.

6 An ecel isaunit that is unique to Korean, but it is roughly similar to aword in English.
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(1.9) -ko, -e/ase, -ko/kose, -(u)myen, -(un)ntey, -ciman, -(u)nikka, -(u)lyeko, -(u)le, -tunci,
-nulako, -ketun, -key, -tolok

(E--K. Lee 1996, cited in Son and Kim 2009:55)

The list shown in (1.10) is from J.-1. Kwon (2003), which consists of 15 utterance-final

particlesin Korean.

(1.10) -ketun, -nuntey, -ko/kwu, -unikka, -ekacikwu, -ese, -ulyeko, -umyense, -ciman, -key,
-nulako, -teni, -eto, -ulako, -umyen

(J.-1. Kwon 2003, cited in Son and Kim 2009:55)

J.-S. Ha (2006) provides adifferent lists of 15 utterance-final particlesin Korean, whichis

givenin (1.11) below.

(1.112) -ko, -nuntey, -ketun, -nikka, -tako, -ese, -tanikka, -myense, -tamyense, -nunci, -tamye,
-myen, -lyeko, -ciman, -tunci

(J.-S. Ha 2006, cited in Son and Kim 2009:56)

The reason why each scholar provides a different list of utterance-final particlesis
because the emergence of utterance-final particlesis still an on-going process, hence each
particle has a different degree of grammaticaization. Some of them are fully
grammaticalized into utterance-final particles and they have completely or mostly lost their

former functions in spoken Korean. Others show lesser degree of grammaticalization, still
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retain their former functions and therefore currently show dual functionsin Modern Spoken
Korean. As a consequence, many particles have an unclear status and they are not always
considered as utterance-fina particles by Korean linguists.

Son and Kim (2009) reviewed the lists of utterance-final particles proposed by the
studies mentioned above (E.-K. Lee 1996, J.-I. Kwon 2003, J.-S. Ha 2006) and narrowed
them down to a list of 8 particles which show greater degree of grammaticalization than
others using a number of criteria of their own. Their criteria to choose these 8 particles
were whether they occur frequently at the end of an utterance, whether they show different
functions from their former functions, whether they can be used in various moods and
whether they can be combined with the honorific sentential ending -yo. Son and Kim’s list

of 8 utterance-final particlesis shown in (1.12).

(1.12) -ketun, -key, -ko, -nuntey, -tako, -tanikka, -tamyense, -lyeko

(Son and Kim 2009:56)

I do not think that Son and Kim’s last two criteria, the co-occurrence of the particle with
the honorific sentential ending -yo, and the particle’s compatibility with various moods or
sentencetypes, are very plausible criteriato be applied when establishing alist of utterance-
final particles that show greater degree of grammaticalization than others. The reason why
the former criterion does not seem plausible is because in spoken Korean, the honorific
sentential ending -yo is not only attached to a sentential ending, but can also be attached to
various different constituents such as adverbs and nouns. The problem with the latter

criterion is that even a number of the utterance-final particles which are included in their
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list, such as -ketun and -canha, are not flexible in terms of their moods or sentence types
since they can only be used in indicative or declarative utterances and can never be used in
interrogative utterances.

Nevertheless, their remaining two criteria, the particle’s frequent occurrence at the
end of utterance, and whether the particle’s function at the end of utterance is different
from their former function, seem quite reasonable and sufficient to be applied when
selecting a set of utterance-final particles with greater degree of grammaticalization than
others. Hence, even only with these two remaining criteria, the list that Son and Kim
provide (shown in (1.12)) seems to represent fairly well the set of utterance-fina particles
with higher degree of grammaticalization than other utterance-final particles that are
excluded from that list. For instance, the utterance-final particle -ciman ‘although,” which
isincluded in J.-I. Kwon’s (2003) and J.-S. Ha’s (2006) lists of utterance-fina particles
(shown in (1.10) and (1.11), respectively), seems to be excluded from Son and Kim’s (2009)
listin (1.12), since the function that it shows at the end of utteranceis not so much different
from its former function as a connective ending. For another instance, the particle -(u)le
‘in order to’ which is included in E.-K. Lee’s (1996) list of utterance-final particles (shown
in (1.9)) is aso excluded from Son and Kim’s (2009) list, not only because its function at
the end of utteranceis not very different from its former function, but also because it has a
very low frequency of occurrence at the end of intonation unit. Since grammaticalization
isagradual process, each particle should show different degree of grammaticalization from
a synchronic perspective. Hence, there will always be afuzzy boundary when considering
whether or not to include or exclude certain particlesin acategory or alist, and the particles

-ciman and -(u)le seems to be representing such fuzzy cases.
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Therefore, before selecting a specific set of utterance-final particle to examine for
this present dissertation, | will use Son and Kim’s (2009) list of utterance-final particlesin
Korean in (1.12), which represents a list of particles that show greater degree of
grammaticalization than others as my initial point of investigation, however with some
minor changes. It must be noted that the utterance-final particlesin the lists given in (1.9-
1.12) are dl those that have connective endings or a combination of more than one
connective ending as their historical source. However, as | will discuss in more detail in
section 1.8.1, there are a number of utterance-final particlesin Korean which derived from
other sources than connective endings as well. Hence, | will also include two additional
utterance-final particles to the list given in (1.12), which are -canha (derived from the
negative questions construction -ci ahn-a?) and -nun ke-y-a (derived from a nominalizing
construction -nun ke-y-a). Thismakesalist of total of 10 utterance-final particles as shown

in (1.13).

(1.13) -ketun, -key, -ko, -nuntey, -tako, -tanikka, -tamyense, -lyeko, -nun ke-y-a, -canha

Using my corpus (described in the previous section 1.6.1), | counted the number of

occurrence where these 10 particles occur at the end of an utterance. Below are the results.

A. -ketun; historical source: the conditional connective ending “if/when.’
-Ketun can also be pronounced as -ketun, -keten, -keteng, and -ketung in spoken
Korean: al of these forms were included in the observation. Furthermore, since the

honorific ending -yo can aso be suffixed to al of these forms, the
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forms -ketunyo, -ketungyo were a so included. Although -ketengyo, -kutenyo and -kutengyo
are possible as well, they did not appear in the corpus. A total of 9 variants of -ketun were

examined. As aresult, 1415 occurrences of these forms were found in the corpus.

B. -key; historical source: the resultative connective ending ‘so ~ that/like ~.’
Two variants of -key were observed: -key and its honorific counterpart -keyyo. In

sum, 16443 occurrences of these forms were found.

C. -ko; historical source: the connective ending ‘and.’
In spoken Korean, -ko is often pronounced as -kwu. Hence 4 variants of -ko were
observed, which are -ko, -kwu, and their honorific counterparts -koyo and -kwuyo. A total

of 12880 occurrences of these forms were found.

D. -(nu)ntey; historical source: the circumstantial connective ending ‘but/and.’
Two variants of -(nu)ntey were observed, which are -(nu)ntey and its honorific

counterpart -(nu)nteyyo. In total, 11600 occurrences of these forms were found.

E. -tako; historical source: complementizer.

There are 4 types of complementizers in Korean which are -tako, -nyako, -cako,
and -lako ; they form a set. A different form is used depending on the type of clauseit is
taking (declarative, interrogative, hortative, imperative). In spoken Korean, their second
syllable can aso be pronounced as -kwu. In total, 16 forms were

observed: -tako, -nyako, -cako, -lako, -takwu, -nyakwu, -cakwu, -lakwu, and their honorific
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counterparts -takoyo, -nyakoyo, -cakoyo, -lakoyo, -takwuyo, -nyakwuyo, -cakwuyo,

and -lakwuyo. The total number of occurrences of these forms in the corpus was 3427.

F. -tanikka; historical source: a combination of complementizer -tako (shown in E above),
the light verb hata ‘do,” and the causal connective ending -nikka “because.’

As has been described in E above, there are 4 types of complementizersin Korean
which form a set, hence the particle -tanikka also forms a set of 4 different forms: -tanikka,
-nyanikka, -canikka, -lanikka. In spoken Korean, the vowel of the first syllable of these
forms can also be pronounced as ay[€e] instead of a. Therefore -caynikka, -laynikka,
and -taynikka were aso included in the observation (although -nyaynikka is also possible,
this form did not appear in the corpus). Their honorific counterparts were also observed,
which were -lanikkayo, -tanikkayo, -laynikkayo, and -taynikkayo
(-nyanikkayo, -nyaynikkayo, -canikkayo and -caynikkayo did not appear in the corpus). The

total number of occurrence of these 11 variants was 303.

G. -tamyense; historical source: a combination of the complementizer -tako (shown in E),
thelight verb hata *do,” and the connective ending expressing simultaneity -myense ‘while.’

Just like -tanikka (shown in F), -tamyense can aso have 4
forms. -tamyense, -lamyense, -nyamyense and -camyense. Two of these honorific
counterparts were found: -lamyenseyo, -tamyenseyo (-camyenseyo and -nyamyenseyo were
not found) and hence were added to the examination. The connective ending -myense is
often reduced to -mye in spoken Korean, so the combination of -mye with the

complementizerswere al so taken into account: two variants were found which were -lamye
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and -tamye and these were aso included in the study. The connective ending -myense is
also often further reduced to either -may and -mey in spoken Korean. The combination of
-may and -mey with the complementizers were also included in the examination. Four
variants were found which were: -tamay, -lamay, -tamey, -lamey, one additional honorific
counterpart of -tamay, -tamayo was found as well. These were all included in the study.
The vowel of the first syllable of variants of -tamyense is often pronounced as ay[€] in
spoken Korean; therefore the variants with the ay vowel as well as their honorific
counterparts were also considered to be included in the study. In consequence, 8 additional
variants of -tamyense were found and included in the examination. These 8 variants
are . -caymay, -taymay, -laymay, -taymayyo, -laymey, -taymey, -taymeyyo, and -laymeyyo.

The total number of occurrences of these 21 variants of -tamyense was 199.

H. -lyeko; historical source: the purposive connective ending “in order to.’

In spoken Korean, the first syllable of -lyeko can often be pronounced as -la instead
of -lye. Also, the second syllable of -lyeko is often pronounced as -kwu instead of -ko.
Taking these into account, -lako, -lakwu, -lyeko and -lyekwu were included in the
examination. Their honorific counterparts -lakoyo, -lakwuyo, and -lyekwuyo (-1yekoyo was
not found in the corpus) were aso included. In sum, the number of occurrences of these 7

variants of -lyeko was 476.

l. -(nu)n ke-y-a; historical source: the nominalizing construction which consists of

attributive marker -(nu)n, nominalizer ke, copular i and indicative sentential ending -a.
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Two variants of -(nu)n ke-y-a were observed: -(nu)n ke-y-a and its honorific

counterpart -(nu)n ke-ey-yo. In sum, 2300 occurrences of these two variants were found.

J. -canha; historical source: negative question construction which consists of connective
ending -ci, negative morpheme anh and indicative sentential ending -a.
Two variants of -canha were observed: -canha and its honorific

counterpart -canhayo. A total of 2028 occurrences of these two variants were found.

| then observed the distribution of these particles with respect to their position
within intonation units. Rather than simply counting the token frequency of their
occurrences at the end of intonation unit, | also examined the percentage of their
occurrences at the end of intonation unit comparing it with their occurrencesin the middle

of an intonation unit. Theresult isshown in <Table 1.1>.
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Utterance- Number of Number of Total
final particle | occurrencesat the occurrencesin the number of
end of an 1U middleof an 1U OCCUr I ences

-ketun 1338 77 1415
(95%) (5%) (100%)

-canha 1774 254 2028
(87%) (13%) (100%)

-(nu)n ke-y-a 1950 350 2300
(85%) (15%) (100%)

-tamyense 167 32 199
(84%) (16%) (100%)

-tanikka 247 56 303
(82%) (18%) (100%)

-nuntey 7231 4369 11600
(62%) (38%) (100%)

-ko 6308 6572 12880
(49%) (51%) (100%)

-tako 1518 1909 3427
(44%) (56%) (100%)

-lyeko 185 291 476
(39%) (61%) (100%)

-key 1562 14881 16443
(10%) (90%) (100%)

<Table 1.1. Distribution of utterance-final particles, with respect to position within
intonation units>
The order of utterance-final particles shown in <Table 1.1> is from the particle which has
the highest proportion of its occurrences at the end of an utterance, to the one that has the
lowest proportion of its occurrences at the end of an utterance. This table reveals that
having high token frequency of occurrence at the end of intonation unit does not always
guarantee ahigh proportion of occurrence at the end of intonation unit aswell. For instance,
<Table 1.1> shows that while -nuntey has the highest token frequency of occurrence at the
end of intonation unit (7231 occurrences), its proportion of occurrence at the end of

intonation unit is not the highest, since it only occurs at the end of an 1U 62% of the time.
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The difference of their proportions of occurrences at the end of an 1U reflects the
different degrees to which they retain their former functions. For example, -ketun, which
derived from a conditional connective ending functioning to link two clauses together in a
sentence within a conditional relationship, now occurs at the end of an 1U rather than in
the middle of an U for the most of the time (95%). This suggests that -ketun’s former
function as a conditional connective ending is mostly lost, and it now functions rather as
an utterance-final particle in spoken Korean. On the other hand, -nuntey, which derived
from a circumstantial connective ending which aso functions to connect two clausesin a
sentence, now occurs at the end of an IU 62% of the time and in the middle of an IU 38%
of the time. This suggests that the degree of maintenance of the former function is greater

for -nuntey than -ketun.

1.6.2.2. Thetwo utterance-final particles: -ketun and -canha

| selected two utterance-final particles from the list of utterance-final particles
shown in <Table 1.1> to conduct a more detailled study for this dissertation; -ketun
and -canha. The reason | selected these two particles is, first of all, because they
synchronically show the highest proportion of their occurrences at the end of intonation
units. Though it is not surprising that -canha occurs highly frequently at the end of an 1U
sinceit originated from a sentential ending construction of anegative question construction,
which means that its former function was already to end an utterance, both -ketun
and -canha’s frequent occurrences at the right peripheral position suggest that their current

functions as utterance-fina particles in spoken Korean are more prominent than other
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particles shown in <Table 1.1>. Hence, observing these two particles would help us better
understand the exact functions of utterance-final particles, i.e., what these particles do at
the right peripheral position of 1Us, and what the roles of utterance-final particles arein
spoken Korean as well asin other spoken languages.

Moreover, what makes the investigation of -ketun and -canha more significant and
interesting is the different types of their historical sources. While -ketun originated from a
conditional connective ending, -canha derived from a negative question construction. The
fact that both -ketun and -canha currently function as utterance-final particles in spoken
Korean despitetheir very different historical sources suggeststhat they underwent different
diachronic paths or different grammaticalization processes. Examining the diachronic
developments of -ketun and -canha provides insights into how these particles from very
different types of historical source, having undergone different diachronic paths, yet
synchronically ended up in the same grammatical category — utterance-final particle — and

whether there is a more profound underlying motivation behind these changes.

1.7. Thesynchronic analysisof -ketun and -canha; Lambrecht’s theory of information

structure

As | will discuss in more detail in the later chapters of this dissertation, the main
functions of both -ketun and -canha as utterance-final particlesin Modern Spoken Korean
are to manage information structure or information flow in discourse. The study of
information structure in language, which reflects the speaker’s beliefs and assumptions

about the shared knowledge he or she has with the hearer, has attracted much attention
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from many scholars (Danes 1966, Halliday 1967, Dik 1978, 1980, Kuno 1972, 1978, Chafe
1976, Prince 1992, Ariel 1988, Gundel et al. 1993, Lambrecht 1994 and so on). Among the
extensions of research on information structure, |1 believe that the theory proposed by
Lambrecht (1994) seems to be most relevant to the synchronic analysis of the functions of
the utterance-final particles -ketun and -canha, i.e., how they are currently used in Modern
Spoken Korean.

Lambrecht’s (1994) theory of information structure is a theory of the relationship
between the structure of sentences and the linguistic and extra-linguistic contextsin which
sentences are used as units of propositional information, based on the observation that the
structure of a sentence reflects a speaker’s assumption about the hearer’s state of
knowledge and consciousness at the time of utterance, in systematic and theoretically
interesting ways. According to Lambrecht, this relationship between the speaker’s
assumption and the structure of sentence is governed by rules and conventions of sentence
grammar, in a grammatical component which he calls information structure, which is a
termoriginally introduced by Halliday (1967, cited in Lambrecht 1994). Lambrecht defines

information structure in the following quote:

INFORMATION STRUCTURE: That component of sentence grammar in which
propositions as conceptual representations of states of affairs are paired with
lexicogrammatical structures in accordance with the mental states of interlocutors
who use and interpret these structures as units of information in given discourse
contexts.

(Lambrecht 1994:5)
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One of the most interesting points of Lambrecht’s theory of information structure
which is distinct from that of other scholars is in his point of view of how information
structure is related to the different components of grammatical structure. Unlike other
linguists such as DaneS (1966, cited in Lambrecht 1994:6), Halliday (1967, cited in
Lambrecht 1994:7), and Dik (1978, 1980 cited in Lambrecht 1994:7), whose view is that
the formal domain of information structure is limited to the sentence or the clause, and
hence the study of information structure belongs to sentence grammar (Lambrecht 1994:7),
Lambrecht takes adifferent perspective, arguing that the study of information structure not
only involves morphology and syntax, but also semantics and pragmatics, as well as
prosody. He argues that information structure intervenes at all meaning-bearing levels of
the grammatical system, since it can be “formally manifested in aspects of prosody, in
gpecial grammatica markers, in the form of syntactic (in particular nominal) constituents,
in the position and ordering of such constituents in the sentence, in the form of complex
grammatical constructions, and in certain choices between related lexical items”
(Lambrecht 1994:6).

Moreover, in his theory of information structure, the different components of
grammar are not viewed as independent subsystems which are hierarchically organized,
but rather as interdependent forces which are competing with each other, in various
complex, language-specific ways. This competing-motivation view of information
structure by Lambrecht has a strong explanatory power asit can not only explain how the
information structure can influence the formal representation of one language, but it can
also explain why similar communicative situations are expressed in different structures

acrosslanguages. For instance, close examination of information structurein Italian reveals
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that it is a language where information structure and word order interact with each other,
since the sentences Mi si e rotta la macchina and La mia macchina s é rotta can have
different implications depending whether there has been an inversion of the canonical
subject-verb order (as the former sentence) or not (asthe latter sentence). Arguing that itis
entirely the communicative requirements of discourse that leads to this formal
representation in Italian would not be able to explain why in English, for instance, the
difference in the information structure in the above Italian sentences would be expressed
rather prosodically (depending on the position of the sentence accent) than syntactically,
as the sentences My CAR broke down and My car broke DOWN, respectively, and why
English would not allow the subject-verb inversion like Italian as can be seen in the
implausibility of the sentence * Broke down my car. The competing-motivation view of
Lambrecht, on the other hand, can explain that the differences in grammaticality are the
results of the different structural properties of the individual languages, where the
components of grammar compete with each other in different ways across languages. For
example, the difference in Italian and English described above could be due to the more
rigid word order in English than Italian.

Lambrecht’s (1994) theory has made an important contribution to the growing body
of research on information structure, by developing an analysis of four independent yet
interrelated sets of categories: the category of propositional information with its two
components pragmatic presupposition and pragmatic assertion (which will be explained in
detail below), the category of identifiability and activation, which isrelated to the referents
of linguistic expressions in the hearer’s mind at the time of utterance and the constant

changes which these representations undergo in the course of a conversation, the category
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of topic, which deals with the pragmatic relation of aboutness between discourse referents
and propositions in given discourse contexts, and the category of focus, the element in a
pragmatically structured proposition whereby the assertion differs from the presupposition
and which makes the utterance of a sentence informative (Lambrecht 1994:xiii-xiv).

Lambrecht’s theory of information structure seems particularly relevant in
examining the synchronic functions of the utterance-fina particles -ketun and -canha in
Modern Spoken Korean, since it is a theory dealing with specifically, propositional
information structure. As will be discussed in much detail in the later chapters of this
dissertation, | argue that -ketun and -canha in spoken Korean function as explicit markers
or devices which manage the information conveyed in an utterance, specifically, his
category of propositional information. Adopting Lambrecht’s view of information
structure, where al levels of grammatical systems such as morphosyntax, semantics,
pragmatics as well as prosody are al intricately intertwined, competing with each other in
language-specific ways, will not only shed light on various aspects of the information
managing functions of -ketun and -canha in spoken Korean, but it will also illuminate the
motivations behind the emergence of utterance-final particles at the right peripheral
positional of an utterance in many different languages with different basic word order.

In the study of information structure, generally, the term old information refers to
the speaker’s assumption that the certain piece of information that he or she is referring to
is already shared with the hearer, and the term new information mainly refers to the
speaker’s assumption about the hearer’s lack of knowledge about that certain piece of

information that the speaker isreferring to.
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These notions of old information and new information have been examined under
various terms such as “old” and “new” (Kuno 1972, 1978), but also “given” and “new”
(Halliday 1967), and “given” and “new” (Chafe 1976). These binary distinctions have been
further developed and subdivided aong dimensions such as the accessibility and
identifiability of the referents, such as into evoked (inferable), unused and brand-new
(Prince 1981), discourse-old, discourse-new, hearer-old and hearer-new (Prince 1992),
high accessibility, mid accessibility and low accessibility (Ariel 1988), and in focus,
activated, familiar, uniquely identifiable, referentia and type identifiable (Gundel et al.
1993).

Nevertheless, al of these terms of information structure have not only been used
when referring to theinformation status of areferent, but also when referring to information
conveyed by a proposition. Lambrecht (1994) points out that because these terms,
especially the notion of “new information” and “old information,” have given rise to great
confusion in the literature, and that it isimportant to distinguish between information and
meaning. He argues that “while meaning is expressed either in individual words or via
relations established between words, information can strictly speaking only be conveyed
relationally, via propositions” (Lambrecht 1994:45). He therefore distinguishes between
“propositional information” and the “elements of information” in a sentence, where the
latter are non-propositional units of meaning that form parts of propositions. The
distinction between the information status of a proposition and the information status of a

referent can be clearly seen in the following example which Lambrecht provides.

(1.14)
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Shedid it.

(Lambrecht 1994:48)

Lambrecht explains that all the constituents of the sentence in (1.14) are equally “old”
because otherwise anaphoric pronominalswould not be used: the speakers must know these
constituents from previous discourse who or what they refer to, to be able to interpret them.
However, Lambrecht arguesthat the sentencein (1.14) can clearly convey new information
in an appropriate utterance contexts, in the sense that it may change the hearer’s
representation of the world (Lambrecht 1994:48-49).

Because of this difference between propositional information and elements of
information, Lambrecht restricts the use of the terms old information and new information
to the aspects of information which are associated with propositions only, by strictly
distinguishing them from the old referents and new referents. Hence, according to
Lambrecht, the term “*old information’ is the sum of ‘knowledge’ [...] evoked in a
sentence which a speaker assumes to be already available in the hearer’s mind at the time
of utterance [...] while ‘new information’ is the information added to that knowledge by
the utterance itself” (Lambrecht 1994:50).

However, to avoid the potential confusion altogether, Lambrecht proposes a
different pair of linguistic terms. pragmatic presupposition for referring to the “old
information” expressed in or evoked by a sentence, and pragmatic assertion for referring
to the “new information” expressed or conveyed by the sentence. According to Lambrecht,
pragmatic presupposition is “the set of propositions lexicogrammatically evoked in a

sentence which the speaker assumesthe hearer already knowsor isready to takefor granted
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at the time the sentence is uttered” (Lambrecht 1994:52). He then gives his definition of
pragmatic assertion as “the proposition expressed by a sentence which the hearer is
expected to know or take for granted as a result of hearing the sentence uttered” (Lambrecht
1994:52).

It should be noted that the term presupposition has traditionally been used quite
differently from the term pragmatic presupposition proposed by Lambrecht (1994) in the
literature. The term presupposition, has been discussed as a specific kind of pragmatic
inference. For instance, it has been argued that the sentence | left London is the
presupposition of the sentence | don’t regret leaving London, and the sentence She has a
husband is the presupposition of the sentence Her husband is afool (Saeed 2003:101). The
topic of presupposition has been a very widely discussed in semantics and pragmatics
(Frege 1892, Russell 1905, Stawson 1950, Karttunen 1973, Katz and Fodor 1963, Levinson
1983, and many more), however, in this dissertation, | use Lambrecht’s terms pragmatic
presupposition and pragmatic assertion (or smply presupposition and assertion) to refer
to the relevant types of information associated with propositions in explaining the
information-management function of -ketun and -canha as utterance-final particles in

spoken Korean.

7 Lambrecht (1994) also suggests that the following quote from Stalnaker (1974) should be included in the
definition of pragmatic presupposition:

A proposition P is a pragmatic presupposition of a speaker in a given context just in case
the speaker assumes or believes that his addressee assumes or believesthat P, and assumes
or believes that his addressee recognizes that he is making these assumption, or has these
beliefs.

(Stalnaker 1974:200, cited in Lambrecht 1994:60)
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1.8. The diachronic analysis of -ketun and -canha: Insubordination or

grammaticalization?

1.8.1. Previousresear ch on the historical sourcesof utterance-final particlesand their

diachronic paths

Thompson and Suzuki (2011) argue that the lexical categories of the historical
sources of utterance-final particles are usualy connectives and complementizers
(Thompson and Suzuki 2011:680). Previous research on utterance-final particlesin various
languages seem to show agreement with Thompson and Suzuki’s claim, since many of
them dea with utterance-final particles which are developed from various types of
subordinators which function to link two clauses within a sentence such as kara “because’
(Ohori 1995, Higashiizumi 2006), kedo ‘but, although’ (Nakayama and Ichihashi-
Nakayama 1997, Ohori 1995), complementizers koto, no, to, tte (Okamoto 1995), shi ‘and’
(McGlong and Konishi 2010), conditional marker ba (Ohori 1995), concessive marker noni
(Ohori 1995) in Japanese, then (Haselow 2011, 2012), though (Barth-Weingarten and
Couper-Kuhlen 2002), but (Mulder and Thompson 2008) in English, aber (Diewald and
Fischer 1998) in German, enclitic =go (Mithun 2008) in Navajo, ‘autonomous participials’
and ‘autonomous subordinates’ (Mithun 2008) in Central Alaskan Yup’ik, -ketun “if’ (Koo
and Rhee 2001), -nuntey ‘and/but’ (Y.-Y. Park 1999, H.-S. Lee 1999b, Son and Kim 2009),
-nikka ‘because’ (Son and Kim 2009, S.-O. Sohn 2003), -myense ‘while’ (Y. Jung 2001),

and complementizers -lako/-tako/-nyako/-cako (Son and Kim 2009) in Korean.
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A number of explanations have been proposed for the rise of utterance-final
particlesfrom their former subordinating functions. Notable examples of such explanations
aretheworks of Evans (2007), Mithun (2008) and Ohori (1995). For instance, Evans (2007)
argues for what he calls as ‘insubordination’ process. According to his definition,
insubordination is ‘the conventionalized main clause use of what, on primafacie grounds,
appear to be formally subordinate clauses’ (Evans 2007:367). His ‘insubordination’ is not
restricted solely to explain the evolution of utterance-final particles from various
subordinators, but is rather used to explain the genera diachronic process when what
formerly was a subordinate clause becomes a main clause. When a subordinator comes to
be used as an utterance-final particle, the process usually undergoes ‘insubordination.” The
following is what Evans claims to be the four-step historical trgjectory that leads to the

formation of insubordinated clauses:

(1.15)
Subordination Ellipsis Conventionalized Reanalysis as main clause
ellipsis structure
(1) (2) ©) (4)
Subordinate  Ellipsis of Restriction of Conventionalized main
construction  main clause interpretation of clause use of formally
ellipsed material subordinate clause

(Constructionalization)

(Evans 2007:370)

As | will explain in more detail in section 3.5.3.1.1 of chapter 3 of this dissertation, the
essence of Evan’s insubordination process lies in the ellipsis of the main clause or the

matrix clause which leads what used to be subordinators to occur at the end of an utterance
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and consequently to become utterance-final particles. On the other hand, Mithun (2008)
provides explanations for the rise of the utterance-final particles in Navajo and Central
Alaskan Yup’ik that are different from Evan’s insubordination described in (1.15). She
explains that Navgo enclitic =go and ‘autonomous particial’ and ‘autonomous
subordinates’ in Yup’ik do not involve the omission of the main or matrix clause, unlike
Evans’ insubordination process. She argues that they instead underwent an extension
process where their functional scope expanded beyond the sentential level, i.e., to the
discourse level.

Both Evans (2007) and Mithun (2008) argue that the diachronic changes that they
observe (‘insubordination’ by Evans (2007) and extension process by Mithun (2008)) are
not equal as grammaticalization processes. For instance, Evans (2007) clams that
insubordination in fact goes in the opposite direction of change from the
grammaticalization process, by arguing that insubordination does not follow the
unidirectional pathway of grammaticalization which involves the changes from main
clause to subordinate clause and from pragmatics to syntax (Evans 2007:375-376)8. Mithun
(2008), on the other hand, argues that the extension process found in Navajo and Yup’ik,
which involves the expansion of scope from sentential level to discourse level, is simply
the result of a different kind of process from grammaticalization, rather than being a
counterexample to its unidirectionality (Mithun 2008:108)°.

Ohori’s (1995) explanation for the emergence of Japanese utterance-final particles

is also different from both Evans’s insubordination and Mithun’s extension process. Ohori

8 For more discussion on the relationship between insubordination and grammaticalization, see section
3.5.3.2 of chapter 3 of this dissertation.
9 However, she notes that extension and grammaticalization can sometimes co-occur (Mithun 2008:108).
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explainsthat a number of Japanese subordinators such as conditional marker ba, participial
marker te, concessive connective noni and reason connective kara gradually became
utterance-final particles through the reduction of the main clause, which is a similar
analysis to Evans’ (2007) insubordination described above. However, unlike Evans who
claims that insubordination process goes against grammaticalization, Ohori contrarily
argues that the emergence of Japanese utterance-fina particles via the ellipsis of main
clauseis acase of grammaticalization.

As has been argued in the literature such as Thompson and Suzuki (2011) many of
the Korean utterance-fina particles developed from connective endings and
complementizers as well, such as -ketun ‘“if,” -nuntey ‘and/but,” -ko ‘and,” and the
complementizers -lako/-tako/-cako/-nyako. However, there are many utterance-final
particles in Korean that have different sources than simple connective endings and
complementizers. For instance, -canha evolved from the negative question construction -ci
anh-a? which consist of a connective (-ci), a negative marker (anh-), and an indicative
sentential ending (-a). The utterance-fina particle -nun keya developed from the
combination of an attributive marker (-nun), a nominalizer (ke), a copular (-y) and an
indicative sentential ending (-a). Furthermore, several other utterance-fina particles in
Korean evolved from the combinations of more than one connective ending and
complementizer. For example, -tanikka is a phonologicaly reduced form of the
combination of a complementizer (-tako), alight verb (hata ‘do’) and a causal connective
(-nikka), and -tamyense is a phonologically reduced form of the combination which

consists of acomplementizer (-tako), alight verb (hata ‘do’) and another connective ending

(-myense).
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In the later chapters of this dissertation, | will argue that the evolution of the two
utterance-final particles -ketun and -canha that | analyzed are the results of
grammaticalization. This is a different analysis from Evans (2007) and Mithun (2008)
where they claim that the insubordination process (Evans 2007) and extension process
(Mithun 2008) are not cases of grammaticalization. My analysis dlightly differs from that
of Ohori (1995) as well, athough he also argues that Japanese utterance-final particles
evolved by the grammati calization process. It is because hisanalysis of grammaticalization
of Japanese utterance-final particlesinvolvesthe omission or the ellipsis of the main clause
while my analysis for the grammaticalization process of the two Korean utterance-final
particles does not. Thisis not to say that some analyses are correct and others are wrong.
Instead, this reveals that there is a very strong tendency that utterance-final particles are
currently emerging from various historical sources, via diverse diachronic paths, in
numerous languages with different basic word orders. In the next section, | will briefly

summarize the theory of grammaticalization.

1.8.2. Grammaticalization theory

1.8.2.1. Processes of grammaticalization

The term grammaticalization was first coined in 1912 by the French linguist

Antoine Meillet, and his definition of grammaticalization is “the attribution of grammatical
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character to an erstwhile autonomous word'®” (“Iattribution du caractére grammatical a
un mot jadis autonome”; Meillet 1912:131, cited in Hopper and Traugott 2003:19). The
study of grammaticalization particularly bloomed from the 1970°s and 1980’s and has been
extensively examined since. V arious definitions have been proposed, but perhaps the most

well-known definition of grammaticalization would be that of Kurytowicz:

Grammaticalization consistsin the increase of the range of a morpheme advancing
from alexical to agrammatical or from aless grammatical to a more grammatical
status, e.g. from a derivative formant to an inflectional one.

(Kurytowicz 1975[1965]:52, cited in Narrog and Heine 2011:3)

And more recently, Hopper and Traugott define grammaticalization giving more emphasis

on therole of constructions and linguistic contexts within grammaticalization:

[...] the change whereby lexical items and constructions comein certain linguistic
contexts to serve grammatical functions and, once grammaticalized, continue to
develop new grammatical functions.

(Hopper and Traugott 2003:xv)

Grammaticalization involves changes in various aspects and domains of language:
it not only involves morphosyntactic changes, but al so semantic-pragmatic changes, aswell
as phonological changes. Some of the notable morphosyntactic changes in

grammaticalization, though not an exhaustive list, are shown in (1.16):

10 Trandated by Paul Hopper.
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(1.16) Morphosyntactic changes in grammaticalization

a. Paradigmaticization (Lehmann 2002:120) isaprocess of paradigmatic integration, where
the members gradually level out the differences they were equipped with originally. An
instance of paradigmaticization can be observed when prepositions of different origin
gradualy adjust their generic differences and their different behaviors as they develop
into primary prepositions (Lehmann 2002:120).

b. Obligatorification (Lehmann 2002:124) is the reduction of transparadigmatic variability
which is the freedom of the language user with regard to the paradigm as awhole. An
example of obligatorification is the development of articles in Romance languages.
while there is no syntactic rule in Latin which requires a determiner on a noun, in
Modern Romance languages, however, such as in French, Italian and Spanish, the use
of asingular noun without an articleisimpossible in most contexts (Lehmann 2002:125).

c. Condensation (Lehmann 2002:128) is the decrease or the shrinking of the structural
scope of agrammatical means, which is the structural size of the construction which it
helps to form. According to Lehmann, the development of English auxiliaries have or
be are instances of condensation since as they develop from a main verbs to auxiliary
verbs, their structural scope also decreases from clause level to VP level (Lehmann
2002:128). However, whether the decrease of structural scope should be a component
of grammaticalization or not has been questioned by Tabor and Traugott (1998), and |
will discussthisissue in more detail in section 3.3.5.2 of chapter 3 of this dissertation.

d. Coalescence (Lehmann 2002:132), istheincrease of bondedness that a constituent show

with others, for example, form > clitic, clitic > bound form, compound > derivational

44



affix, or derivational > inflectional affix (Heine, Claudi and Hinnemeyer 1991:213,
cited in Brinton 1996:52).

e. Fixation (Lehmann 2002:153) is aprocess where an item gradually occupies afixed spot
rather than being able to be shifted around freely.

f. Layering (Hopper 1991:22-23) refersto theformal diversity resulted from the emergence
of aform or set of formsin afunctional domain where it does not immediately replace
an aready existing set of functionally equivalent forms but rather the two set of forms
co-exist. An example of layering can be observed in English past tense formation, where
vowel alternations (such as in drive/drove, take/took) co-exists with recent layer of an
apical suffix [t] or [d] (such asin notice/noticed, walk/walked) (Hopper 1991:23).

g. Decategorialization (Hopper 1991:22, Hopper and Traugott 2003) is a process where a
form undergoes the loss of the morphological and syntactic properties that would
identify it as a full member of a major grammatical category such as a noun or verb.
This type of cline of categoriality has been represented as. mgor category ( >
intermediate category) > minor category (Hopper and Traugott 2003:107).

h. Divergence (Hopper 1991:24-25) or Split (Heine and Reh 1984, cited in Hopper 1991)
refers to the fact that when alexical form undergoes grammaticalization, for example,
to an auxiliary, clitic or affix, the original form may remain as an autonomous lexical
element and undergo the same changes as any other lexical items, as the result of
multiples of forms having a common etymology, but diverging functionally. Examples
of divergence include the French negative particle pas and its cognate pas ‘pace, step,’

and English indefinite article a(n) and its cognate word one, where the two nouns in
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both languages are so distinct that the relationship is completely opague (Hopper
1991:24).

i. Specialization (Hopper 1991:22, Hopper and Traugott 2003:116, Bréal 1991 [1882],
cited in Hopper and Traugott 2003) refersto the process of reducing the variety of formal
choices available as the meaning assume greater grammatical generality'!. An example
of specidization isthat of development of Modern French negative construction, which
requires a negative particle ne before the verb and a supportive particle pas after it.
While at earlier stages of French avariety of nouns suggesting aleast quantity could be
used in the place of pas, such as pas ‘step, pace,” point ‘dot, point,” mie ‘crumb,” gote
‘drop,” amende ‘almond,” areste ‘fish-bone,” beloce ‘sloe,” eschalop ‘pea-pod,” in
Modern French, however, only pas (and rarely point) is still used and the others are no

longer used in negative construction (Hopper and Traugott 2003:117-118).

A number of significant semantic-pragmatic changes in grammaticalization are enlisted in

(1.17), though again it may not be an exhaustive list.

(1.17) Semantic-Pragmatic changes in grammaticalization

a. Persistence (Hopper 1991:22), or Retention of earlier meaning (Bybee and Pagliuca 1987,
Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca 1994:15), refers to the fact that when a form undergoes
grammaticalization from a lexical to a grammatical function, so long as it is

grammatically viable some traces of its origina lexica meanings tend to persist, and

1 Hopper argues that though specialization might be similar to Lehmann’s obligatorification (described in
(1.16b)), obligatorification instead refersto the final stages of grammaticalization and might be a processthat
solely leads to grammaticalization, but on the other hand, specialization is just one possible kind of change
which may or may not lead to grammaticalization (Hopper 1991:25).
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details of its lexical history may be reflected in constraints on its grammatical
distribution. Persistence can be illustrated in the development of object the marker ke’
in West African language Ga. Ke', a formerly a verb meaning ‘take,” now functions
either as a full verb ‘take,” or as an accusative case marker. However, as a case marker,
ke' can only be used with objects which can be “‘taken’ due to its historical origin as a
full verb meaning ‘take’ (Hopper 1991:29).

b. Semantic generalization (Bybee et al. 1994:6), or Bleaching (Givén 1975, cited in Bybee
et a 1994), or Desemanticization (Lehmann 2002:114), refers to a process where the
contexts in which a form can be used becomes more generalized. An instance of
generalization is that of the development of English progressive into imperfect,
discussed in Bybee and Pagliuca (1985, cited in Hopper and Traugott 2003:104), in
which an originally highly constrained progressive structure be V-ing, that wasrestricted
to agentive construction first spreads to passives (as in the house was being built) and
later to stative contexts, where it serves a “contingency” function (as in Thereare statues
standing in the park) (Hopper and Traugott 2003:104).

c. Subjectification (Traugott 1989, 2010, Traugott and Dasher 2001) is a process whereby
“meanings become increasingly based in the speaker’s subjective belief state/attitude
towards what the speaker is talking about” (Traugott 1989, cited in Cuyckens et al.
2010:10). Examples of subjectification includes the development epistemic modality,
scalar particles such as even, concessive from temporal meanings such as the
development of while in English (Traugott and Dasher 2001:96).

d. Intersubjectification (Traugott and Dasher 2001, Traugott 2010) refers to “the

semasiological process whereby meanings come over time to encode
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SP[eaker]/WT[riter]’s attential to the “self’ of AD[dressee]/R[eader] in both an epistemic
and social sense” (Traugott 2003:130, cited in Cuyckens et a 2010:4). According to
Traugott’s point of view (Traugott 2010, Traugott and Dasher 2001),
intersubjectification is subordinate to subjectification since the former cannot occur
without the latter. Traugott argues that it is because “SP[eaker]/W([riter] displays points
of view in the ongoing interactional negotiation of discourse production; when these
encoded points of view come to signal particular attention to AD[dressee]/R[eader],
intersubjectification occurs” (Traugott and Dasher 2001:99). This view is schematized
as the following cline: non-/less subjective > subjective > intersubjective (Traugott
2010:35). Examples of intersubjectification include the developments of well, perhaps,

and sort of in English into hedges (Traugott 2010).

And lastly, one of the prominent phonological changes in grammaticalization is given in

(1.18) below.

(2.18) Phonological change in grammaticalization

a. Phonological reduction (Bybee et a. 1994.6), or Phonological attrition (Lehmann
2002:113), or Erosion (Heine and Reh 1984, cited in Lehmann 2002) refers to the
gradual loss of phonological substance. Examples of phonological reduction include the
reduction of Latin ille to French le (Lehmann 2002:113), and the reduction of English

going to to gonna.
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1.8.2.2. Mechanisms of change in grammaticalization

There have been many proposals as to what are the mechanisms of change in
grammaticalization. Among the few mechanisms of change concerned with
grammaticalization proposed so far, | will discuss three of them in this section: reanaysis
and analogy which are perhaps the two mechanisms of change that are mostly discussed in
the literature, and the role of frequency, which has been in the recent discussions of
mechanisms of change in grammaticalization.

Reanalysis, according to Hopper and Traugott (2003), refers to the replacement of
old structures by new ones (Hopper and Traugott 2003:63). It also has been defined in
Langacker as the “change in the structure of an expression or class of expression that does
not involve any immediate or intrinsic modification of its surface structure” (Langacker
1977:58, cited in Traugott 2011a:21). Some of morphosyntactic changes in
grammaticalization which involve reanalysis are changes in constituency (such as changes
in bracketing of elements in constructions) and reassignment of morphemes to different
semantic-syntactic category labels (such as the development of future tense marker from
be going to in English) (Hopper and Traugott 2003:51). Among the types of reanalysis
which are concerned with semantic-pragmatic changes in grammeaticalization are those that
are metonymic in nature, such as, inference (Bybee et al. 1994), invited inferences
(Traugott and Konig 1991, cited in Traugott 2011a:24) or context-induced reinterpretations
(Heine, Claudi, and Hunnemeyer 1991).

While it is less controversia that grammaticalization involves a reanalysis of the

relationship between form and function in a grammatical construction (see Croft 2000,
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cited in Croft 2003:268), the question whether grammaticalization involves structural
reanalysis, has been controversial among scholars. For instance, Haspelmath (1998, cited
in Croft 2003:267) argues that reanalysis is a process that is distinct from
grammaticalization, since contrary to grammaticalization processes, reanalysis does not
involve the loss of syntactic autonomy or phonological substance; the changes of syntactic
relations and dependencies in reanalysis is abrupt rather than gradual; the process is
potentialy reversible, rather than being unidirectional. Croft (2003) claims that “the role
of syntactic reanalysis in grammaticalization depends on one’s theory of syntactic
representation more than on grammaticalization itself” (Croft 2003:268), and therefore
argues that in a syntactic theory that involves simple syntactic structures, such as Radical
Construction Grammar (Croft 2001), it is less likely that grammaticalization will involve
syntactic reanalysis (Croft 2003:268).

The second mechanisms of change in grammaticalization which | will discuss in
this section is analogy. Analogy refersto the attraction of extant forms to already existing
constructions (Hopper and Traugott 2003:64), and it has been defined in Meillet (1912) as
a process whereby irregularities in grammar, particularly at the morphological level, were
regularized (Hopper and Traugott 2003:64). Two types of analogy have been proposed for
morphological changes (Croft 2000, cited in Traugott 2011a:25) which are levelling (such
asthe reduction of stem alomorphs) and extension or generalization (such as the spread of
the plural -s marker to most nominals) (Traugott 2011a:25). One major semantic-pragmatic
change in grammaticalization that interacts with analogy is metaphor, and it has been
argued to be one of the prominent mechanisms of semantic changes in grammaticalization

(Heine et al. 1991). However, a number of studies question and challenge the claim that
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metaphorizations are mechanisms of grammaticalization (such as Bybee et a. 1994,
Traugott 1989, Traugott 2011a). They argue that metaphor can rather lead to semantic
changes for lexical meaning, or at the most semantic changes at the very early stage of
grammaticalization process, and that closer examination of many cases of semantic
changes which have been argued to be the result of metaphorization (such as the
development of epistemic modality may (Sweetser 1990), or the grammaticalization from
locative (spatial) notions to tense or aspect (temporal) notions) reveal that they arein fact
metonymic, i.e., non-analogical changes rather than metaphoric, i.e., analogical changes.
While only reanalysis can create new grammatical structure, analogy has a mgjor rolein
generaizing a rule or construction, and while reanalysis operates along the syntagmatic
axis of linear constituent structure, analogy operates along the paradigmatic axis of options
at any one constituent node (Jakobson and Halle 1956, cited in Hopper and Traugott
2003:64).

The last mechanism of change in grammaticalization which | will discuss in this
section is the role of frequency. According to Bybee, frequency is not only a result of
grammaticalization, but it can also be an active force which instigates the changes in
grammaticalization (Bybee 2003:602). She argues that the crucia role of frequency in
grammaticalization should be recognized, by proposing a new definition of
grammaticalization which emphasizes the importance of frequency as “the process by
which afrequently used sequence of words or morphemes becomes automated as asingle
processing unit” (Bybee 2003:603). Two types of frequency have been proposed: token
frequency and type frequency. The former refers to the frequency of occurrence of a unit,

while the latter refers to the dictionary frequency of a particular pattern, such as a stress
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pattern, an affix, etc. (Bybee 2003:604). Theincrease of typefrequency signifieshow much
the construction in question generalized in the grammaticalization process, while the high
token frequency of grammaticalization construction can trigger various formal and
functional changes of the grammaticalizing constructions such as weakening of semantic
force by ‘habituation’ (Haiman 1994), phonological reduction and fusion such as
“chunking” (Boyland 1996, Bybee and Scheibman 1999), autonomy of a construction, loss
of semantic transparency, as well as entrenchment which leads to the preservation of

morphological irregularities.

1.8.2.3. Theunidirectionality hypothesis

One of the most fundamental hypotheses of grammaticalization is its
unidirectionality. The unidirectionality hypothesis is “the claim that the changes which fall
under the rubric of grammaticalization always move in the direction from more to less
lexical or from less to more grammatical” (Borjars and Vincent 2011:163).
Unidirectionality has been proposed to operate in various aspects of grammaticalization.
In terms of grammatical function, for instance, developments from resultative
constructions to anteriors and then to perfectives or pasts, and developments from
desideratives and obligations markers to futures are often observed while the reverse
direction isunknown (Bybee et a. 1994.:12-13). At the morphosyntactic level, anumber of
clines have been argued, such aslexical item used in specific linguistic contexts > syntax

> morphology (Hopper and Traugott 2003:100), content item > grammatical word >

52



clitic > inflectional affix'? (Hopper and Traugott 2003:7). Moreover, unidirectionality can
also be found in the semantic-pragmatic level of grammaticalization, such as inferential
changes like semantic generalizations, or semantic changes from more concrete to more
abstract. Furthermore, in phonological level of grammaticalization as well,
unidirectionality is evidenced such as in the reduction or deletion of phonological features
while the reverse direction is not observed.

Although evidence for the unidirectionality of grammaticalization is abundant, the
unidirectionality hypothesis has aso been chalenged with a number of putative
counterexamples. For instance, the development from a person/number suffix to a free
pronoun in Modern Irish dialects (Bybee et al. 1994:13-14), the development in Estonian
of an independent affirmative adverb ep from the clitic *-pa (Campbell 1991, cited in
Hopper and Traugott 2003:137), and the development in Pennsylvania German of the
rounded form wotte of the preterit subjective welle ‘would < wanted’ into a main verb
‘wish, desire’ (Burridge 1998, cited in Hopper and Traugott 2003:137) have been argued
to be counterexamples to grammaticalization. The existence of these counterexamples
suggeststhat unidirectionality in grammeaticalization is not an absol ute principle. However,
it has been argued that counterexamples to unidirectionality are relatively infrequent and
highly sporadic, not showing any specific patterns among them, while the evidence for
unidirectionality in grammaticalization is relatively abundant, and they are systematically
observed across languages (Hopper and Traugott 2003). As Traugott (2001) argues,

“languages should be understood to be subject to statistical and not absolute generalizations,

2 This cline has been called as “the cline of grammaticality” in Hopper and Traugott (2003:7).

53



and that therefore a small number of counterexamples need not be a matter of great concern”
(Traugott 2001, in Bérjars and Vincent 2011:164).

In the following chapters | will argue that the evolutionary process of the two
utterance-final particles -ketun and -canha in spoken Korean is grammaticalization. As has
been claimed in the literature of grammaticalization, grammaticalization has both a
synchronic and a diachronic dimension, athough it is more commonly studied asthe | atter
(Heine 2003:575, Lehmann 1985 cited in Brinton 1996:50, Brinton 1996). Hence,
observing the grammaticalization of -ketun and -canha will not only help us understand
their diachronic evolutionary process (such as how they became utterance-final particles),
but it will also shed light on better understanding their current functions (such as why do
they function as they do now), as well as understanding the synchronic situation where so
many utterance-final particles are currently emerging in spoken Korean and in other

languages of the world.

1.9. Goal and organization of the dissertation

The goa of this present dissertation is to examine two currently emerging
utterance-final particles in Modern Spoken Korean, -ketun and -canha. In particular, this
study aims to describe their current functions, and examine what their roles in Modern
Spoken Korean are. In addition, this dissertation will investigate the grammaticalization
process of -ketun and -canha from their former functions to their utterance-final particle

functions, as an attempt to understand the reason why so many of these utterance-final
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particlesin spoken Korean as well as in other spoken languages of the world are currently
emerging, and whether there is a common motivation behind these changes.

In chapter 2, the synchronic functions of -ketun as an utterance-fina particle in
spoken Korean will be described. Chapter 3 will examine the grammaticalization process
from -ketun as a conditional connective ending to -ketun as an utterance-final particle.
Chapter 4 will describe the current functions of the utterance-fina particle -canha in
spoken Korean. In chapter 5, -canha’s grammati cali zation process from anegative question
construction to an utterance-fina particle will be examined. Lastly, chapter 6 will

summarize and conclude the present dissertation.
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Chapter 2. Novel functions of conditional connective ending -ketun in Modern

Spoken Korean

2.1. Introduction

-Ketun is one of many connective endings in Korean that connect two clauses
together in a sentence. Specifically, -ketun is known to be a conditional connective ending,
since the two clauses which it connects are typically in aconditional relationship. -Ketun’s
conditional function has been acknowledged to have semantic and syntactic restrictions: it
can be only used in imperative, hortative or promissory sentences (K.-D. Lee 1993, Y .-H.
Chae 1998, J.-l. Yeom 2005, Kim and Suh 2010a). In contrast, the other conditional
connective in Korean, -myen does not have such restrictions. The following sentences

provided by J.-I. Yeom (2005) show the prototypical usages of -ketun as a connective

ending.

(2.2)

a nalssi-ka coha-ci-ketun san-ey
weather-NOM good-INCHOA -if(ketun) mountain-LOC
ka-la.
go-IMPR

‘If the weather gets better, climb the mountain.’

b. nalssi-ka coha-ci-ketun san-ey
weather-NOM good-INCHOA -if (ketun) mountain-LOC
ka-ca.
go-HORT

‘If the weather gets better, let’s climb the mountain.’
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C. nalssi-ka coha-ci-ketun san-ey
weather-NOM good-INCHOA -if(ketun) mountain-LOC
ka-ma.
go-PROM
‘If the weather gets better, | promise to climb the mountain.’
(J.-1. Yeom 2005:751-752)

In (2.1), the clause which -ketun is attached to serves as the condition of the clause
following -ketun, and due to the conditional relationship of these two clauses, -ketun can
be translated in English as “if” or ‘when’.

However, in recent spoken Korean -ketun often functions as an utterance-final
particle, which marks the end of an utterance rather than connecting two clauses together.

Example (2.2) illustrates such a case.

(2.2) 4CM00003
(Context: P1 and P2 are talking about divorce.)
1 P2:  ay-ka iSs-nun kyengwu-ey-nun
child-NOM  exist-ATTR(RL) case-LOC-TOP
ku-ke-n an toy-keyss-ta-nun
that-thing-TOP NEG be.done-DCT.RE-DECL-ATTR(RL)

sayngkak-i tul-te-la.
thought-NOM come.in-FH.EV-DECL
‘I don’t think it’s a good idea if you have kids.”
2 P1.  ung ku-chi.
yeah that-COMT
“Yeah you’re right.”
3> wuli= wuli  cakun apeci-ka cayhon-ul
my my little father-NOM remarriage-ACC
ha-si-ess-ketun?
do-HON-ANT-ketun
‘My= my uncle got married again-ketun.’
4 P2: ung.
yes
“Yeah.”
5 P1: kuntey ku cakun emma casik-i twu
but that litle mom child-NOM two
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myeng-i-ess-kwu,
CLSF-COP-ANT-CON
‘But my new aunt had two kids of her own and,’
6 cakun appa casik-i twu  myeng-i-ess-e,
little dad child-NOM two CLSF-COP-ANT-INDC
‘My uncle had two kids,’
(P1 continues his story)

Example (2.2) above, which is an excerpt from a natural spoken Korean corpus, clearly
shows that -ketun is neither connecting two clauses together, nor conveying a conditional
meaning in spoken Korean.

Many scholars have already noticed these new uses of -ketun as an utterance-final
particlein spoken Korean (Y .-H., Chae 1998, Y .-Y. Park 1998, S.-J. Park 1999, J-.Y. Shin
2000, J.-C. Lee 2001, Koo and Rhee 2001, Y .-J. Jeon 2002, Park and Sohn 2002, Son and
Kim 2009, K.-H. Kim 2010, Kim and Suh 2010a, Kim and Suh 2010b, M.-H. Jo 2001).
They have attempted to describe its novel usages as having an epistemic marking function
(S.-J. Park 1999, Y .-H. Chae 1998, Koo and Rhee’s 2001, J.-Y. Shin’s 2000, Park and Sohn
2002, Kim and Suh 2010a, 2010b), diverse discourse connecting functions (Koo and Rhee
2001, M.-H. Jo 2011, Y.-Y Park 1998, K.-H. Kim 2010, Kim and Suh 2010a, 2010b),
politeness marking fun