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Abstract
Egophoric marking as a potentially categorical expression in language is conceived of as a binary
semantic contrast that marks an event as either involving one of the speech act participants
(egophoric), or as one that does not (non-egophoric). Prima facie, the egophoric marking pattern
resembles person indexing and has been interpreted as such. However, it appears that what is marked
does not simply correspond to indexing the speech act roles of speaker and addressee. Rather,
egophoric marking appears to encode the speech participant’s respective access to events/information
in terms of ‘involvement’ and is therefore more akin to epistemic categories, such as evidentiality.
This thesis presents a comparative study of egophoric marking on the basis of data from
descriptions of relevant languages from the Barbacoan (South America), Nakh-Daghestanian
(Caucasus) and Tibeto-Burman (Himalaya) language families. The study covers grammatical and
functional properties, as well as diachronic aspects of egophoric marking systems. The findings are
discussed in relation to typological studies on person and evidentiality in order to determine
similarities and differences between egophoric marking and these associated categories.

Keywords
egophoricity, person indexing, epistemic marking, Tibeto-Burman, Barbacoan, Nakh-Daghestanian

A comparative study of
egophoric marking
Investigating its relation to person and epistemic marking in three
language families

Dominique Knuchel

Sammanfattning
Egoforicitet som en potentiell språklig kategori innebär en semantisk kontrast mellan händelser som
involverar någon av taldeltagarna (egoforisk), och händelser som inte gör det (icke-egoforisk). Vid
första anblick kan egoforicitet verka snarlik personkongruens (personböjning), och egoforicitet har
ibland analyserats som sådan. Vid närmare undersökning uttrycker egoforicitet deltagarnas tillgång till
en händelse med hänsyn till deras respektive delaktighet i denna, snarare än deras roller som talare
eller mottagare. Detta gör att egoforicitet är mer lik en epistemisk kategori som t.ex. evidentialitet än
personböjning.
Uppsatsen diskuterar grammatiska, funktionella och diakrona egenskaper hos egoforicitetsmarkeringssystem. En typologisk-jämförande studie av egoforicitet görs baserad på data från
beskrivningar av relevanta språk ur de Barbakoanska (Sydamerika), Nakh-Dagestanska (Kaukasus),
och Tibetoburmesiska (Himalaya) språkfamiljerna. Resultaten jämförs med typologiska studier av
personböjning och evidentialitet med syfte att identifiera likheter och skillnader mellan egoforicitet
och dessa närbesläktade kategorier.
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egoforicitet, personböjning, epistemiska markörer, Barbacoanska, Nakh-Daghestanska,
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List of abbreviations
1

first person

IPFV

imperfective

2

second person

LOC

locative

3

third person

M

masculine

A

agent-like argument in transitives

MIR

mirative

ABL

ablative

N

neuter

ABS

absolutive

NEG

negation

ACC

accusative

NOM

nominative

ATTR

attributive

NONEGO

non-egophoric

AUX

auxiliary

NONVIS

non-visual evidential

CAUS

causative

OBLIG

obligative

COMP

completive

P

patient-like argument in transitives

CONTR

contrastive

PFV

perfective

DAT

dative

PL

plural

DECL

declarative

POSS

possessive

DEM

demonstrative

PROG

progressive

DET

determiner

PRS

present

DIR

direct

PST

past

EGO

egophoric

S

single argument in intransitives

ERG

ergative

SENSORY

sensory evidential

EVD

evidential

SG

singular

F

feminine

SPEC

specifier

FIRSTH

firsthand evidential

SS

same subject

GEN

genitive

TOP

topic

HAB

habitual

HON

honorific

INAL

inalienable

INCEP

inceptive

INF

infinitive

INFR

inferred

INSTR

instrumental

INTER

interrogative

1 Introduction
Egophoric marking as a potentially categorical expression in language is conceived of as a binary
semantic contrast that marks an event as either involving one of the speech act participants
(egophoric), or as one that does not (non-egophoric).1 This type of marking is attested in a number of
language families in the world, including Tibeto-Burman in the Himalaya, Barbacoan in South
America as well as Nakh-Daghestanian in the Caucasus. Typically, an egophoric verb form occurs in
statements with first person subjects and in questions with second person subjects, whereas the nonegophoric form applies elsewhere. From the available literature it becomes evident that two categories
have been closely associated with egophoric marking, namely person marking and epistemic marking,
in particular evidentiality and mirativity.
Based on structural similarities between the categories, the view of egophoric marking as a form of
person marking is held by several scholars (e.g. Aikhenvald 2004; Bickel & Nichols 2007; Cysouw
2003; Siewierska 2004). Characteristically, the grammatical category of person encodes the discourse
roles of the speech act participants, separated into speaker and addressee (i.e. first and second person),
as well as a third party (i.e. third person). Given this definition of the category, an analysis of
egophoric marking as a form of person marking has been rejected by some scholars, as egophoric
marking does not simply distinguish between the speech act roles of speaker and addressee.
Hargreaves (1991; 2005), for instance, introduces the notion of "epistemic source", which subsumes
the speech act roles of speaker in statements and addressee in questions. In other words, the notion
refers to the speech act participant whose knowledge is at stake. According to Hargreaves' analysis,
egophoric marking reflects whether the epistemic source has direct access to the knowledge contained
in a given proposition. Following this argument, egophoric marking can be considered connected to
epistemic categories like evidentiality (i.e. the grammaticalized marking of information source).
From the available literature, it becomes apparent that a systematic study in order to demarcate
egophoric marking from these associated categories has not yet been conducted. It is, therefore, the
aim of the present study to contribute to this discussion by comparing egophoric marking with the
categories of person and epistemic marking. More precisely, it will be investigated which properties
egophoric marking shares with person and epistemic marking and in what respects the categories
deviate from each other.
In the following chapter, the basic pattern of egophoric marking is illustrated and a number of
typological and descriptive accounts of egophoricity are discussed. Chapter 3 introduces the research
questions and delimitations of the study, while the issues of method and data are addressed in Chapter
4. Chapter 5 is dedicated to the grammatical categories of person and epistemic marking, in particular
evidentiality, as they are central in this comparative study. Egophoric marking is investigated from a
cross-linguistic perspective in five different languages in Chapter 6. Subsequently, in Chapter 7, the
findings of the survey are discussed in comparison with the properties of person and evidentiality.
Finally, Chapter 8 presents the main conclusions of the present study and issues for further research
are suggested.
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Other scholars have referred to this semantic contrast as "conjunct/disjunct" (DeLancey 1990, Hale
1980, Hargreaves 2005), "congruent/non-congruent" (Dickinson 2000), "locutor/non-locutor" (Curnow
1997) or "assertor's involvement marking" (Creissels 2008a).
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2 Background
The first part of this section presents the basic pattern of egophoric marking. This is illustrated on the
basis of Kathmandu Newar (Tibeto-Burman), where the egophoric/non-egophoric distinction is
instantiated in the system of finite verbal suffixes.
Here, a short note on terminology is in order as egophoric marking occurs under a number of
different terms in the literature. The most widely used label presumably is "conjunct/disjunct", which
was first employed for Tibeto-Burman (Hale 1980) and later adapted for other language families (i.e.
Barbacoan, cf. Curnow 2001). Despite their currency the terms have been deemed inappropriate,
especially in relation to Tibetan, since they are based on merely structural properties and presuppose a
two-way distinction in marking (Tournadre 2008). In addition to Tibetan where the contrast is not
merely binary, such an opposition of morphemes is lacking in Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000), as nonegophoric verbs are typically unmarked. On this basis, I opt for using Tournadre's (1991; 1996) term
egophoric, with the contrasting non-egophoric where applicable.2 Egophoricity serves as the generic
term for the category and egophoric contrast is used to include both values, egophoric and nonegophoric.3
The second part of this section presents a short literature review including a discussion of
typological studies in which egophoric marking is conceived of as person indexing. By contrast, a
number of scholars point out that the pattern resembles person indexing on a superficial level only and
is better analyzed as a type of epistemic marking.

2.1 Egophoric marking: the basic pattern
As will be demonstrated in the course of this thesis, egophoric systems are complex and a number of
their properties differ across languages. Yet, it can be argued that there are certain structural traits on
the basis of which the different systems can be identified as instances of the same category. These
characteristics relate to the distribution of egophoric markers across sentence types and are presented
in the following.
The basic pattern of egophoric marking is here illustrated by the Newar variety spoken in
Kathmandu, Nepal. The Kathmandu Newar verb system was first described by Hale (1980) and a
more detailed account is given in Hargreaves (2005). From example (1) it becomes evident that the
egophoric marker –ā occurs in clauses with a first person subject, whereas second and third person
subjects occur with verbs marked with non-egophoric –a.
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The term egophoric is also used by Dahl (2008). However, the label egophoric reference is used to
subsume reference to speech act participants, generic reference and logophoric reference and thus, it
differs from Tournadre's (1991; 1996) use.

3

This terminological choice entails an adaptation in the glossing of the language examples. That is, EGO
(egophoric) will substitute the glosses for 'conjunct' (in Awa Pit, Lhasa Tibetan, Kathmandu Newar), 'assertor
involvement' (in Northern Akhvakh) and 'congruent' (in Tsafiki). NONEGO (non-egophoric) will be used as a
gloss for morphemes of the respective contrasting categories. Glosses of verb forms are thus occasionally
modified, following the Leipzig Glossing Rules (Bickel et al. 2004). The remaining glosses are adopted
unaltered from the original sources.
2

(1) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:12)
a.
ji
wan-ā
1.ABS
go-PST.EGO
'I went.'
b. cha
wan-a
2.ABS
go-PFV.NONEGO
'You went.'
c.
wa
wan-a
3.ABS
go- PFV.NONEGO
'S/he went.'
As for the pattern in statements, the marking system seems to represent an instance of person marking
in which first person is contrasted with second and third person in the verbal inflection. Considering
the pattern in questions, however, the marking is altered: In example (2), the egophoric marker –ā is
used in the interrogative clause with second person subject, whereas non-egophoric –a occurs with
first and third person.
(2) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:15)
a.
jĩ:
a:pwa twan-a
1.ERG much drink-PFV.NONEGO
'Did I drink a lot/too much?'
b. chã:
a:pwa twan-ā
2.ERG much drink-PFV.EGO
'Did you drink a lot/too much?'
c.
wã:
a:pwa twan-a
3.ERG much drink-PFV.NONEGO
'Did s/he drink a lot/too much?'

lā
INTER

lā
INTER

lā
INTER

In addition to first person in statements and second person in questions, the egophoric marker appears
with third person in logophoric constructions, that is, in contexts of reported speech given that the
speaker of the speech event is coreferent with the speaker of the reported event.4 In (3a-b), this
condition is not met and the respective verb is marked non-egophoric. In contrast, the egophoric verb
of the reported event in (3c) signals coreference between the reporter (here implied by the hearsay
evidential hã) and the actor of the reported event.
(3)
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Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:16-17)
a. jĩ:
a:pwa twan-a
1.ERG
much drink-PFV.NONEGO
'They say I drank a lot/too much.'
b. syām-ã
a:pwa twan-a
Syām-ERG much drink-PFV.NONEGO
'It's said that Syam drank too much.'

hã
EVD

hã
EVD

The term 'logophoric' was introduced by Hagège (1974) to refer to special personal pronouns that occur
in West African languages and indicate that an argument in a subordinate clause is coreferential with the
speaker in the superordinate clause containing a verb of speech or cognition.
3

c.

syām-ã
a:pwa twan-ā
Syām-ERG much drink-PFV.EGO
'Syami said that hei drunk too much.'

hã
EVD

Thus, it becomes evident that the egophoric marker –ā can co-occur with first person, second person
and third person arguments. The deciding factor in the examples presented so far is the clause type.
A further distributional trait of the egophoric marker is shown in (4).
(4)

Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:12-14)
a. jĩ:
jyā
yān-ā
1.ERG work
do-PST.EGO
'I did the work.'
b. ji
mhiga
then-a
1.ABS yesterday arrive-PFV.NONEGO
'I arrived yesterday.'
c. jĩ:
thul-a
1.ERG understand-PFV.NONEGO
'I understood (it).'

While verbs as 'work' (4a) can be marked egophoric, the egophoric marker does not apply in clauses
with the verbs 'arrive' and 'understand' (4b-c). Thus, it seems that the pattern is dependent on certain
lexical-semantic properties of the predicate. It can be argued that the contrast between verbs as 'work'
and 'arrive' or 'understand' entails different types of events: The first type can be conceived of as
"prototypical self-initiated behaviors", and the second as "incompatible with self-inititated behavior"
(Hargreaves 2005:4). As will be illustrated in the course of the discussion in Chapter 6, predicates that
involve agents that exert control over an action often are the most suitable for egophoric marking.
In addition to control, intentionality seems to play a role in the distribution of egophoric markers.
Consider example (5).
(5)

Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:14)
a. ji
lakha-e
dun-ā
1.ABS water-LOC submerge-PFV.EGO
'I dipped into the water.' (intentional)
b. ji
lakha-e
dun-a
1.ABS water-LOC submerge-PFV.NONEGO
'I sank into the water.' (non-intentional)

The verb lakha 'submerge' can be marked with either the egophoric or the non-egophoric marker. The
resulting semantic contrast is one of intentionality: While the action is carried out intentionally in (5a),
the non-egophoric verb form in (5b) indicates a lack of intentionality on part of the agent.
In sum, on the basis of the pattern in Kathmandu Newar it appears that the distribution of egophoric
marking is dependent on different factors: (i) the grammatical person of the argument in interaction
with clause type and (ii) the notion of control and intentionality on part of the agent.

2.2 Typological and descriptive accounts
From the available literature it becomes evident that two categories are closely associated with
egophoricity, namely person and epistemic marking, in particular evidentiality and mirativity. On the
one hand, egophoric marking is treated as a form of person indexing in a number of typological
studies. On the other hand, in descriptions of individual languages, it is recognized that egophoric
4

marking resembles person indexing on a superficial level only. In these accounts, in contrast,
egophoricity is prevalently treated as a special type of evidentiality or mirativity marking.
In descriptive accounts, it is often argued that egophoric marking cannot be analyzed as person
indexing by reason of certain properties illustrated in the preceding section. For instance, DeLancey
(1990:296) maintains that egophoric marking in Lhasa Tibetan "does not represent person agreement
in any ordinary sense". Firstly, it is evident that the pattern found in reported speech constructions
does not adhere to the traditional pattern of person indexing. A further counter-argument lies in the
fact that "both conjunct [egophoric] and disjunct [non-egophoric] forms can occur with first person
arguments; the choice marks a semantic distinction" (DeLancey 1990:296). This distinction, he
continues, "is based on some semantic factor other than person". This observation is also made by
Dickinson (2000:389) who notes that egophoric marking in Tsafiki cannot be analyzed as a person
marking system, as the same verb suffixes can co-occur with first, second and third person subjects.
Along similar lines, Creissels (2008b) argues that egophoric marking in Akhvakh does not constitute
an instance of person indexing:
Its functional motivation is not to encode a person contrast as such. It has in
common with person agreement proper that it encodes a particular alignment of
argument roles and speech act roles, but the relevant distinction at the level of
speech act roles cannot be formulated in terms of person only.
(Creissels 2008b:317)
By rejecting an analysis in terms of person indexing, egophoricity may instead be considered a type of
evidentiality or mirativity marking. DeLancey (1990:294) describes the "evidential system marked in
the verb endings" in Lhasa Tibetan as "directly related to an epistemological distinction in the
copulas" in terms of 'new' versus 'assimilated' knowledge. That is, egophoric marking is analyzed as
indicating a distinction between known and newly-acquired information and thus refers to mirative
marking.
Influenced by DeLancey's (1990) account, Dickinson (2000) treats egophoric marking in Tsafiki as
a mirative system and also aims to illustrate that evidentiality must be seen separated from mirativity.
A "mirative marker", which occurs in first person statements and second person questions (and will be
treated as an egophoric marker in the present account) is conceived of as indicating "that the
information contained in the proposition is congruent with the speaker's general knowledge"
(Dickinson 2000:383). Dickinson (2000:389) claims that "the mirative distinction in Tsafiki primarily
codes the degree to which the state or event is in agreement with the speaker's general knowledge
system". As for egophoric marking in Akhvakh, Creissels (2008b:317) states that it "can be viewed as
the grammaticalization of a particular type of evidentiality".
Turning to typological literature, a number of scholars have treated egophoric marking under the
grammatical category of person. For instance, Cysouw (2003:43) categorizes egophoric marking as a
person marking pattern of what he calls Dutch-type homophony (i.e. an opposition between first
person vs. second and third person). Even though it is noted that the pattern is altered in different
sentence types such as questions, only statements are considered relevant to the discussion. That is, the
peculiarities of this system are neglected and egophoric marking in Kathmandu Newar and Awa Pit is
treated as person marking (Cysouw 2003:43). Along similar lines, Siewierska (2004:77) mentions the
Nakh-Daghestanian languages Akhvakh and Dargwa as an example of person paradigms with a twoway contrast between first person versus second and third person. However, no reference is made to
the alternation between different sentence types. Thus, in both typological studies, it seems that the
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egophoric marking pattern is simplified and the special properties are ignored, which leads to an
analysis as person indexing.
A more detailed argumentation of egophoric marking as person marking is given in Bickel and
Nichols (2007:223-24) where the category of person is defined as "the grammaticalization of
conceptual distinctions between participants involved in speech activities" (Bickel & Nichols
2007:220). Note that this definition allows for a broader interpretation of the category, as it is not
limited to the notions of speech act participants of speaker and addressee. Rather, the "conceptual
space of person" seems to comprise more components. Indeed, it appears that the typical division of
this conceptual space reflects the roles of speaker (first person), addressee (second person) and other
(third person). However, it is argued that certain languages deviate from this common subdivision of
the conceptual space. Moreover, Bickel and Nichols (2007:223) claim that it is not uncommon for
splits to occur, i.e. the paradigm of personal pronouns might differ from the one of person indexes. As
an example of a different categorization of the conceptual space of person in argument indexing, the
verbal marking systems in Kathmandu Newar and Awa Pit are outlined. The expressed category is
termed "conjunct person", which indexes "the person who the speaker supposes or claims to be an
immediate supplier of the information" (Bickel & Nichols 2007:223). One important aspect in this
account is a slightly wider definition of the category of person. Furthermore, Bickel and Nichols
(2007) point to the notion of "supplier of information", which can be connected to epistemic marking.
In a seminal typological study on evidentiality, Aikhenvald (2004:127) argues for a clear
differentiation between evidentiality and egophoric marking. However, it seems that egophoric
marking is conceived of as a form of person marking: "The choice of person marking itself may
correlate with information source, and the speaker's attitude to it. This is the case in languages with the
so-called disjunct and conjunct participant marking" (Aikhenvald 2004:123). Furthermore, it is
claimed that these markers "can acquire additional meanings related to the source of information and a
speaker's participation in the action" (Aikhenvald 2004:124). In this sense, egophoric marking is
treated as a type of person marking that can have the extended function of an evidentiality/mirativity
strategy.
To conclude, it appears that different properties give rise to different interpretations of egophoric
marking. In the typological literature, egophoric marking is often treated as a kind of person marking
on the basis of structural similarities. Note that in many language descriptions, the data predominantly
includes examples of first person statements and this may well have contributed to this analysis. More
detailed accounts, however, point out that egophoric marking deviates from person marking and the
semantic contrast suggests a connection to epistemic categories as evidentiality and mirativity.
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3 Purpose of the study
3.1 Research questions
The purpose of this study is to contribute to our understanding of egophoric marking by identifying
properties that are shared with associated categories such as person and epistemic marking. In doing
so, egophoric marking is surveyed from a cross-linguistic perspective comprising data from three
different language families, namely Tibeto-Burman, Barbacoan and Nakh-Daghestanian. The findings
are discussed in relation to typological accounts of person and epistemic marking. The investigation
has three different foci: (i) grammatical features, (ii) functional properties and (iii) the historical
development of egophoric marking.
The first aspect concerns structural characteristics, i.e. the syntagmatic position of egophoric
morphemes in the verb form relative to other inflectional categories (e.g. tense, aspect and modality)
as well as the structure of egophoric paradigms. Secondly, the question concerning the function of
egophoric marking will be addressed. It is asked whether this function is similar to indexing of
participants involved in a speech activity as in the case of person or resembles the function of
evidentiality of indicating the information source in signaling the epistemic perspective of the
participant in terms of access to/evidence for information. The last point relates to the diachronic
aspect of egophoric marking, which concerns the development as well as the diffusibility of the system
through language contact.
The concrete research questions that this study seeks to answer are the following:
•
•
•
•

In which slot do egophoric morphemes tend to occur in a verb form relative to other
inflectional categories?
What are the properties of egophoric paradigms, i.e. is there a correlation with other
categories as, for example, tense or number?
What functions are assumed by egophoric marking? Are they comparable to marking
of access or source of information, or indexing of speech act participants?
What do we know about the development of egophoric marking systems? Can these
systems be regarded as a stable category, or are they subject to change and linguistic
borrowing?

Lastly, it is important to note what this study does not aim to do. It is not the aim to categorize the
category under study as either person marking or epistemic marking. Already now it is evident that in
order to fulfil this goal, more descriptive work in relevant languages has to be done. Yet, the results of
this study are hoped to be of use in identifying and describing further instances of egophoric marking.

3.2 Delimitations
Due to limitations of space, certain aspects of egophoric marking must be set aside in the present
thesis. The focus of the investigation lies on simple finite clauses, i.e. statements involving a first
person argument and questions involving a second person argument. As has been illustrated above,
egophoric marking also occurs with third persons in logophoric contexts, i.e. when the speaker of the
7

speech event is coreferent with the speaker of the reported event (cf. example (3) above). These
logophoric contexts, however, are not taken into account in the further discussion. One reason being
that the pattern in reported speech constructions can be considered a mere consequence of egophoric
marking in simple clauses carried over to complex clauses (Creissels 2008b:4). Another reason is that
egophoric marking is excluded from these contexts in some languages (Curnow 2002:616).
We have already seen in example (5) above that non-egophoric markers can be used to signal lack
of intention in clauses, in which egophoric marking is potentially possible (e.g. first person
statements). Similar instances will be discussed in Section 6.2.4. In addition, there are other types of
non-canonical marking that cannot be taken into consideration here. First person questions can be
regarded as special contexts and egophoric marking depends on the nature of the question. On the one
hand, in true questions the speaker claims not to have the questioned knowledge and the verb is
marked non-egophoric. In rhetorical questions, on the other hand, the speaker already knows the
answer and the non-egophoric marker applies (Hale 1980:100; Curnow 2002:614). Along similar
lines, a second person rhetorical question can include a non-egophoric verb form as opposed to an
egophoric one (Curnow 2002:614). These instances, however, seem to be pragmatically marked and
less common. Although these cases will not be discussed here, it is worth noting that the deciding
factor appears to be the communicative intention of the speaker, rather than the clause type of the
utterance.
Lastly, it has to be pointed out that only verbal predicates in simple finite clauses are considered in
the study, which are most commonly subject to egophoric marking. Nevertheless, egophoric marking
is attested in other domains as well, as for example, attributive clauses and nominalizations in
Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:17-20), or adpositions and discourse particles in Awa Pit
(Curnow 2002:623-24).
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4 Method and data
4.1 Theoretical approach
Although the present thesis is not a typological study in the straightforward sense, the theoretical
approach employed is of functional-typological nature. The functional-typological approach to
language (Givón 2001 [1984]) involves a number of theoretical assumptions. It stresses the function of
language as a tool to convey meaning. This function ultimately shapes the structure of language and it
is therefore crucial to take meaning into account when comparing linguistic structures. In other words,
as pointed out by Givón (2001 [1984]:20), the cross-linguistic comparison of structures only becomes
meaningful when their function is taken into account. In respect to the present study, egophoric
marking can be identified across languages on the basis of certain structural properties (i.e. the
distribution of morphemes in different sentence types). However, it will be shown that these structural
characteristics vary in many respects. In order to justify the comparison, then, a shared functional
domain should be taken as a basis.
In addition, it is considered important not to impose categories from traditional grammar on
phenomena in, by comparison, under-described languages. Rather, it should be adhered to a principle
that is supported by many typologists and descriptive linguists (e.g. Dryer 2006; Haspelmath 2010),
that is, to describe each language in its own terms. This aspect is crucial when dealing with new and
unfamiliar phenomena: Instead of explaining it in terms of well-known categories, the features of such
phenomena should be acknowledged and described with appropriate and, if necessary, newly coined
terms. Nevertheless, the investigation will make use of basic concepts that have been established
through typological and descriptive work, i.e. the grammatical categories of person and evidentiality,
as their characteristics will be compared with the ones of egophoric marking.

4.2 The language sample and its limitations
Egophoric marking patterns are attested in a relatively small number of languages. They have been
first described in the Tibeto-Burman family in the Himalayas, namely in Kathmandu Newar (Hale
1980; Hargreaves 1991; 2005) and a number of Tibetan languages, e.g. Sherpa (Schöttelndreyer
1980), Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1986; 1990), Amdo (Sun 1993) and Shigatse (Haller 2000). Other
languages that are more distantly related to Tibetan and Newar, e.g. Akha (DeLancey 1992; Thurgood
1986) or Galo (Post 2013) also exhibit egophoric marking. In addition, the pattern is attested outside
of Tibeto-Burman in this area as, for example, in the Mongolic language Mangghuer (Slater 2003).
Egophoric marking, however, is not confined to the Himalayas: At least two instances in the
Caucasus are known, i.e. in Akhvakh (Creissels 2008a; 2008b) and in a variety of Dargwa
(Magometov 1982). Furthermore, egophoric marking is encountered in South America, namely in the
Barbacoan family (Curnow 2001) as well as some Chibchan languages (e.g. Bergqvist 2012). Lastly,
such a pattern is attested in two languages spoken in the highlands of Papua New Guinea (e.g.
Loughnane 2009; San Roque 2008).
For the present purposes, I will confine myself to five languages of three families spoken in
different linguistic areas: Barbacoan in South America, Nakh-Daghestanian in the Caucasus and
Tibeto-Burman in the Himalaya. The investigated data comes from grammatical descriptions and
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includes language examples collected through elicitation or, to a lesser extent, naturally occurring
speech (i.e. narratives or conversations). The selected languages and the respective data sources are
presented in Table 1.
LANGUAGE FAMILY

Tibeto-Burman
Barbacoan
Nakh-Daghestanian

LANGUAGES

SOURCES

Kathmandu Newar
Lhasa Tibetan
Awa Pit
Tsafiki
Akhvakh

Hargreaves 2005; 2003
DeLancey 1990; 2003
Curnow 1997; 2002
Dickinson 2000
Creissels 2008a; 2008b

Table 1. Sample of languages and consulted sources

The size of the sample is very restricted and must be considered biased. The reason that it is not
possible to use a larger, more balanced sample is two-fold. Firstly, egophoric marking has only been
attested in a small number of languages and the number of thorough descriptions of the system, in
turn, is even smaller (not least due to the fact that the pattern is often treated as a mere first vs. nonfirst person opposition). The choice of languages is mainly influenced by the availability and quality
of the descriptions of egophoric systems. Thus, for instance, the sample includes the NakhDaghestanian language Akhvakh, as detailed descriptions of its verb morphology are available (cf.
Creissels 2008a; 2008b), while material on Dargwa was inaccessible for the present study. Along
similar lines, Awa Pit and Tsafiki are described in more detail in comparison to other Barbacoan
languages, especially with regard to egophoric marking (cf. Curnow 1997; 2002; Dickinson 2000;
2011). Hale's (1980) account of the Kathmandu Newar verb system can be considered seminal in the
description of egophoric marking in general and, for this reason, the language is included in the
sample (yet, a more recent description by Hargreaves (2005) is chosen as the main data source). The
second representative of Tibeto-Burman, i.e. Lhasa Tibetan, was selected as it is extensively discussed
by DeLancey (e.g. DeLancey 1986; 1990; 1992). The selection of languages of different families, on
the one hand, may reveal disparities among egophoric marking across language families. On the other
hand, in order to account for potential family-internal differences between the systems, Barbacoan and
Tibeto-Burman are each represented by two languages in the sample.
The second reason that delimits the size of the sample is connected to limitations of space of the
present thesis. Since several aspects will be treated in each language, the depth of the investigation
compromises the width. The relatively restricted sample admittedly sets limitations to the present
study. Accordingly, the results must be interpreted with caution. Nevertheless, the findings of the
comparative investigation are expected to shed light on the nature of egophoric marking and are hoped
to be useful for descriptive work in order to identify and explain other instances of the category.
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5 Preliminaries: Person and
epistemic marking
Before turning to the survey of egophoric marking in Chapter 6, it is useful to introduce a number of
important concepts for the purpose of comparison. This section outlines the categories of grammatical
person, more specifically person indexing, and epistemic marking with a special focus on
evidentiality.
Person and person indexing
The grammatical category of person expresses distinctions between participants that are involved in a
communicative situation (Bickel & Nichols 2007:220). Typically, this corresponds to the grammatical
distinction between the speech act participants speaker and addressee, and third party, a non-speech
act participant. In fact, this can be considered the traditional conception of grammatical person, which
is the topic of a number of typological studies (e.g. Cysouw 2003; Siewierska 2004).
As a cover term for the expression of the grammatical category of person, the term person marking
is used. The linguistic means to express this category are called person forms and one can distinguish
between free (or independent) and bound (or dependent, i.e. clitics and affixes) person forms. The
former are commonly referred to as personal pronouns, while the latter often correspond to the notion
of grammatical agreement, which is characteristically defined as "some systematic covariance between
a semantic or formal property of one element and a formal property of another" (Steele 1978:610). The
concept of person agreement, however, raises a number of issues as soon as one looks beyond the
well-studied European languages. These issues have been addressed on several occasions and different
solutions have been proposed (cf. Corbett 2003; Haspelmath 2013; Siewierska 2004:120-27). In the
present account, I opt for substituting person agreement marking with person indexing, a theoretical
decision suggested by Haspelmath (2013).5
Person indexes can occur on verbs (expressing verbal arguments), possessed nouns (expressing
possessors) and adpositions (expressing the adpositional complement) (Haspelmath 2013:201).
Indexing on verbs is the most common type cross-linguistically and the following discussion, in fact,
will exclusively take verbal person indexing into consideration.
The grammatical category of person (just as number or gender) is not a category of the verb, but
rather of the verb's arguments (Haspelmath 2013:203). Since a verb can have several arguments, it
may be inflected for more than one person (i.e. subject and object indexing). An example of subject
person indexing in given in (6). In addition to the independent personal pronouns, the category – in
combination with number – is expressed by indexes on the verb.

5

With special reference to egophoric marking, it becomes evident that the traditional conception of
agreement is not applicable for two reasons: (i) there is no straighforward systematic covariation
between pronouns and verb morphology, as other factors, such as clause type, play a crucial role, and
(ii) as will be argued below, the core meanings of person indexes and egophoric markers deviate from
each other.
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(6) Swiss German (personal knowledge)
a. Ig
schaff-e
1SG.NOM work-1SG
'I work.'
b. Du
schaff-sch
2SG.NOM
work-2SG
'You work.'
c. Dr Hans
schaff-et
DET John
work-3SG
'John works.'
Note that person indexing across languages differs in terms of presence of conominals, i.e. the
independent words that denote referents, such as personal pronouns or nominals (e.g. John or the
man). To describe these differences, Haspelmath (2013) distinguishes three types of indexes: (i)
gramm-indexes, (ii) cross-indexes and (iii) pro-indexes. In example (6) above, it is not possible to omit
the pronouns or the nominal. That is, without them the sentences are ungrammatical. This is an
example of a gramm-index. The second type is found, for example, in Gumawana (Austronesian).
(7) Gumawana (Olson 1992:326,308, as cited in Siewierska 2004:122)
a. Kalitoni i-paisewa
Kalitoni 3SG-work
'Kalitoni worked.'
b. I-situ
vada
sinae-na
3SG-enter house
inside-3SG(INAL)
'He entered the inside of the house.'
In example (7), the subject is indexed in the verb and the conominal is optional. Haspelmath
(2013:207) notes that cross-indexes are the most frequent type cross-linguistically. The third type are
pro-indexes, which can never co-occur with conominals. This is the case in Macushi (Carib),
illustrated in (8).
(8) Macushi (Abbott 1991:84)
a. Aa-ko'mamî-'pî asakîne
wei kaisarî
3-remain-PST
two
day up:to
'He remained two days.'
b. *João
aa-ko'mamî-'pî
John
3-remain-PST
c. *Mîîkîrî
aa-ko'mamî-'pî
He
3-remain-PST
With regard to egophoric marking, this typology can be considered relevant as egophoric markers
occasionally exhibit traits of cross-indexes in terms of optionality of personal pronouns (see Section
6.2.3).
In addition to these different types of person indexes, languages vary in terms of number of
distinctions they encode in their sets of person indexes (Siewierska 2004:75-79). That is, a three-way
distinction between first, second and third person is absent in some cases. Siewierska (2004:76)
observes four possibilities of this non-differentiation in person indexes: (i) 12 vs 3, (ii) 1 vs 23, (iii) 13
vs 2, (iv) 123. In option (i), for instance, the first and second persons are homophonous and contrasted
with the third. An example thereof is given in (9), which presents the object suffixes in Chai, a NiloSaharan language.
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(9) Chai (Last & Lucassen 1998:384-86, as cited in Siewierska 2004:76)
Imperfective P suffixes
Perfective P suffixes
1SG -in
1SG -ny
2SG -in
2SG -ny
3SG -e
3SG -u/-a
In possibility (ii), the second and third persons are homophonous and distinguished from the first, as
for example, in Dutch where second and third person are indexed with –t and contrast with an
unmarked first person (Cysouw 2003:41). In addition to the differences with regard to person
distinctions, the number of indexes in a language can depend on other grammatical categories that are
encoded together with person (see Section 5.1.2).
Epistemic marking
In the present account, following Bickel (2008), the term epistemic marking is used to subsume
categories that in some way relate the speaker to the knowledge contained in a given proposition,
namely epistemic modality, evidentiality and mirativity. Epistemic modality concerns the degree of
confidence a speaker has in a given proposition and relates to "the areas of possibility and necessity"
(de Haan 2001:203). Note that of these three types of epistemic marking, epistemic modality is
generally not associated with egophoric marking, as the latter does not appear to express a speaker's
attitude towards information. However, as has been pointed out above (Section 2.2) egophoric
marking seems to be closely intertwined with evidentiality. Therefore, the focus in this comparative
study will lie on evidentiality. Moreover, mirativity will be discussed marginally when presenting
special cases of non-egophoric marking.
A widely accepted definition of evidentiality is given by Aikhenvald (2004:3): "Evidentiality is a
linguistic category whose primary meaning is source of information […] this covers the way in which
the information was acquired, without necessarily relating to the degree of speaker’s certainty
concerning the statement or whether it is true or not". In this sense, the category is clearly
distinguished from modalities that evaluate the probability of an event or the speaker's attitude towards
a proposition. A further characteristic of grammatical evidentiality is that it is obligatorily expressed
by markers that have 'source of information' as their core meaning (Aikhenvald 2004:3).
From a cross-linguistic perspective, evidential systems vary to a great extent in their complexity as
well as the meanings they encode (see Aikhenvald (2004:21-66) for an extensive discussion). As for
the complexity, the evidential distinction can be binary in some cases, while more elaborate systems
may encode up to five or more choices. The relatively simple system of a first-hand vs. non-firsthand
contrast in Cherokee is illustrated in (10).
(10) Cherokee (Pulte 1985:543-44)
a. wesa u-tlis-ʌʔi
cat
it-run-FIRSTH.PST
'A cat run' (I saw it running)
b. u-wonis-eʔi
he-speak-NON.FIRSTH.PST
'He spoke' (someone told me)
In Cherokee, information that the speaker has acquired through vision (or other senses, e.g. hearing) is
marked with the firsthand evidential -ʌʔi, while any other source of information (including hearsay,
inferences or logical assumptions) with -eʔi, a non-firsthand marker. A rather complex system is
existent in Tariana, an Arawak language of Amazonia, which distinguishes five information sources:
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(i) visual, (ii) non-visual sensory, (iii) inferred, (iv) assumed and (v) reported (Aikhenvald 2004:60).
The semantic parameters employed in different evidential systems across languages are given in
Table 2.
VISUAL

covers information acquired through seeing

NON-VISUAL/
SENSORY

covers information acquired through hearing, and is typically
extended to smell and taste, and sometimes also to touch

INFERENCE

based on visible or tangible evidence, or result

ASSUMPTION

based on evidence other than visible results: this may include
logical reasoning, assumption, or simply general knowledge

HEARSAY

for reported information with no reference to those it was
reported by

QUOTATIVE

for reported information with an overt reference to the quoted
source

Table 2. Semantic parameters of evidentials (Aikhenvald 2004:63-64)

The third category that falls under epistemic marking, which is closely related to, but distinct from
evidentiality is mirativity. DeLancey (2001:369-70) defines mirativity as "the linguistic marking of an
utterance as conveying information which is new and unexpected to the speaker". For example, the
Turkish inferential/hearsay marker –mIş can be used to express surprise. An example is given in (11).
(11) Turkish (Slobin & Aksu 1982:197)
kiz-iniz
çok iyi
piyano çal-iyor-muş
daughter-your very good piano
play-PRS-MIR
'Your daughter plays the piano very well!'
The context of (11) could be one in which the speaker has heard the girl play for the first time and is
surprised over the quality. In this scenario, an inferential or hearsay interpretation does not apply, as
the speaker directly perceives the act of playing. Rather, this is an instance of a mirativity.
It is useful to distinguish between mirative strategies and mirative markers (Aikhenvald 2004:210).
An example of a mirative strategy was presented in (11), in which an evidential can express mirative
meanings. A mirative marker, on the other hand, has the expression of surprise and unexpected new
information as its core meaning.
The remainder of this chapter is concerned with three aspects of person indexing and evidentiality.
Section 5.1 outlines grammatical features and functional properties are introduced in Section 5.2. In
Section 5.3, person and evidentiality are discussed in a diachronic perspective.

5.1 Grammatical features of person and epistemic
marking
5.1.1 Syntagmatic structure
The syntagmatic order of inflectional morphemes is the topic of a number of studies and it appears that
this order is consistent to a considerable extent across languages (Bybee 1985; Foley & Van Valin
1984). A number of factors can influence the ordering of inflectional morphemes (Siewierska
2000:382-83). Some of these factors concern the diachronic development. For instance, morphemes
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that are more advanced on the grammaticalization cline tend to appear closer to the stem (Bybee et al.
1991). Moreover, the verb structure can reflect the order of the dependent words before they
developed into grammatical markers (Siewierska 2000:382).
An important factor concerns the influence that the meaning of an affix has on the meaning of the
verb stem. Bybee (1985:13-19) refers to this as the principle of relevance: "[a] meaning element is
relevant to another meaning element if the semantic content of the first directly affects or modifies the
semantic content of the second". In the case of verbs, this implies that an inflectional category is
relevant if its meaning directly affects the lexical content of the stem. As for the morpheme order, the
inflectional categories that are most relevant to the verb are expected to occur closest to the stem
(Bybee 1985:33-34). Thus, for instance, it has been observed that aspect morphemes occur closer to a
verb stem than tense (Bybee 1985:34; Foley & Van Valin 1984:210).
As for person indexes, it appears that they tend to occur with a greater distance from the stem than
aspect, tense and mood affixes (Bybee 1985:35). This observation is in line with the above mentioned
principle: Person marking does not exert a semantic effect on the verb as it merely refers to the
participants (Bybee 1985:35). The principle of relevance can account for the majority of languages in
terms of the syntagmatic position of person indexes. However, it must be noted that exceptions are not
uncommon and to account for these instances, other factors than the principle of relevance must be
considered.6 Nevertheless, there appears to be a cross-linguistic tendency for tense, aspect and mood
markers to occur closer to the stem than person indexes.
Along similar lines the principle of relevance predicts mood affixes to be located closer to the stem
than person markers, but more distant than tense and aspect morphemes (Bybee 1985:35). Note that
under the label mood, Bybee (1985:22) refers to a number of distinguishable categories and subsumes
the "expression of assertion (indicative), non-assertion (subjunctive), command (imperative), and
warning (admonitive)". Furthermore, the mood category includes "evidentials", which are defined as
"expressions of the speaker's attitude about the truth of the proposition, such as indications about the
source of the information" (Bybee 1985:22). Thus, the account does not acknowledge the difference
between modality and evidentiality as pointed out above. In this sense, a more fine-grained account
would be required in order to determine the syntagmatic position of epistemic categories.
Nevertheless, it points to a tendency of epistemic marking occurring more distant from the stem than
tense and aspect, but closer than person marking.
In contrast to Bybee's broad conception of mood, Foley and Van Valin (1984:213) recognize the
distinction between three categories: (i) illocutionary force, which refers to different types of speech
acts, (ii) status, which corresponds to mood (i.e., following Palmer (2001[1986]:4), a realis/irrealis
distinction), and (iii) modality, which is characterized as "the speaker's estimate of the relationship of
the actor of the event to its accomplishment, whether he has the obligation, the intention, or the ability
to perform it" (Foley & Van Valin 1984:214). The last category, modality, thus corresponds to
Palmer's (2001 [1986]:9-10) conception of event modality. It becomes evident that neither of these
three categories corresponds to epistemic marking as it is conceived of in the present account. In fact,
Foley and Van Valin (1984:218-20) subsume evidentiality and epistemic modality under yet a
different category, which they call evidentials. As for the syntagmatic position of epistemic markers,
Foley and Van Valin's (1984) account is in line with the observations made in Bybee (1985): Markers
of evidentiality and epistemic modality tend to occur after aspect and tense morphemes (Foley & Van
Valin 1984:218). Moreover, mood and event modality are located between aspect and tense, whereas
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In Bybee's (1985) sample, person indexes occur more distant from the stem as mood markers in 13 out
of 26 languages, whereas five languages exhibit the opposite order. Similarly, Siewierska (2000:382)
observes that a fourth of the investigated 195 languages are not in line with this tendency.
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speech act markers are found in the outermost slot of the verb form. Regrettably, the syntagmatic
position of person markers is not addressed in Foley and Van Valin's (1984) study.
In sum, we expect to find epistemic markers such as evidentials located further away from the
verbal core than aspect, tense, mood or event modality, but closer than person marking. That is, person
markers tend to occur in one of the outermost slots of a verb form.
5.1.2 Paradigmatic structure
In simple terms, a paradigm is a set of morphemes that occur in complementary distribution in the
same syntactic slot. Thus, for example, the Swedish subject pronouns (e.g. jag, du, hon, vi, de etc.)
constitute a paradigm. With regard to verbal affixes, this refers to a set of morphemes that can occupy
the same syntagmatic position in a verb form. The paradigmadic structure of person indexes and
evidential markers varies to a remarkable extent across languages.
As for evidentials, paradigmatic structures can differ in terms of number of distinguished
information sources and in the meaning of a given evidential. The complexity of different evidential
systems has been briefly addressed in the introduction of this chapter. In addition, language-internal
variation in paradigmatic structure is not uncommon. A given language may have more than one set of
evidentials and the paradigms may differ from each other in terms of the number of available
distinctions. That is, evidentiality seems to interrelate with certain grammatical categories (see
Aikhenvald (2004:241-70) for an extensive discussion). The use of evidentials may be dependent on
different parameters as, for example sentence type, tense or aspect.
With regard to sentence type, evidentiality may not be expressed at all or we may find fewer
evidential distinctions in questions than in declaratives (Aikhenvald 2004:242). For instance, reduced
paradigms in clause types other than declarative are found in Tucano. That is, while statements may
involve four different evidentials, the choice is reduced to a ternary one in interrogatives and a binary
one in imperative clauses (Aikhenvald 2004:85). Furthermore, the clause type occasionally alters the
semantics of an evidential. That is, an evidential in a question may switch the perspective from the
speaker as the information source to the addressee as the information source (Aikhenvald 2004:245).
Other categories that the structure of evidential paradigms may interact with are tense and aspect of
a clause (Aikhenvald 2004:261-66). For example in Tariana, while we find a five term system in the
recent and remote past tenses, the present tense paradigm is reduced to three evidentials (Aikhenvald
2004:265). In fact, languages with evidentials never tend to have more evidentiality distinctions in a
non-past tense than in a past tense. An explanation for this tendency is given by Aikhenvald
(2004:266): "The non-firsthand term often develops an inferential meaning. An inference is usually
made on the basis of something that had happened before the moment of speech. That is, inference is
inherently anchored to the past". Moreover, it is not uncommon for a language to lack evidentials in
future tenses.
Finally, it is worth noting that, according to Aikhenvald (2004:218), no significant differences or
dependencies between evidentials and the grammatical category of number is attested. That is,
languages typically do not possess special sets of evidentials for plural referents.
Turning to the paradigmatic structure of person forms, we also encounter cross-linguistic variation.
It was shown above that languages differ in terms of number of person distinctions they encode.
Furthermore, the paradigmatic structure is dependent on different grammatical categories that co-occur
in a morpheme together with person. Two common categories that interrelate with person are gender
and, more frequently, number (Siewierska 2004:75). The most common number opposition found in
person forms is the singular/plural distinction which is existent, for example, in Spanish: corr-o 'run1SG.PRS' as opposed to corr-emos 'run-1PL.PRS'.
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In contrast to evidentiality differences in paradigmatic structure within a language seems exceptional
(Siewierska 2004:112). However, some languages exhibit differences between the paradigms of
independent and dependent person forms. In this respect, the dependent paradigms generally encode
fewer person distinctions than the independent forms.
As for variation according to clause type and tense/aspect, a comparable correlation to the one that
was observed for evidentiality seems to be absent in the case of person marking. To my knowledge,
there are no restrictions in person index paradigms that are dependent on alterations of e.g. tense
marking, such as encoding more distinctions in past tenses. A possible explanation may be found in
the diachronic development of person indexes: Considering the major diachronic source of person
indexes, i.e. independent person forms, which grammaticalize, one would expect that person marking
emerges equally across all tenses. That is, the restriction of person indexing to one tense seems less
probable. Nevertheless, some instances show that this is by no means impossible: In English, which
marks third versus non-third person in the present tense, the distinction is neutralized in past tense. In
this sense, English restricts person indexing to present tense.

5.2 Functions of person and epistemic marking
5.2.1 Functions of person marking
The functions of person forms are discussed in Siewierska (2004:173-213) with a special focus on a
cognitive discourse analytical approach. In general, it is argued that the main function of person forms
is the encoding of high cognitive accessibility of discourse referents (Siewierska 2004:174). Simply
put, the concept of high cognitive accessibility corresponds to the fact that individuals referred to in
discourse, once introduced, are arguably in the forefront of the hearer's and speaker's consciousness.
Therefore, the expressions used to refer to these individuals have less morpho-phonological weight. A
detailed outline of this theory, however, is skirted in the present thesis, as Siewierska primarily
considers the anaphoric use of third person pronouns in her discussion. For our purposes it suffices to
bear in mind that person forms are used as referential expressions to refer to the discourse participants
of speaker and addressee, and non-discourse participants. Instead, we will direct our attention to the
function of person indexing in what follows.
According to Levin (2001:21-27), the functions of argument indexing (or agreement, in his terms)
in general can be three-fold: (i) redundancy, (ii) referential function and (iii) marking constituency.
Firstly, argument indexing provides redundancy by repeating information about an entity and thereby
helps the hearer to interpret a message in a communicative situation. Levin (2001:22), in fact, suggests
that this function is one of the most important ones. However, it appears only applicable in languages
with gramm-indexes and instances of cross-indexes where the conominal is present. The second
function refers to reference tracking. That is, argument indexing facilitates determining and keeping
track of the individuals referred to in discourse. In other words, it aims to ensure that both speech act
participants assign the same referent to a given linguistic expression. This is particularly the case with
pro-indexes and cross-indexes without conominal. Lastly, argument indexing can indicate which
constituents belong together and how they are related to each other. In other words, person indexes
encode which syntactic functions are occupied by the arguments in a clause.7 This can be illustrated by
the example of Kinyarwanda, a Bantu language that indexes subject as well as object in verbs.

7

The second way of marking constituency is argument flagging by case marking or adpositions.
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(12) Kinyarwanda (Gary & Keenan 1977:88-9)
Yohani y-a-ba-kubis-e
John
3SG-PST-3PL-strike-ASP
'John struck them.'
In example (12), the person index y- in the first slot indicates that 'John' is the subject, whereas the
person index ba- points to a third person plural object.
5.2.2 Functions of epistemic marking
As has been noted above, the semantic core of evidentials is the expression of information source.
More precisely, six semantic parameters can be established that account for differences among
evidential systems (see Table 2). The semantics of a given evidential can be quite complex. We have
seen in example (10) above that the non-firsthand marker in Cherokee can denote several sources of
information. While information source is the core meaning of evidentials, they can be used to fulfill an
array of different functions in the languages of the world.
Certain evidentials may assume the function of indicating attitude to information or a speaker's
certainty of the truthfulness of the statement (Aikhenvald 2004:153-193). An example of expression of
certainty is presented in (13).
(13) Wanka Quechua (Floyd 1999:69-70, as cited in Aikhenvald 2004:161)
a. pishipaa-shra-chr
ka-ya-nki
be.tired-ATTRIB-INFR
be-IPFV-2
'(Sit here); you must be tired' (inferred)
b. llaki-ku-n-mi
sad-REF-3-DIR.EVD
'He is sad' (direct)
Commonly when a speaker refers to the internal states (e.g. feelings or desires) of others, an inferred
evidential is used. This seems sensible, as evidence about others' internal states typically is indirect
(e.g. one can see dark circles around the eyes). In example (13b), by contrast, the speaker is sure about
the other person's feelings and can express certainty by using a direct evidential.
Moreover, evidentials can be used as a means to achieve a stylistic effect of backgrounding or
foregrounding their participation in an event by using evidentials in an unexpected way (Aikhenvald
2004:315-16). That is, in many small evidentiality systems (i.e. with two choices), the non-firsthand
marker occasionally produces a 'distancing' effect: "When the speaker chooses to relate their personal
experience – for which the non-firsthand or the reported ought to be unacceptable – they make a point
of presenting themselves as an outside observer, rather than a participant" (Aikhenvald 2004:316).
Aikhenvald (2004:196-209) observes that evidentials sometimes serve as a mirative strategy. For
instance, non-firsthand or inferential evidentials may acquire mirative meanings and thereby express
unexpected new information and surprise. This is typically the case when a first person participant is
involved.
Evidentials occasionally function as implicit person markers. In other words, the grammatical
person can be inferred from the choice of evidentials: "The visual or firsthand evidential is typically
used for autobiographical accounts and for talking about the speaker's own experiences, almost like a
marker of genre […], thus containing an implicit 'first person'" (Aikhenvald 2004:235). This is, for
instance, the case in Eastern Pomo illustrated in (14).
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(14) Eastern Pomo (McLendon 2003:105)
s᷈á-heʔ
miˑs᷈é-nk'e
fish-SPEC smell+PUNCTUAL-SENSORY
'I smell the fish.'
While there is no overt expression of person in (14), the non-visual sensory evidential indicates that
the perceiver is the speaker, i.e. first person (Aikhenvald 2004:235).

5.3 Diachronic aspects of person and epistemic
marking
Siewierska (2004:246) notes that the grammatical category of person is typically regarded as
"belonging to the more stable parts of a language". That being said, person forms can be subject to
change nevertheless.
The sources for person forms are either lexical or grammatical in nature. The grammatical sources
are more common cross-linguistically and they are of various types (Siewierska 2004:247-61). A
major source of person forms is other person forms. For instance, by way of grammaticalization, a
process, which involves phonological, morpho-syntactic and semantico-pragmatic changes,
independent person forms may develop into phonologically reduced and dependent morphemes.
Furthermore, dependent person markers may be the basis for new dependent markers by way of
extension or the grammaticalization of periphrastic constructions.
The question as to the diffusibility of person forms through language contact is a disputed one
(Siewierska 2004:274). Nichols and Peterson (1996) investigate personal pronouns in Amerind
languages and claim that person markers are generally not subject to borrowing. Although, this claim
is disputed in Campbell (1997). As for the study by Siewierska (2004:274), her findings include "quite
a few instances of the borrowing of person markers". However, it cannot be evaluated on the basis of
these instances whether the borrowing of person forms is common or not in relation to other
grammatical categories.
It is noted that most cases of borrowing are attested within the same family among closely related
languages. For example, the forms they, their and them were borrowed into Old English from
Scandinavian. Nevertheless, diffusion of person forms also occurs across languages belonging to quite
different phyla. In some of these instances, the colonial Standard Average European languages serve
as donor language. Thus, for example, Chamorro (Austronesian) adopted the Spanish first person
singular yo as an absolutive prefix. As for the type of borrowing, it can be direct or indirect in nature.
In other words, a language may directly borrow morphemes or the borrowing may concern merely a
semantic contrast (also known as 'calque'). Especially the inclusive/exclusive distinction in first person
plural forms seems amenable to be diffused.
Siewierska (2004:276) considers the borrowing of person indexing systems as a "particular radical
instance of borrowing". This scenario is suggested for a number of Australian languages, where the
areal diffusion seems to have occurred across and within language families. Although Siewierska
considers these instances "radical", it must be noted that, judging from her discussion (Siewierska
2004:276-77), they are confined to Australia and are apparently not attested in other areas.
Evidentiality is considered to be an areal feature shared by different languages of different families
(Aikhenvald 2004:288-93). It is worth pointing out that the selected languages in this study all are
spoken in one of those areas: the Tibeto-Burman languages in the Himalaya, Akhvakh spoken in the
Northeastern Caucasus and the Barbacoan languages, which border on the Andean area where
evidentiality is common. In the relevant regions, the development of evidential system is often the
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result of intensive language contact. In fact, evidentiality is considered highly diffusional. That is, in
situations of language contact, languages devoid of it often adopt evidentiality (Aikhenvald 2004:294).
The linguistic borrowing can either concern evidential markers (i.e. direct diffusion) or evidential
meaning and function (i.e. indirect diffusion). In the latter case, the newly acquired function is
encoded by means of native morphology. Alternatively, evidentiality systems may be simplified or
completely lost in contact situations with a dominant language lacking the category and when a
language becomes obsolete. Thus, it can be argued that the grammatical category of evidentiality is
relatively unstable.
The sources of evidentials are rather numerous and large evidential systems tend to be
heterogenous in origin (Aikhenvald 2004:271). A major source of evidentials are grammaticalized
verbs. Thus, for example, non-visual evidentials are frequently developed on the basis of verbs such as
'feel, hear'. Moreover, especially in smaller evidential systems, the historical sources may be evidential
strategies as, for example, perfect and past tenses, or participles and nominalizations. Aikhenvald
(2004:276) notes that perfects and past tenses often develop from participles and nominalizations. At a
given point in this development, the markers take on evidential connotations. In respect to the present
thesis it is interesting to note that, according to Aikhenvald (2004:276), "conjunct–disjunct systems of
person marking" typically do not yield grammatical evidentiality. This is taken as a case in point for
treating egophoric marking and evidentiality separately.
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6 A survey of egophoric marking
In this chapter, the characteristics of egophoric marking are examined from a cross-linguistic
perspective. Section 6.1 summarizes the grammatical features of egophoric marking, i.e. the
paradigmatic structure and the syntagmatic position of egophoric morphemes in verb forms. The
functions of egophoric markers and some functions of non-egophoric markers are the topic of Section
6.2. Subsequently, in Section 6.3, egophoric marking will be discussed in a diachronic perspective.

6.1 Grammatical features of egophoric marking
6.1.1 Paradigmatic structure
The structure of egophoric paradigms shows considerable variation which is attested not only across,
but also within language families. Moreover, the paradigms may show language-internal differences.
This section aims to illustrate that the paradigms vary according to different parameters. The relevant
factors are (i) tense/aspect and (ii) the semantic role that is assumed by the epistemic source.
Kathmandu Newar exhibits two sets of verb suffixes that are obligatory in finite clauses
(Hargreaves 2005:5). These suffixes are portmanteau morphemes, expressing both egophoricity and
tense/aspect. From Table 3, it becomes evident that non-past tense involves a binary contrast. In the
past, we find an aspectual distinction in non-egophoric contexts, thus the paradigm consists of three
markers.8

EGOPHORIC
NON-EGOPHORIC

PAST

NON-PAST

-ā

-e

PERFECTIVE

IMPERFECTIVE

-a

-V:

-i

Table 3. Egophoric paradigm in Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:11)

In sum, egophoricity interacts with tense/aspect and is marked in both tense categories. With
egophoric markers, a tense opposition is found, whereas non-egophoric markers exhibit a mixed
tense/aspect system (Hargreaves 2003:375).
In Lhasa Tibetan, egophoricity is expressed in the copular system, which is presented in Table 4.9

8

Note that –ā vs. –a describes a contrast in vowel quality; quantity is marked by a colon. The Newar verb
inflection involves a number of morphophonemic alternations that are not adressed here (cf. Hargreaves
2005:6-8).

9

The composite contructions yin-pa red and yod-pa red are excluded from the present discussion. In
general, they occur in non-egophoric contexts and make distinctions in evidentiality and mirativity
(DeLancey 1990:297).
21

EGOPHORIC
NON-EGOPHORIC

EQUATIONAL

EXISTENTIAL

yin
red

yod
'dug

Table 4. Copula system in Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:295-96)

In addition to equational and existential constructions, the contrast is instantiated in the complex
system of finite verb suffixes. Etymologically, the inflectional system in Lhasa Tibetan consists of
nominalized verbs in combination with one of the equational or existential copulas, which carry over
their egophoric or non-egophoric value into the respective verb suffix. The paradigm of inflectional
suffixes is given in Table 5.
PERF
EGOPHORIC

NON-EGOPHORIC

-pa yin
-byung
-pa red
-song
-bzhag

(egophoric actor)
(egophoric undergoer)
(indirect evidential)
(direct evidential)
(indirect evidential)

IMPERF

FUT

-ki yod

-ki yin

-ki ('dug)10
-ki yod-pa red

(direct evidential)
-ki red
(indirect evidential)

Table 5. Verbal suffixes in Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:303; 2003:277-78)

It is evident that the system is quite complex. Whereas clauses with future reference show a binary
opposition, a number of additional distinctions is expressed in imperfective and perfective clauses.11 In
the imperfective category, non-egophoric contexts involve two markers with different evidential
meanings: one denoting direct, a second one denoting indirect evidentiality. The highest degree of
complexity is present in the perfective category. In egophoric contexts, two morphemes may occur.
Whereas -pa yin marks clauses with an egophoric agent, –byung occurs in contexts involving other
semantic roles such as patient or experiencer. Non-egophoric contexts involve a tree-fold evidential
contrast, distinguishing direct from indirect evidentiality. The semantic difference between the two
indirect evidential markers is characterized as follows: –pa red is used "to report hearsay, or
interference not based on direct observation of consequences of the event" (DeLancey 1990:299) and –
bzhag encodes "a report of an event whose occurrence the speaker infers from present traces"
(DeLancey 1990:299).
The inflectional system in its entirety is highly elaborate and requires a detailed discussion that the
present thesis does not have rooms for. For the present purpose, it will suffice to make the following
observations: (i) egophoricity in Lhasa Tibetan interacts with tense and aspect as there are more
distinctions found in the perfective than in the imperfective aspect and future tense and (ii) there are
several suffixes for non-egophoric contexts, which express different evidential meanings.
Awa Pit marks egophoricity on finite verbs by means of two different sets of suffixes (Curnow
2002:616), namely a past and a non-past paradigm, as shown in Table 6.

10

Note that –dug is typically omitted in spoken Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 2003:278).

11

DeLancey (2003:278) mentions a further morpheme –yong, which is associated with future tense and is
characterized as "gnomic, future grounded in inherent tendency from yong 'come'". However, no reference is
made as to which egophoric value the marker bears.
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NON-PAST

PAST
EGOPHORIC
NON-EGOPHORIC

-w
-s
-zi

egophoric subject
egophoric undergoer

-is ~ s
-i ~ Ø ~ y ~zi

Table 6. Egophoric paradigm in Awa Pit (Curnow 2002)

The past set, which only combines with the past tense marker –ata (Curnow 2002:617) exhibits a
three-way contrast: The non-egophoric marker is contrasted with two egophoric markers which, in
turn, distinguish egophoric subjects from egophoric undergoers. As Curnow (2002:617) remarks, this
"imbalance between the notions of subject (a grammatical relation) and undergoer (a semantic role)" is
an intentional analytic choice that is necessary to describe the distribution of the egophoric markers. A
different set of markers (with a number of phonologically conditioned allomorphs) is attested in nonpast tense. In this paradigm, the contrast in the egophoric category is neutralized and egophoric
subjects and undergoers trigger the same marker.
Tsafiki distinguishes egophoric from non-egophoric contexts as illustrated in (15).
(15) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:383)
a. tse
Tsachi jo-yo-e
1F
Tsachi be-EGO-DECL
'I am a Tsachi.'
b. ya / nu Tsachi jo-e
3/2
Tsachi be-DECL
'He is / you are a Tsachi.'
It is evident that there is a distinction between egophoric and non-egophoric contexts in Tsafiki.
However, while egophoric verb forms are overtly marked, verb forms expressing non-egophoric
contexts are unmarked (i.e. the opposition of –yo and –Ø). Unmarked verb forms occur in any nonegophoric context with a second person subject in statements or a third person subject in simple
clauses. Note that there is the additional marker –i used in non-egophoric contexts with first person
subjects. This non-egophoric marker, however, must be considered exceptional. For one thing, it
occurs in rhetorical questions with first person subjects, which are pragmatically marked in nature. For
another thing, the marker is used in first person statements to signal lack of intention or expectancy on
part of the agent, but never occurs in second or third person statements.
It is possible to infer from the available data that tense is not overtly marked in Tsafiki. However,
egophoric markers occur in examples that are translated with past, present and future reference.12
Therefore, it can be argued that the egophoric marking system is independent of tense and aspect as it
is applied independently of the time reference of a clause.
Thus far we have seen that egophoricity interacts with tense and aspect in terms of different
degrees of complexity in paradigms. In Akhvakh, this relation manifests itself in the restriction of
egophoric marking by tense. As opposed to the unrestricted marking in the languages discussed above,
in Akhvakh egophoricity is marked exclusively in one tense, i.e. the perfective positive (Creissels
2008b:311). The distinction is binary and egophoricity is fused with tense/aspect, as shown in Table 7.

12

According to Dickinson (2000:413-16), Tsafiki has four different "future constructions". Two of them are
subject to egophoric marking.
23

PERFECTIVE POSITIVE
EGOPHORIC

-ada

NON-EGOPHORIC

-ari

Table 7. Egophoric paradigm in Akhvakh (Creissels 2008b)

Although the suffixes can be segmented into tense/aspect/polarity and egophoric components
diachronically, in a synchronic account they constitute portmanteau morphemes (Creissels
2008b:312).
6.1.2 Syntagmatic position of egophoric markers
In general, it is noticeable that egophoricity is exclusively marked by suffixes in the sample. This is in
line with a cross-linguistic preference for suffixing.13 As for the syntagmatic position of egophoric
morphemes relative to other inflectional categories, the verb structures of the investigated languages
are surveyed in the remainder of this section.
As noted above, Kathmandu Newar finite verbal inflection expresses egophoricity and tense/aspect
in a single morpheme (Hargreaves 2003:372). Since these morphemes are not subject to further
segmentation, the relative position of the categories cannot be determined in this case. Aside from
egophoricity and tense/aspect, negation is the only other grammatical category in verb morphology
and is expressed through a prefix adjacent to the stem (Hargreaves 2003:382). A number of categories
including questions particles and the hearsay evidential particle hɔ̃ occur in sentence final position
(Hargreaves 2003:383). In this sense, egophoricity seems to be located closer to the stem than
evidentiality.
As shown above, Lhasa Tibetan encodes egophoricity in the copula system and the system of
verbal suffixes. As for the copulas no segmentation of morphemes is possible and each has its inherent
egophoric and non-egophoric value. In that sense, determining the order of inflectional categories does
not apply here.
As can be seen in example (16), the verb suffix expressing imperfect aspect and egophoricity seems
to be segmentable into two components.
(16) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 2003:279)
nga(s)
thang = ka
'gel-gyi
yod
1(ERG) thangka
hang-IPFV
EGO
'I am hanging up thangkas (religious paintings).'
In a synchronic analysis, the first component of the suffix may be interpreted as an aspect marker.
Diachronically, however, the suffix is a nominalizier and cannot be analyzed as a designated aspect
marker. That is, aspect is originally a feature of the verb stem (see DeLancey 2003:277 for a more
detailed discussion). The different verb stems are still relevant for the choice of auxiliaries or verbal
affixes. Nevertheless, as DeLancey (2003:277) points out, "[s]ince verbs ordinarily occur with
tense/aspect suffixes, the stem alternation no longer carries the weight of indicating tense or other
categories". In any case, egophoricity seems to be located outside of tense/aspect marking with respect
to the verb stem.
The remaining suffixes, which include neither of the copulas do not appear to be segmentable any
further. In this sense, the syntagmatic position of different grammatical categories cannot be
determined.
13

An overview of different explanations for this tendency is given in Siewierska (2004:164-66).
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On the basis of the Awa Pit verb structure in (17) it becomes apparent that egophoricity is marked in
the right-most slot, thus with the greatest distance to the verb stem.14
(17) Awa Pit verb template (Curnow 2002:617)
verb root – derivations – negative/interrogative – aspect/mood – tense – egophoricity
As pointed out by Dickinson (2011) the template of Tsafiki verbs is quite complex as the order of
morphemes varies according to several factors. In this sense, determining the position of inflectional
markers relative to each other is complicated. Tsafiki exhibits an elaborate system of complex
predicates, consisting of a generic verb and a co-verb (Dickinson 2011:280). The generic verbs form a
closed class of fully inflecting verbs. In addition to their generic verb function, members of this subset
can also function as simple verbs, semantic verb classifiers and auxiliaries. For the present purposes, it
will suffice to consider the verb forms that involve an egophoric marker and for the sake of simplicity,
no reference will be made as to which function a verb form has in a given context. The verb structures
occurring in the consulted data (i.e. Dickinson 2000) are exemplified in (18)- (19).
(18) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:386)
ya=chi
fi-tu-man-yo-e
ti-nin
ti-to
3=POSS
eat-NEG-HAB-EGO-DECL
say-CONTR AUX.say-SS
kira-wo-yo-e
ti-e
ti-e
see-CAUS-EGO-DECL
say-DECL say-DECL
'They say he said he showed (her) (his teeth) saying he didn't eat hers.'
(19) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:414)
la man-to=ka
ji-chi-na-yo-e
1M other-earth=LOC go-INCEP-PROG-EGO-DECL
'I am going to Santo Domingo (I'm on my way).'
Egophoricity is expressed relatively distant from the verb stem with sentence type as the only
category further to the right. In between egophoricity and the verb stem we find valency changing
morphemes (i.e. causative), polarity, aspect (e.g. habitual, progressive) and aktionsart (i.e. inceptive).
(20) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:412)
tse lowa=bi ne=chi
keere-i-i-nu-e
1F bed=LOC from=LOC throw-become-NONEGO-EVD/MIR-DECL
'I must have fallen out of bed.' (I'm on the floor)
Example (20) reveals a further slot in the Tsafiki verb structure. The evidentiality/mirativity marker
–nu occurs after the non-egophoric marker –i, which occupies the same slot as, but is in paradigmatic
distribution with the egophoric –yo. Therefore, it can be argued that the grammatical categories of
evidentiality and mirativity are located more distant from the verb stem than egophoricity.
As noted above, egophoric marking in Akhvakh is restricted to the perfective positive tense and
egophoricity is fused together with tense/aspect and polarity in a single morpheme. In addition, the

14

Awa Pit has a morpheme that indexes plurality of subjects. This morpheme is treated as derivational

rather than inflectional and occurs next to the stem (Curnow 1997:182-186). Under the lable mood
Curnow (1997:238) treats "inflections which are used in main clauses and give some indication of
speaker attitude towards the proposition in question", including, for example, obligation and necessity or
potentiality.
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number and gender of the S/P argument can be indexed in verbs. These markers are realized as
prefixes or suffixes, depending on lexical properties of the verb (Creissels 2008b:311). From the
consulted data, it becomes apparent that in the perfective positive, gender and number is exclusively
expressed with prefixes. The structure of the egophoric verb forms is illustrated in (21).
(21) Akhvakh (Creissels 2008b:315)
me-de
čũda
b-eχ-ada
hu
2SG-ERG when
N-buy-PFV.EGO
DEM
– šuni
b-eχ-ada
yesterday N-buy-PFV.EGO
'When did you buy this dress? – I bought it yesterday.'

šãƛ'e ?
dress

Determining the syntagmatic position of markers is again complicated, as we find both, a
gender/number prefix and an aspect/egophoricity suffix adjacent to the stem.
In order to get a clearer picture of the verb template, a note on the occurrence of gender/number
morphemes in other tenses might be useful here: Conditioned by grammatical factors, employing a
gender/number marker may be impossible, obligatory or optional (Creissels 2008b:310). In tenses in
which number/gender indexes are optional the markers may occur as a distinct segment or merge with
other inflectional morphemes. In (22), an example of the index –we is given. The morpheme is here
merged with the the perfective negative marker –iƛa (–iƛa-we → -iƛo). However, the version with
distinct segments would be just as acceptable according to Creissels (2008b:310).
(22) Akhvakh (Creissels 2008b:310)
ek'wa
w-oq'-iƛo
man
M-come-PFV.NEGM
'The man did not come.'
That is, in cases where the number/gender indexes and tense/aspect/polarity morphemes can be
distinguished, the former occur after the latter. On these grounds it can be argued that number/gender
indexes are located further away from the verb stem than the other categories. This might lead to the
assumption that egophoricity occurs closer to the stem than gender and number morphemes, as the
category is fused with tense/aspect/polarity. Nevertheless, no example could be found in order to
support this inferred hypothesis.
6.1.3 Grammatical features of egophoric marking: a summary
It was shown that the structure of egophoric paradigms varies cross-linguistically. While some
languages, e.g. Akhvakh, encode a binary distinction, others mark subdivisions in egophoric contexts
as is the case in Awa Pit and Lhasa Tibetan. Often, egophoricity is fused with other grammatical
categories such as tense/aspect or polarity. Nevertheless, egophoricity can also function as a separate
system as in the Barbacoan languages.
Differences between paradigms also occur language-internally. It seems that two factors are
involved in this variation, namely tense/aspect and evidentiality. A special relation between
egophoricity and tense/aspect can be observed. On the basis of the presented data, it appears that the
past tense and perfective aspect paradigms tend to exhibit more distinctions than non-past tenses. That
is, the opposition between egophoric subject and undergoer in Awa Pit and the the opposition between
egophoric actor and undergoer in Lhasa Tibetan is only instantiated in the past/perfective paradigm.
Furthermore, egophoric marking can be restricted to past tense as in the case of Akhvakh.
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In the non-egophoric category it is common to find a number of evidential distinctions, whereas this is
not attested in egophoric contexts. This seems sensible, as an egophoric context by definition entails
that the speaker (in statements and correspondingly, the addressee in questions) is personally involved
in the event. In other words, if I carry out an action myself, given that the act was intentional, it seems
incongruent to express the situation with an indirect evidential.
In general, the overall picture of the paradigmatic structure of egophoric marking is quite diverse.
In addition to the interrelating categories of tense/aspect and evidentiality, this degree of variation
might be due to the different historical sources of the morphemes.
Turning to the syntagmatic positioning of forms, it becomes evident that determining the placement
of egophoric markers with respect to the verb stem is often impossible. That is, since egophoricity is
often fused with other categories in one morpheme, the components are not segmentable. A crosslinguistic tendency is that egophoric markers are located with greater distance to the verb stem than
tense and aspect. Moreover, in the case of Awa Pit, egophoric markers occur after suffixes that express
epistemic modality. Finally, it can be observed that egophoricity occurs closer to the stem than
evidentiality and mirativity, as has been illustrated in Kathmandu Newar and Tsafiki.

6.2 Functions of egophoric marking
This section examines the functions of egophoric marking. In order to do so, the distribution of
egophoric markers in each of the languages in the sample is surveyed in Section 6.2.1. More precisely,
the semantic contexts in which they occur are described. It will become evident that two notions
connected to agents are of use in the description, namely control and intentionality. In Section 6.2.2, it
is argued that the core function of egophoric marking is to index the epistemic authority of one of the
speech participants based on their respective involvement in some event. Moreover, it is shown that
the type of involvement that triggers egophoric morphology varies across languages.
Section 6.2.3 addresses an additional function that can be awarded to egophoric markers. In some
languages, egophoric marking can be used as a strategy to infer the grammatical person of the subject
in a clause.
After focussing on the functional properties of egophoric markers, some functions of nonegophoric markers are briefly discussed in Section 6.2.4.
6.2.1 The distribution of egophoric markers
As illustrated in Section 2.1, a first person subject in statements and a second person subject in
questions behave similarly in that the predicate in both contexts is marked in the same way, namely
with an egophoric marker. Based on this observation, it can be assumed that the speaker in statements
(corresponding to a first person subject) and addressee in questions (corresponding to a second person
subject) have certain properties in common. In fact, it can be argued that both discourse participants
share a speech act role. This speech act role is central in several descriptive accounts of egophoric
marking and bears different labels, e.g. "assertor" (Creissels 2008a:12), "locutor" (Curnow 1997) and
"informant" (Bickel 2008). In the present account, I opt for using Hargreaves' (1991; 2005) term
"epistemic source", which is defined as "the epistemic authority for the proposition in the clause"
(Hargreaves 1991:25-26). In other words, the epistemic source is the discourse participant whose
knowledge is at stake. That is, the role of epistemic source is assumed by the speaker in statements on
the one hand, and on the other hand, by asking a question, the speaker assigns the epistemic authority
to the addressee whose knowledge is questioned. It will become evident that the role of epistemic
source is useful in describing the distribution of egophoric markers. Following these arguments, the
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term will be used in the following discussion to refer to the speaker in statements and the addressee in
questions.
Before presenting the data, two short notes on terminology are in order. Firstly, the concepts of
control and intentionality as connected to the definition of 'agent' in an event are crucial in the
description. Furthermore, a number of semantic roles, as they are used in the present account, need to
be defined.
The concepts of intentionality and control are central in several accounts of egophoric marking.15
Hargreaves (2005:4), for instance, observes that egophoric marking in Kathmandu Newar is dependent
on three different verb classes: (i) control verbs, which can be marked egophoric, (ii) non-control
verbs, which are never marked egophoric, and (iii) fluid verbs, which can take either marker. Note that
control verbs are defined as denoting "prototypical self-initiated behaviors" (Hargreaves 2005:4). In
this sense, the definition of control verbs is based on intentionality. The concept of intentionality can,
however, not account for egophoric marking on predicates such as 'cry' (which belongs to the control
class according to Hargreaves), as the act of crying (i.e. weeping) – in normal circumstances – is not
carried out intentionally. Here, it seems sensible to refer to the notion of control, rather than
intentionality. This is also acknowledged by Creissels (2008b) in his classification of intransitive verbs
in Akhvakh: Verbs that denote involuntarily bodily processes such as 'cry' allow for some degree of
control and thus belong to the class of verbs, which can take egophoric markers (Creissels 2008b:316).
As will be shown in the following discussion, it is important to employ both notions, the one of control
and intentionality, to account for the distribution of egophoric markers. Control and intentionality are
conceived of as properties of an agent in an event. An agent is acting intentionally if he or she
willfully instigates an action. Prototypically, this is the case in clauses with verbs as 'work', 'go' or
'speak'. It is also obvious that control is in some way related to intentionality. That is, if an agent is
carrying out an action intentionally this means that he or she also exerts control over the action. Note
that the reverse is not necessarily true. Consider, for example, the verb 'cry': In normal circumstances,
the agent does not carry out the act of crying intentionally. Nevertheless, the agent still exerts control
to a certain degree (in the sense that it is generally possible to try and stop crying). Further verbs that
denote actions of this type are 'hiccup', 'sneeze' or 'urinate' (Creissels 2008b:316). By contrast, the
processes denoted by verbs such as 'sweat', 'fall' or 'be thirsty' are not instigated intentionally, nor has
the agent control over it (Creissels 2008b:316).
As will be shown below, semantic roles are a useful concept in describing the distribution of
egophoric markers.16 For the present discussion, a number of commonly used semantic roles are used
as they are defined by Van Valin and LaPolla (1997:85-86) and presented in Table 8.

15

DeLancey (1990) uses the term 'volitional predicates' and defines 'volitional' as follows: "[...] to describe an
act as volitional is to say that the actor performs an intensional [sic] act of volition [...] which is the occasion
of his acting" (DeLancey 1990:302). In this sense, the definition is in line with the conception of intentionality
in the present account.

16

To date, there is no consesus as to the inventory and definition of individual semantic roles and this
issue cannot be addressed here (see Zúñiga & Kittilä (2014) for an overview of different theories).
28

agent
experiencer
patient
recipient
goal

a willful, purposeful instigator of an action or event, such as in Leslie
breaking the glass on purpose.
sentient beings that experience internal states, such as perceivers, cognizers
and emoters as in Felipe thinking about/remembering/disliking the question.
things that are in a state or condition, or undergo a change of state or
condition, e.g. Sue being tall, sick or dying, or a window breaking.
someone who gets something (recipients are always animate or some kind of
quasi-animate entity, e.g. an organization), as in Vidhu sending a card to Hari.
destination, which is similar to recipient, except that it is often inanimate, as
in Larry sending a package to Baltimore.
Table 8. Semantic roles (adapted from Van Valin & LaPolla 1997)

Kathmandu Newar
As argued by Hargreaves (2005), the distribution of egophoric markers in Kathmandu Newar is
dependent on lexical-semantic properties of the verb. That is, Hargreaves (2005:4) recognizes three
different verb classes: (i) control verbs that denote "prototypical self-initiated behaviors", (ii) noncontrol verbs that denote "events incompatible with self-initiated behavior, and (iii) fluid verbs that
denote "events/actions which admit alternate interpretations of self-initiated behavior".
First, egophoric marking occurs whenever the epistemic source coincides with the S or A argument
of the clause and can be construed as an agent that intentionally instigates the action.17 Note that when
an agent carries out an action intentionally this implies that he or she also exerts control over it.
Examples of the control verb class are 'go', 'do' and 'drink' as shown in (23)- (24).
(23) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:12)
a. ji
wan-ā
1.ABS go-PST.EGO
'I went.'
b. jĩ:
jyā
yān-ā
1.ERG work do-PST.EGO
'I did the work.'
(24) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:15)
chã:
a:pwa twan-ā
lā
2.ERG much drink-PFV.EGO INTER
'Did you drink a lot/too much?'
The criterion of intentional action is supported by example (25). The verb lakha 'submerge' is a
member of the fluid verb class and can be marked with both the egophoric and non-egophoric marker.
The semantic contrast in (25) is clearly one of intentionality. In (25a), the act of submerging is nonintentional, whereas the actor instigates the action intentionally (25b).

17

S refers to the single argument of an intransitive clause, whereas A is used for the more agent-like

argument in a transitive clause. P denotes the more patient-like argument. Note that the labels S, A and
P refers to grammatical relations (in other words, A and P do not refer to the semantic roles of agent and
patient).
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(25) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:14)
a. ji
lakha-e
dun-a
1.ABS water-LOC submerge-PFV.NONEGO
'I sank into the water.' (non-intentional)
b. ji
lakha-e
dun-ā
1.ABS water-LOC submerge-PFV.EGO
'I dipped into the water.' (intentional)
Events involving an intentional agent are, however, not the only context in which egophoric marking
occurs. Consider example (26).
(26) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:41)
ji
khway-ā
1.ABS
cry-PST.EGO
'I cried.'
The agent in (26) arguably cannot be construed as acting intentionally (at least in the usual
circumstances of crying). However, the agent still exerts control over the action to a certain degree.
In contrast to the examples presented so far, egophoric marking never occurs if the agent cannot be
construed as acting intentionally or having control over the action. That is, the distinction between
egophoric and non-egophoric is neutralized in clauses with verbs of the non-control class. As
illustrated in (27), non-control verbs such as 'understand' and 'get scared' are exclusively marked as
non-egophoric.
(27) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:13;16)
a. jĩ:
thul-a
1.ERG understand-PFV.NONEGO
'I understood (it).'
b. cha
gyāt-a
lā?
2.ABS afraid-PFV.NONEGO INTER
'Did you get scared?'
On the basis of the presented data, the contexts in which an egophoric marker potentially occurs in
Kathmandu Newar can be characterized as follows: Egophoric marking occurs whenever the epistemic
source coincides with the S or A argument and can be construed as acting intentionally or having
control over the action. This characterization of egophoric contexts holds for past and non-past clauses
likewise (Hargreaves 2005:12).
Akhvakh
A similar situation is found in Akhvakh. Egophoric marking applies whenever the epistemic source
coincides with the S or A argument and can be construed as an agent that acts intentionally or exerts
control over the action. This is exemplified in (28)-(29) on the basis of the transitive verb 'buy' and the
intransitive 'work'.
(28) Akhvakh (Creissels 2008b:315)
me-de
čũda
b-eχ-ada
hu
2SG-ERG when
N-buy-PFV.EGO
DEM
– šuni
b-eχ-ada
yesterday N-buy-PFV.EGO
'When did you buy this dress? – I bought it yesterday.'

šãƛ'e ?
dress
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(29) Akhvakh (Creissels 2008b:316)
mene
čũda w-ošq̄ -ada ?
–šuni
w-ošq̄ -ada
2SG.ABS when work-PFV.EGO yesterday work-PFV.EGO
'When did you work? –I worked yesterday.'
As for intransitive verbs in Akhvakh, two classes can be distinguished (Creissels 2008b:315-16). The
first class includes verbs that can take the egophoric marker when the epistemic source coincides with
S or A. Members of this first class are 'work', 'speak' and 'come', which typically involve an
intentionally acting agent. Moreover, this class includes verbs as 'cry', 'hiccup' and 'sneeze'. It can be
argued that these predicates do not typically involve an intentionally acting agent. However, the agent
in these events exerts a certain degree of control. Members of the second class of intransitive verbs
never occur with an egophoric marker. These verbs denote events in which the actor lacks control, as
for example in 'be thirsty', 'suffocate', 'fall down' or 'feel cold'. Example (30) illustrates that egophoric
marking does not apply when the agent has no control over the event.
(30) Akhvakh (Creissels 2008b:315)
mene
čũda h-ēni ?
–šuni
h-ēni
2SG.ABS when recover-PFV.NONEGO yesterday recover-PFV.NONEGO
'When did you recover? –I recovered yesterday.'
Moreover, similar to the contrastive marking with fluid verbs in Kathmandu Newar, a few verbs can
take either an egophoric or non-egophoric marker, as for instance ƛ̠'ũk'unuƛa 'sleep' (Creissels
2008b:316). The resulting semantic contrast is characterized as follows by Creissels: 'I lay down in
order to sleep' vs. 'I dozed of unwillingly'. In these cases, the crucial property on part of the agent is
intentionality.
In general, the distribution of egophoric markers in Akhvakh is strikingly similar to the one in
Kathmandu Newar. That is, egophoric marking occurs whenever the epistemic source coincides with
the S or A argument and can be construed as an agent that acts intentionally or has control over the
action.
Lhasa Tibetan
Lhasa Tibetan exhibits a similar constraint which is, however, restricted to the imperfective category.
According to DeLancey (1990:299), egophoric markers occur only with "volitional predicates". In
other words, egophoric marking applies whenever the epistemic source instigates an action
intentionally. The basic pattern in statements with the verb 'hang' is illustrated in (31). (Regrettably,
the data does not include examples of imperfective questions.) In contrast, from example (32) it
becomes evident that egophoric marking in the imperfective is not possible with agents that act
unintentionally or lack control.
(31) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:298)
a. ngas(s)
thang = ka
'gel-gyi yod
I (ERG)
thangka
hang-IPFV.EGO
'I am hanging up thangkas (religious paintings).'
b. kho(s)
thang = ka
'gel-gyis
s/he (ERG)
thangka
hang-IPFV.NONEGO
'S/he is hanging up thangkas.' (based on the speaker's direct perception)
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(32) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:299-300)
a. nga mthong-gis
(*gi yod)
I
see- IPFV.NONEGO (*IPFV.EGO)
'I see [it].'
b. nga na-gis
(*gi yod)
I
sick-IPFV.NONEGO (*IPFV.EGO)
'I'm sick.'
As for predicates that involve an agent that does not act intentionally but exerts control over the action
(e.g. 'cry'), no examples are present in DeLancey's (1990; 2003) data. Nevertheless, the distribution of
egophoric marking in the imperfective category in Lhasa Tibetan is similar to the Kathmandu Newar
and Akhvakh systems in that egophoric marking is restricted to contexts with an intentionally acting
agent.
Egophoric marking in the perfective category in Lhasa Tibetan, on the other hand, is more liberal.
The basic pattern in perfective declarative clauses is illustrated in (33) with the verb 'do'. (Again,
examples of questions are lacking in DeLancey's (1990; 2003) discussion.)
(33) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:298)
a. ngas
byas-pa yin
I (ERG)
did-PFV.EGO1
'I did it.'
b. khyed=rang-gis / khos byas-pa red
you-ERG / he (ERG)
did-PFV.NONEGO
'You/ he did it.'
In contrast to the imperfective category, egophoric marking also occurs if the epistemic source
assumes a semantic role other than agent. Lhasa Tibetan employs an egophoric morpheme –byung
which "occurs only in clauses in which a first person in statements, or a second person in questions,
plays the role of a Goal" (DeLancey 2003:280). As shown in (34), verbs such as 'die', 'see' which entail
the semantic roles of patient and experiencer can be marked as egophoric.
(34) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:300-301)
a. nga
shi-byung
I
die-PFV.EGO2
'I died.'
b. ngas
kho=tsho
mthong-byung
I (ERG)
they
see-PFV.EGO2
'I saw them.'
nga=tsho'i g.yog=po=tsho khams=pa
de=tsho
I=PL(GEN) manservant=PL Khampa
DEM=PL
'Did [you] see those Khampa servants of ours?'

mthong-byung
see-EGO2

ngas
INTER

In the examples presented so far, egophoric marking is observed whenever the epistemic source
coincides with the S or A argument of the clause. However, Lhasa Tibetan also allows for egophoric
marking when the epistemic source coincides with P in transitive clauses (or the R(ecipient) argument
in ditransitives). As can be seen in (35), the egophoric marker –byung also applies when the epistemic
source assumes the semantic role of recipient, patient or stimulus.
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(35) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:300-301; 2003:274)
a. khos
ngar
yige
cig
'bris-byung
he (ERG)
I (DAT) letter
a
wrote-PFV.EGO2
'He wrote me a letter.'
b. khos
ngar
gzhugs-byung
he (ERG)
I (DAT) hit- PFV.EGO2
'He hit me.'
c. blo=bzang-gis nga-r
mthong-byung
Lobsang-ERG I-LOC
see-PFV.EGO2
'Lobsang saw me.'
Moreover, the egophoric/non-egophoric contrast is instantiated in the copula system in Lhasa Tibetan.
The subject in these equational constructions can be conceived of as assuming the semantic role of
patient, as patients typically are participants (or things) "that are in a state or condition" (Van Valin &
LaPolla 1997:85).
(36) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:295)
a. nga
bod=pa
I
Tibetan (person)
'I am a Tibetan.'
b. khyed=rang bod=pa
you
Tibetan
'Are you a Tibetan?'
c. kho
bod=pa
he
Tibetan
'He is a Tibetan.'

yin
be.EGO
yin
be.EGO

pas
INTER

red
be.NONEGO

Lastly, the egophoric marker –byung is used when the epistemic source is not an actual participant but
rather is involved in some other way in the event. In other words, the epistemic source is not an
argument of the verb and is not explicitly expressed (e.g. by a personal pronoun).
(37) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:300-1)
a. khong
pbebs-byung
he (HON)
went (HON) -PVF.EGO2
'He came (to where I was).'
b. khos
deb
cig 'khyer-byung
he (ERG) book a carry-PFV.EGO2
'He brought a book to me.'
(38) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:311)
nga'i
nyi=gdugs brlags-byung
I(GEN) umbrella
lost-PFV.EGO2
'My umbrella got lost.'
In example (37), the egophoric verb forms indicate that the epistemic source is involved in the event as
goal which is, however, not an argument of the verb in question. Along similar lines, the epistemic
source in (38) is not part of the verb's argument structure but can be construed as an affected
participant.
To sum up, Lhasa Tibetan seems to have a mixed system of egophoric marking: Whereas
egophoric markers are restricted to events, which involve an intentionally acting agent in the
imperfective, the perfective category allows egophoric marking in additional contexts. These are (i)
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clauses in which the epistemic source is an argument of the verb and assumes the semantic role of
patient, experiencer or stimulus, and (ii) clauses in which the epistemic source is not argument of the
verb but is involved as a peripheral participant.
Awa Pit
In Awa Pit, similar to the perfective system in Lhasa Tibetan, egophoric marking in both past and nonpast tenses is unrestricted in terms of control or intentionality. Note that Awa Pit has in total three
different egophoric markers: -s in imperfective clauses, -w and –s in perfective clauses.18 The
distribution of the two perfective egophoric markers is dependent on the grammatical relation and the
semantic role that is assumed by the epistemic source (Curnow 2002:617-21). In the present
discussion, it suffices to recognize both as marking egophoric verbs forms.19
Egophoric markers typically occur (i) in clauses in which the epistemic source is an intentionally
acting agent and (ii) in clauses in which epistemic source assumes the semantic role of patient,
stimulus or experiencer. Note that the epistemic source can coincide with either grammatical relation,
subject or object, in order to trigger egophoric marking.
First, egophoric markers occur when the epistemic source is an intentionally acting agent:
(39)

Awa Pit (Curnow 2002:613;618)
a. (na=na)
pala
ku-mtu-s
(1SG.(NOM)=TOP
plantain eat-IPFV-EGO1
'I am eating plantains.'
b. nash-na=kima
na=na
kal
ki-mtu-ata-w
afternoon-INF=until
1SG.(NOM)=TOP work do-IPFV-PST-EGO2
'I was working until late.'
c. shi
ayuk=ta=ma
libro
ta-ta-w
what inside=LOC=INTER book
put-PST-EGO2
'Under what did you put the book?'

Further contexts of egophoric marking are clauses in which the epistemic source coincides with the
grammatical subject of the clause and can be construed as an experiencer (40a) or patient (40b).
(40)

Awa Pit (Curnow 2002:618)
a. kɨn-ka=na
na=na
dawn-when=TOP
1SG.(NOM)=TOP
'At dawn I saw Santos.'
b. payta-ma-ta-w
sweat-COMP-PST-EGO2
'I sweated.'

Santos=ta
Santos=ACC

izh-ta-w
see-PST-EGO2

Lastly, egophoric marking applies when the epistemic source coincides with the grammatical object
and assumes the semantic role of patient (41a,c) or stimulus (41b).

18

Note that the perfective egophoric marker -s is treated distinct from the structurally identical non-past
egophoric morpheme on the basis of their different functions (Curnow 2002:618, footnote 5).

19

For the sake of simplicity, the egophoric markers will be glossed as follows: -s EGO1 (non-past egophoric
subject); -w EGO2 (past egophoric subject); -s EGO3 (past egophoric undergoer) (cf. Curnow 2002).
34

(41) Awa Pit (Curnow 2002:622)
a. Demetrio=na tɨt-ma-tɨ-s
Demetrio=TOP cut-COMP-PST-EGO3
'Demetrio cut me.'
b. Juan=na
(na-wa)
Juan=TOP
(1SG-ACC)
'Santos is spying on me.'
c. nu-wa=na
mɨn-ma
2SG-ACC=TOP who-INTER
'Who hit you?'

izh-tɨ-s
see-PST-EGO3
pyan-tɨ-s?
hit-PST-EGO3

The past egophoric marker –s (EGO3) is reminiscent of Lhasa Tibetan –byung in its distribution. That
is, it occurs when the epistemic source can be construed as an affected participant without being an
argument of the verb. In example (42), the egophoric marker signals that the epistemic source is in
some way affected by the event.
(42) Awa Pit (Curnow 2002:620)
a. alu
ki-ma-tɨ-s
rain
do-COMP-PST-EGO3
'(I was on my way to bathe,) it rained on me.'
b. kerosin
way-a-s
petrol
lack-PST-EGO3
'Petrol was lacking to me.'
Note that in these cases, the affected participant cannot be explicitly expressed by a personal pronoun.
That is, a sentence as in (43) is deemed ungrammatical.
(43) Awa Pit (Curnow 2002:620)
*na-wa
alu
ki-ma-tɨ-s
1SG-ACC rain
do-COMP-PST-EGO3
'It rained on me.'
Thus, the egophoric marker in these examples signals that the epistemic source is affected in some
way by the action denoted by the verb (Curnow 2002:620).
Tsafiki
The distribution of the egophoric marker –yo in Tsafiki is more complicated than in the cases
discussed above. This has to do with the fact that Tsafiki makes extensive use of complex predicates.
Nevertheless, contexts where the egophoric marker is applicable are discussed despite this complexity.
From example (44) it becomes evident that the egophoric marker occurs in clauses in which the
epistemic source is realized as subject and can be interpreted as an intentionally acting agent. Note that
verb forms in contexts that do not involve the epistemic source are not overtly marked, as illustrated in
(44c).
(44) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:387;384)
a. la
ya=ka machite=chi
pore-yo-e
1M
3=ACC machete=INSTR cut-EGO-DECL
'I cut him (intentionally) with the machete.'
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b. nu
seke
tera
you
good
dance
'Did you dance well?'
c. ya
seke
tera
he/she good
dance
'Did he/she dance well?'

ki-yo-n?
do-EGO-INTER
ki-n
do-DECL

Evidently, egophoric marking in Tsafiki is not restricted to contexts in which the epistemic source is
an intentional agent, as egophoric markers can be used with the verb 'be'. In these equational
constructions, the epistemic source assumes the semantic role of patient (recall a similar distribution in
Lhasa Tibetan, ex. (36), above).
(45) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:383)
a. tse
Tsachi
jo-yo-e
1F
Tsachi
be-EGO-DECL
'I am a Tsachi.'
b. ya/nu Tsachi
jo-e
3/2
Tsachi
be-DECL
'He is/you are a Tsachi.'
A further instance of egophoric marking in which the epistemic source assumes the semantic role of
patient is given in (46). This example presents a minimal pair that reveals a special trait of egophoric
marking in Tsafiki: The egophoric morpheme –yo expresses anticipation or awareness on part of the
epistemic source, rather than intentionality or control. The egophoric marker in (46a) implies that the
participant had anticipated the event, as opposed to (46b). However, the participant in (46a) is still
construed as not having control over the act of falling.
(46) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:393-94)
a. la ke-ere-i-yo-e
1M throw-send-become-EGO-DECL
'I fell. (expected)'
b. la ke-ere-i-i-e
1M throw-send-become-NONEGO-DECL
'I fell!! (unexpected)'
An opposition in terms of awareness is presented in (47). The egophoric verb form in (47a) indicates
that the speaker was aware of falling asleep, while the non-egophoric verb form in (47b) signals
unawareness (Dickinson 2000:394).
(47) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:394)
a. tse katso-yo-e
1F sleep-EGO-DECL
'I slept.'
b. tse katso-i-e
1F sleep-NONEGO-DECL
'I dozed off/fell asleep!'
Furthermore, verbs that denote bodily processes such as 'vomit', 'yawn' or 'sneeze' can be marked
egophoric. While Dickinson (2000:403) maintains that the egophoric marker entails the anticipation of
the event on part of the speaker, she also recognizes the connection to control. In this sense, the
epistemic source in (48) can be construed as an agent that exerts certain control over the action.
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(48) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:403)
a. la achi
ki-yo-e
1M sneeze do-EGO-DECL
'I sneezed.' (lit. 'I did a sneeze.')
The egophoric marker can occur with the verb muna 'desire'. However, the contexts in which
utterances such as (49) would be acceptable are special: "This would appropriately be uttered in a
situation where the questioner knows that the other person is tired, he has been up late, etc. The
question is not addressing an internal desire, but rather, a physical need and the speaker has evidence
and reason to believe that it is likely the addressee wants coffee" (Dickinson 2000:404-405). By
contrast, if the speaker has no anticipation of the addressee's needs egophoric marking does not apply.
(49) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:405)
a. nu
kafe
muna-ra-yo-n?
2
coffee
desire-be.in.a.position-EGO-DECL
'Do you need coffee?'
b. jaan la
kafe
muna-ra-yo-e
yes 1M
coffee desire-be.in.a.position-EGO-DECL
'Yes, I need coffee.'
Example (50) deviates from what has been observed up to this point. The subject of the egophoric verb
form refers to a group of people, which the epistemic source is a member of, i.e. the Tsachila.
Moreover, (50) reflects a piece of general knowledge and does not refer to a single event. Dickinson
(2000:386) argues that "the speaker can be construed as a knowing participant".
(50) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:386)
amana tsachi=la fi-tu-min=la
jo-yo-e
now
tsachi=PL eat-NEG-NOM=PL be-EGO-DECL
'Nowadays (we) tsachila don't eat (snakes).'
Lastly, Dickinson (2000:396) notes that the verb 'snore' can never occur with egophoric marking. As
the egophoric marker expresses that the speaker is aware of an action, this seems plausible as the act of
snoring is typically carried out in a state of unawareness.
In sum, it appears that egophoric marking in Tsafiki is fairly liberal, as it applies not only in clauses
with an intentional agent but also with patients. Regrettably, nothing can be said at this point
concerning clauses in which the epistemic source assumes other semantic roles, as relevant examples
are missing in the data. In comparison to the languages discussed so far, the Tsafiki system seems to
be exceptional. One reason being that in statements with second and third person subjects and in
questions with third person subjects no overt non-egophoric markers occur. By contrast, a special nonegophoric morpheme –i is used in contexts with first person subjects. Another reason is that clauses
with a first person plural subject can be marked egophoric if the speaker can be construed as a
knowing member of the group.
Summary
We have seen that egophoric marking potentially occurs whenever the epistemic source can be
construed as an intentionally acting agent or one that exerts control over the action denoted by the
verb. In the case of Kathmandu Newar, Akhvakh and the imperfective category in Lhasa Tibetan,
egophoric marking is in fact restricted to these contexts. In addition, egophoric marking can be more
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liberal in some languages. That is, egophoric markers apply also in clauses in which the epistemic
source assumes the semantic role of experiencer, patient or stimulus. This has been observed in Lhasa
Tibetan an Awa Pit. Moreover, egophoric marking in these languages is possible when the epistemic
source is not an argument of the verb, but merely a peripheral participant in the event. The system in
Tsafiki seems to be fairly liberal in that egophoric marking applies when the epistemic source assumes
the semantic role of agent or patient.
6.2.2 The core function of egophoric markers
In Section 6.2.1, the notion of epistemic source was defined as a speech act role, which subsumes the
speaker in statements and the addressee in questions (Hargreaves 2005). In other words, it is the
speech act participant whose knowledge is at stake. On the basis of the presented data, we have seen
that egophoric marking occurs when the epistemic source is an argument of the verb and assumes one
of the following semantic roles: agent, patient, experiencer, recipient or stimulus.
On the grounds of this observation, one could assume that the function of egophoric marking is
indexing the speech act role of epistemic source. More specifically, this would imply that egophoric
marking applies whenever the epistemic source is expressed as an argument in the clause. This
hypothesis, however, must be revised for two reasons. Firstly, we have seen that in Awa Pit and Lhasa
Tibetan, egophoric marking also applies when the epistemic source is not an argument of the verb, but
is in some way affected by an event or can be construed as a peripheral participant (e.g. as the goal of
a movement). In this sense, egophoric marking is not a form of argument indexing. Secondly, the
hypothesis cannot account for languages like Kathmandu Newar or Akhvakh, which are more
restrictive in terms of egophoric marking. That is, the presence of the epistemic source in a clause only
predicts the potential occurrence of an egophoric marker.
In order give a more adequate account of egophoric marking, it proves useful to adopt Hargreaves'
(2005:31) concept of "privileged access" which, in simple terms, refers to the fact that individuals
possess direct and exclusive access to knowledge about their mental states or experiences. Following
this argument, it can be claimed that an individual has privileged access to knowledge about events in
which he or she was personally involved. In other words, a person's involvement in an event provides
this participant with a kind of intimate personal knowledge about the circumstances of this
participation that is not available to any other person. This privileged access to knowledge, in turn, can
be defined on the basis of different types of involvement that are required for egophoric marking. As
becomes evident from the cross-linguistic survey, the type of involvement that provides the epistemic
source with privileged access can be of varying degree in different languages.20 In Kathmandu Newar
and Akhvakh, the type of involvement that triggers egophoric marking is characterized by the
semantic role of agent. More precisely, the agent must act intentionally or, at least, exert control over
the action denoted by the verb. In a language like Awa Pit, the notion of involvement is more loosely
defined: In addition to agents, egophoric marking also applies if the epistemic source assumes other
semantic roles (e.g. experiencer, patient or stimulus) or is a peripheral participant in the event. The
egophoric system in Lhasa Tibetan seems to be a mixed system of more restricted and more liberal
egophoric marking: While the epistemic source is necessarily an intentional agent in the imperfective
category, the perfective category also allows for egophoric marking if the epistemic source is involved
as patient, experiencer, recipient or goal.
To conclude, the core function of egophoric marking can be characterized as follows: Egophoric
marking indicates whether the epistemic source possesses privileged access to knowledge about an
20

This observation is also made by Creissels (2008b:12). However, he does not connect it to the
privileged access to knowledge an individual has about his or her participation in an event.
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event in terms of involvement. The type of involvement is subject to cross-linguistic variation. On the
one hand, in languages that are more restrictive in terms of egophoric marking, the epistemic source
must be construed as an agent that acts intentionally or exerts control over the action. On the other
hand, in more liberal systems, the type of involvement is more vague and the epistemic source does
not necessarily assume the semantic role of agent.
6.2.3 Indexing of speaker, addressee and non-speech act participant
In the preceding section is was argued that the core function of egophoric marking is indicating
whether the epistemic source possesses privileged access to knowledge about an event in which he or
she is in some way involved. An additional function of egophoric marking relates to the indexing of
speech act participants. More precisely, it can serve as a strategy to infer the grammatical person of the
subject.
This is the case in Awa Pit where personal pronouns are usually omitted, or as Curnow (2002:613)
formulates it: "it is always possible to add a personal pronoun and consequently between second and
third person; however, this is not necessary nor especially common". This holds for statements as in
(51) (the brackets signal that the pronouns can be omitted), as well as questions (52).
(51)

(52)

Awa Pit (Curnow 2002:613)
a. (na=na)
pala
(1SG.(NOM)=TOP plantain
'I am eating plantains.'
b. (nu=na)
pala
(2SG.(NOM)=TOP plantain
'You are eating plantains.'
c. (us=na)
atal
(3SG.(NOM)=TOP chicken
'He/she is cooking chicken.'

ku-mtu-s
eat-IPFV-EGO
ku-mtu-y
eat-IPFV-NONEGO
ayna-mtu-y
cook-IPFV-NONEGO

Awa Pit (Curnow 2002:613-14)
a. shi=ma
ki-mtu-s
what=INTER
do-IPFV-EGO
'What are you doing?'
b. mɨn=ta-s
a-mtu-y
where=LOC-ABL come-IPFV-NONEGO
'Where is he coming from?'

That is, without an explicit personal pronoun it is possible to infer the person of the subject: With
egophoric marking in statements the subject is typically first person, whereas non-egophoric marking
can imply a second or third person subject. Conversely, egophoric marking in questions typically
entails a second person subject.
While this function seems to be absent in Kathmandu Newar and Akhvakh, similar examples are
found in Lhasa Tibetan and Tsafiki. No information as to the optionality of personal pronouns was
found in Dickinson's (2000) description. However, a few examples of statements without explicit
personal pronoun occur in the data.
(53) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:388)
a. tsabo=ka tede=chi
star=ACC hand=INSTR
'I pointed at the stars.'

mi-kuwa-yo-e
know-give-EGO-DECL
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b. kala
ta-yo-e
money
have-EGO-DECL
'I have money.'
In Lhasa Tibetan, an example is found of a second person question lacking a subject pronoun and
presented in (54).
(54) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:301)
nga=tsho'i g.yog=po=tsho khams=pa de=tsho
I=PL(GEN) manservant=PL Khampa
DEM=PL
'Did [you] see those Khampa servants of ours?'

mthong-byung
see-EGO2

ngas
INTER

Furthermore, egophoric marking can be used to yield a personal interpretation of the obligative mood
in Awa Pit. Without egophoric or non-egophoric markers a verb form with the obligative morpheme –
tpa/–tawa typically expresses a "universal" obligation (Curnow 1997:239).
(55) Awa Pit (Curnow 1997:240)
ayna-tpa
cook-OBLIG
'Cooking has to be done; someone has to cook.'
According to Curnow (1997:240) it is possible apply egophoric and non-egophoric markers: "While it
is rarely used to indicate someone's personal obligation, this can be done".
(56) Awa Pit (Curnow 1997:240)
tɨlawa=na
a-tpa-y
tomorrow=TOP come-OBLIG-NONEGO
'You must come tomorrow.'
Note that the second person pronoun is omitted in (56). Rather, the person can be inferred on the basis
of the non-egophoric marker in the statement.
6.2.4 The distribution and functions of non-egophoric markers
Thus far, the focus of the discussion was the distribution of egophoric markers. However, as egophoric
marking generally entails a binary contrast, it seems fruitful to consider certain functions of nonegophoric markers as well. On the one hand, non-egophoric verb forms typically refer to events in
which epistemic source is not involved. On the other hand, non-egophoric marking in contexts in
which egophoric marking potentially occurs is possible under certain circumstances. Some of these
instances are illustrated in the present section. As descriptions of egophoric marking systems
predominantly present instances of first person statements, not much can be said here about nonegophoric marking in second person questions. In the case of first person statements, however, it is not
uncommon to encounter non-egophoric markers to signal a certain lack of awareness or intention.
In Kathmandu Newar, the use of an egophoric marker in first person statements can signal lack of
intention (57).
(57) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:14)
a. jĩ:
mānaj
nāpalān-ā
1.ERG Manoj.ABS meet-PST.EGO
'I met Manoj.' (intentional)
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b. jĩ:
mānaj
nāpalān-a
1.ERG Manoj.ABS meet-PFV.NONEGO
'I met/ran into Manoj.' (unintentional)
Moreover, verbs that typically are marked egophoric take non-egophoric morphology when the
evidential particles hã (reported speech evidential) or khanisā (visual/inferential evidential) are present
(Hargreaves 2005:23). In these cases "the form of awareness expected of first person intentional action
has been obviated and a secondary source of evidence is being indexed" (Hargreaves 2005:23).
(58) Kathmandu Newar (Hargreaves 2005:24)
jĩ:
kā
caphut-a
khanisā
1.ERG thread break-PFV.NONEGO EVD
'It appears that I broke the thread.'
Along similar lines, substituting egophoric markers in first person statements can signal lack of
intention in Lhasa Tibetan. According to DeLancey (1990:300), the function of the morpheme –song
is two-fold: it encodes "both direct evidentiality in disjunct [non-egophoric] clauses, and the absence
of intention in conjunct [egophoric] clauses".
(59) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:300)
a. ngas
dkaryol bcag-pa yin
1(ERG) cup
broke-PVF.EGO
'I broke the cup (intentionally).'
b. ngas
dkaryol bcag-song
1(ERG) cup
broke-PVF.NONEGO
'I broke the cup (unintentionally).'
The contrast presented in (60b) is a mirative distinction (cf. DeLancey 1997). The sentence in (60)
would be uttered "by a speaker who reaches into his pocket and discovers money that he didn't know
he was carrying" (DeLancey 1997:44).
(60) Lhasa Tibetan (DeLancey 1990:296)
a. ngar
dngul tog-tsam yod
1(DAT) money some
exist.EGO
'I have some money.'
b. ngar
dngul tog-tsam 'dug
1(DAT) money some
exist.NONEGO
'I have some money!'
Recall from Section 6.2.1 that non-egophoric verb forms in second and third person statements are not
overtly marked in Tsafiki. Example (45b) above is repeated in (61).
(61) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:383)
ya/nu Tsachi jo-e
3/2
Tsachi be-DECL
'He is/you are a Tsachi.'
However, a special non-egophoric marker is used in first person statements to indicate certain
semantic contrasts. According to Dickinson (2000), its function is comparable to non-egophoric
markers in other languages. That is, the use in first person statements also signals a contrast in
intentionality, as illustrated in (62).
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(62) Tsafiki (Dickinson 2000:387)
a.
la
ya=ka machite=chi
pore-yo-e
1M
3=ACC machete=INSTR cut-EGO-DECL
'I cut him (intentionally) with the machete.'
b.
la
ya=ka machite=chi
pore-i-e
1M
3=ACC machete=INSTR cut-NONEGO-DECL
'I cut him (unintentionally) with the machete.'
In addition to signaling lack of intention, the non-egophoric morpheme –i can have a number of
different semantic effects that express non-intentionality, unawareness or surprise. Dickinson
(2000:389) uses the term "mirative distinction" to refer to these instances, which encode "the degree to
which the state or event is in agreement with the speaker's general knowledge system". Moreover, it is
noted that "[t]he various interpretations of a mirative marker […] arise from its interaction with the
overall context of the proposition and the semantics of the verb" (Dickinson 2000:389).
However, the nature of this marker –i is arguably different from the examples of non-egophoric
markers in other languages. That is, the distribution seems to be restricted to first person statements,
while it never occurs in second or third person statements.
6.2.5 Functions of egophoric marking: a summary
In the preceding discussion it was argued that egophoric marking encodes the epistemic source's
privileged access to knowledge about an event in terms of involvement. It was observed that the
notion of involvement must be defined differently in different languages. That is, more restrictive
languages apply egophoric marking exclusively in contexts in which the epistemic source is involved
as an agent that acts intentionally or exerts control. By contrast, involvement is more loosely defined
in languages in which egophoric marking is also triggered when the epistemic source assumes other
semantic roles (e.g. patient, experiencer or stimulus) or is involved as a peripheral participant in the
event.
In addition, egophoric markers can serve as a strategy to indicate the speech act participants of
speaker and addressee. That is, when no other indication of person is present in a clause, the person of
the subject can be inferred on the basis of egophoric marking. Lastly, it was observed that nonegophoric markers, in contexts of first person statements, can express lack of intention or control and
thus serve as a mirative strategy.

6.3 Historical accounts of egophoric marking
Comparative work suggests that egophoric marking commonly is a relatively recent innovation in the
languages in which it is attested (e.g. DeLancey 1992; Curnow 2001). Moreover, reconstructing the
system of an earlier stage of the language often appears to be impossible. The historical status of
egophoric marking in Tibeto-Burman, Barbacoan and Nakh-Daghestanian is discussed in the
remainder of this chapter.
DeLancey (1992) discusses the historical status of egophoric systems in a number of TibetoBurman languages, among others Lhasa Tibetan and the relatively distantly related Kathmandu Newar
which both belong to the Bodic branch. It is noted that the systems in Tibetan and Newar, while
sharing certain semantic and syntactic traits, do not seem to be cognate morphologically (DeLancey
1992:54). In fact, the relevant morphology of the Newar system is barely comparable to the one of
Tibetan: while Lhasa Tibetan expresses the opposition in copulas, which are in turn a component of
the finite verb endings, Kathmandu Newar only encodes the distinction in the the verb suffixes.
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Moreover, the Newar morphemes do not originate from grammaticalized copulas (DeLancey
1992:54). Following these arguments, a reconstruction of egophoric marking in Proto-Bodic is
implausible and it must be concluded that we are dealing with an innovation that took place after the
split between Tibetan and Newar.
As for the Tibetan group, it becomes obvious that structurally similar systems are widely attested
among the modern dialects. However, DeLancey (1992:50-53) argues that egophoric marking is a
secondary development in the varieties in which egophoric marking is attested. For one thing, the
grammar of Classical Tibetan is lacking the egophoric/non-egophoric opposition. Moreover, this claim
is supported by the fact that egophoric marking is not attested in the closely related Balti dialect which
appears to present a more conservative state. On this basis, DeLancey (1992) claims that the egophoric
system found in modern Tibetan dialects does not constitute a common inheritance from ProtoTibetan.
Similarly, it has been argued that egophoric marking seems to be an innovation in Kathmandu
Newar (DeLancey 1992:53; Hargreaves 2005:3-4). In contrast to Kathmandu Newar, two closely
related dialects, Dolakha and Pahari do not feature this opposition but rather exhibit person indexing
on the verb. As for the antiquity of the person indexing system, there are different conceptions.
Hargreaves (2005:3), for instance, deems the reconstruction of the person indexing system in ProtoNewar implausible. In any case, it is commonly assumed that the egophoric pattern is an innovation in
the Kathmandu variety, rather than an inheritance from Proto-Newar (DeLancey 1992:53; Hargreaves
2005:3-4).
Generally, it is assumed that the emergence of egophoric marking is recent in the Tibeto-Burman
languages. The evidence from comparative work suggests that egophoric marking in Tibetan as well
as Kathmandu Newar has developed within the last millennium (DeLancey 1992:52). The presented
facts raise the question of egophoric marking as an areal phenomenon. According to DeLancey
(1992:56) this may well be the case in the Bodic languages. While for Tibetan, it is assumed that the
system developed from the grammaticalization of mirativity a similar origin of the Newar system
seems unlikely. Therefore, and given that there has been considerable contact between Lhasa and
Kathmandu people, it is argued that egophoric marking in Newar is borrowed from Tibetan
(DeLancey 1992:56).
Whereas an areal hypothesis can account for the instances in the Bodic branch, this appears not to
be the case for Akha, a Tibeto-Burman language of the Lolo-Burmese branch in which egophoric
marking is attested. The Akha system seems to have developed independently, as no prominent
cultural or geographical connections to the discussed Bodic languages are existent (DeLancey
1992:57). Clearly, the possibility of independent development of egophoric marking is supported by
the existence of such systems in different linguistic areas in the world, which DeLancey apparently did
not know of by that time.21
A similar diachronic picture is found in the Barbacoan language family. In addition to Awa Pit and
Tsafiki, the family comprises at least two further living languages, each one exhibiting the basic
pattern of egophoric marking (Curnow 2001). However, semantic differences between the systems, as
we have seen for Tsafiki and Awa Pit (Section 6.2), exist. Moreover, the morphological material of the
different egophoric systems, with the exception of one common form in Tsafiki and Cha'palaachi, does
not seem to be cognate (Curnow 2002:612). Thus, it can be assumed that each language of the
Barbacoan family has developed egophoric marking separately, with possible influence of language
contact. Regrettably, more detailed evidence that would give more insight into the historical

21

"While both evidentiality and mirativity are widespread semantic categories, […], the conjunct/disjunct
pattern appears to be unique to Tibeto-Burman" (DeLancey 1992:40).
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development is not available. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that egophoric marking appears to be an
areal phenomenon of the region (cf. Bergqvist 2012 on Ika, a Chibchan language).
In line with the scenarios presented so far, egophoric marking is considered a recent innovation in
Akhvakh (Creissels 2008a; 2008b). This is supported by the fact that none of the closely related
languages possesses a similar system. In the Nakh-Daghestanian family in general, while person
indexing in the traditional sense exists in a few languages, egophoric marking is attested in only two
languages, i.e. Akhvakh and a variety of Dargwa. Both languages are spoken in different regions of
Daghestan and belong to the Andic and Dargwa subgroups respectively, which are only related
distantly (2008a:13-14, footnote 4). According to Creissels there is no historical evidence that the
markers in both languages are cognate. This suggests that egophoric marking does not present a shared
inheritance of an earlier stage in Nakh-Daghestanian. The question as to the possibility of an areal
phenomenon in the Daghestan region cannot be answered until a more detailed account of the Avar
dialect which is geographically located between Akhvakh and Dargwa is available (2008a:13-14,
footnote 4).
We have seen that reconstruction of egophoric systems is often unlikely as the relevant
morphemes in related languages seem to be of different origins. As for these origins, their history is
not easy to unveil and it is evident that more research needs to be done to obtain a clearer picture.
Nevertheless, a few suggestions for historical sources are outlined in the remainder of this section.
DeLancey (1992) takes the more complex system of Lhasa Tibetan as the primary pattern,
instantiated in the copula system as well as finite verb morphology. The system in Kathmandu Newar,
where the egophoric distinction is absent in the copulas, is regarded secondary. According to
DeLancey (1992:57), egophoric marking in Lhasa Tibetan has its origin in a mirative distinction
encoded in the copulas. More specifically, it represents "the grammaticalization of a pragmatic
association between mirativity and person, and this is in turn is the natural source for the opposition in
the finite verb". Thus, DeLancey claims that the emergence of a egophoric system is connected to
mirativity.
The system in Kathmandu Newar, according to DeLancey (1992:56), developed under Tibetan
influence, yet, the morphological origin is unknown. However, van Driem (1993:25) takes the
Kathmandu Newar system to have developed from the more conservative argument indexing system:
"The conjunct/disjunct conjugation of Kathmandu Newar apparently derives from the Classical Newar
system, whereas the Classical Newar system derives from a more complete verbal agreement system
more faithfully reflected in the Dolakha verb." Thus, for example, the predecessor of the modern
disjunct suffix –a may be interpreted as a third person marker in Classical Newar (van Driem
1993:32).
As for the Barbacoan languages, to my knowledge, no information about the historical sources of
the egophoric marker –yo in Tsafiki is available. The origin of the system in Awa Pit is taken to be an
evidential one. According to Curnow (1997:215), the egophoric system is derived "directly from the
experiential evidential nature of the system". That is, these "experiential evidentials" express that the
speaker has firsthand knowledge about an event in which he personally participated in (Curnow
1997:210).
Lastly, the Akhvakh egophoric marker appears to be a reanalyzed perfect participal form. By
illustrating different pieces of evidence, Creissels (2008a:318-22) argues that the egophoric and nonegophoric markers originally were complex morphemes, consisting of an aspect morpheme and a
component expressing finiteness. In the first stage of the development, the original function of –ada as
a perfect participle marker was extended to head independent clauses with a perfective interpretation.
The system with the new perfective forms was subsequently affected by the emergence of an analytic
form (general converb + copula) that is used in modern Akhvakh to express perfect clauses. With the
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new construction taking over the perfective function, the morpheme –ada was subject to reanalysis.
Ultimately, Creissels reasons that the perfect participle marker –ada was retained in clauses in which
the epistemic source is in A/S role and the verb denotes a controllable event. By contrast, the finite
perfective form –ari persists in clauses in which the epistemic source and A/S role do not coincide or
the verb denotes a non-controllable event.
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7 Discussion
7.1 Grammatical features
In Section 6.1, we saw that the paradigmatic structure of egophoric marking varies across and within
languages. From a cross-linguistic perspective, egophoric marking systems deviate from each other in
terms of paradigmatic complexity. Whereas in some languages, the system involves a binary contrast,
others have an additional choice in the egophoric category, which distinguishes different semantic
roles. Table 9 gives an overview of the paradigmatic complexity encountered in the investigated
languages.
LANGUAGE

TENSE/ASPECT

EGOPHORIC

NON-EGOPHORIC

Kathmandu
Newar

NON-PAST

-e
-ā

Lhasa
Tibetan

PERFECTIVE

-pa yin (egophoric agent)
-byung (egophoric non-agent)

IMPERFECTIVE

-ki yod

FUTURE

-ki yin
-w (egophoric agent/subject)
-s (egophoric non-agent)
-is ~ s
-yo
-ada

-i
-a PFV
-V: IPFV
-pa red
-song
-bzhag
-ki ('dug)
-ki yod pa red
-ki red
-zi

Awa Pit

PAST

PAST
NON-PAST

Tsafiki
Akhvakh

PERFECTIVE

-i ~ Ø ~ y ~zi
- Ø (/-i)
-ari

POSITIVE
Table 9. Overview of egophoric paradigms

Language-internal differences in terms of complexity in egophoric paradigms seem to be interrelated
with tense and aspect. That is, we generally find more egophoric distinctions in the past and the
perfective than in non-past/imperfective categories. This is the case in Awa Pit and Lhasa Tibetan,
where two egophoric morphemes, which differentiate between different semantic roles are found in
the past tense and the perfective aspect, respectively. Furthermore, egophoric marking may be
restricted to past tense, as in the case of Akhvakh. This, again, is reminiscent of the observations made
for evidential paradigms, which also favor past tenses in terms of an increased number of distinctions.
By contrast, this has not been observed for person paradigms.
The second category that seems to correlate with egophoric marking is evidentiality. A relevant
observation in this regard is that the number of evidential choices is larger in non-egophoric contexts
(e.g. in Lhasa Tibetan). This seems sensible, as an egophoric context implies that the epistemic source
was personally involved in the event in some way and therefore most likely has direct evidence for it.
In contrast to person marking, egophoricity does not interrelate with number. That is, the languages
under study lack sets of egophoric markers for plural referents. This might be attributed to the fact that
a speaker does not have the same access to the collective knowledge of a group as to her own
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knowledge. This characteristic of egophoric marking is reminiscent of epistemic marking, as no
significant differences or dependencies between evidentials and number are attested. Moreover, unlike
person marking, egophoric marking in the investigated languages does not interrelate with gender.
Tsafiki, for example, distinguishes feminine and masculine gender in first person pronouns. However,
this opposition is not manifested in egophoric marking.
Turning to the syntagmatic position of egophoric markers, the findings of Section 6.1.2 are
summarized in Table 10.
LANGUAGE

SYNTAGMATIC POSITION OF EGOPHORIC MORPHEMES

Kathmandu Newar

verb stem–tense/aspect.EGO EVD

Lhasa Tibetan

verb stem–tense/aspect.EGO/EVD

Awa Pit

verb stem–derivations–negative/interrogative–aspect/mood–tense–EGO

Tsafiki

verb stem–negation–aspect/aktionsart–EGO–EVD/MIR–sentence type

Akhvakh

gender/number –verb stem–aspect/polarity.EGO
Table 10. Overview of syntagmatic position of egophoric morphemes

It was observed that egophoricity is often fused in one morpheme with other grammatical categories,
e.g. tense/aspect or polarity. This fact has complicated determining the syntagmatic position of
egophoric markers relevant to other categories to some extent. Nevertheless, there is a general
tendency for egophoric morphemes to be located with greater distance from the verb stem than tense
or aspect. This is in line with Bybee's (1985) principle of relevance, as egophoricity arguably does not
exert a semantic effect on verbs but rather refers to its arguments, i.e. the participants in an event.
Moreover, in two of the five investigated languages (i.e. in Kathmandu Newar and Tsafiki), it was
shown that non-egophoric markers can co-occur together with markers of evidentiality and mirativity.
In these cases, egophoricity is expressed closer to the verb stem than evidentiality/mirativity. Recall
from Section 5.1.1 that a number of epistemic categories seem to occupy the same slot, which is
located closer to the verb stem than person indexes. Hence, it can be argued that egophoric marking
occurs in the same slot as evidentiality/mirativity and, therefore, is more akin to epistemic marking
than person indexing. Moreover, the co-occurrence of the categories can be seen as an indication that
egophoricity is related to, but distinct from evidentiality/mirativity.
Lastly, it is evident that the investigated languages do not exhibit person indexes in the traditional
sense and, therefore, establishing their syntagmatic position does not apply here. However, this fact
points to another important observation: The lack of person indexing of first, second and third person
in these languages is arguably related to the analysis of egophoric marking as a form of person
marking. Commonly, the co-occurrence of two categories is often seen as an indication for their
autonomy. The fact that, to date, no language that exhibits traditional person indexing alongside
egophoric marking is attested might be seen as a case in point for a person marking analysis.

7.2 Functional aspects
The distribution of egophoric markers was investigated in Section 6.2.1. Based on these findings, it
was argued that the core function of egophoric marking is to signal whether the epistemic source
possesses privileged access to knowledge about an event in terms of involvement. The type of
involvement that triggers egophoric marking varies across languages. As illustrated in Table 11, the
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different degrees of involvement can be described in terms of the semantic role that is assumed by the
epistemic source.22
AGENT

PATIENT

EXPERIENCER

RECIPIENT

STIMULUS

NON-ARGUMENT

(goal, affected
participant)
Kathmandu
Newar

+

−

−

−

−

−

Akhvakh

+
+

−
−

−
−

−
−

−
−

−
−

Lhasa Tibetan
(perfective)

+

+

+

+

+

+

Awa Pit

+
+

+
+

+
×

(+)
×

+
×

+
×

Lhasa Tibetan
(imperfective)

Tsafiki

Table 11. Distribution of egophoric markers in terms of semantic role assumed by the epistemic source

In languages in which egophoric marking is more restrictive (i.e. Kathmandu Newar, Akhvakh and
Lhasa Tibetan [imperfective aspect]), only events in which the epistemic source is an agent that acts
intentionally or exerts control can co-occur with egophoric verb forms. In contrast, other languages
(i.e. Awa Pit and Lhasa Tibetan [perfective aspect]) are more liberal in that egophoric marking is also
triggered whenever the epistemic source assumes other semantic roles (e.g. experiencer, patient,
stimulus or recipient). Moreover, egophoric marking in these languages can apply in contexts in which
the epistemic source is not an argument of the verb, but can be construed as an affected entity or as a
peripheral participant of the event. Having argued that egophoric marking is related to an individual's
access to knowledge, egophoricity seems to be connected epistemic marking.
A further function of egophoric marking relates to the indexing of speech act participants. In
Section 6.2.1, it was argued that the speaker in statements and the addressee in questions can be
subsumed under the speech act role of epistemic source. That being said, it could be assumed that
egophoric marking in fact indexes this speech act role. However, this hypothesis must be rejected for
two reasons. One reason being that egophoric marking also applies when the epistemic source is not
an argument of the verb, but is affected by an action or is a peripheral participant in an event. The
second reason is that the hypothesis cannot account for languages that are more restrictive in terms of
egophoric marking, as the presence of the epistemic source only describes potential contexts for
egophoric marking.
Moreover, egophoric marking does not add redundancy, as it is the case with person indexing. As
egophoric markers do not index the speech act participants of speaker and addressee, it cannot be
argued that the information encoded by personal pronouns is repeated in an egophoric verb form.
Furthermore, egophoric marking does not seem to mark constituency. That is, in certain cases the
same egophoric marker (e.g. Lhasa Tibetan –byung) can occur in contexts in which the epistemic
source is realized as both, subject (as in a sentence like 'I saw them', cf. example (34)) and object (as in

22

A plus + indicates that egophoric marking applies in clauses in which the epistemic source assumes the

respective semantic role, while a minus - signals that egophoric marking is impossible in these clauses;
a cross × indicates that no evidence nor counter-evidence is found in the consulted data. For recipients
in Awa Pit (indicated by (+)), no example is given in Curnow (2002). However, it can be considered
likely that egophoric marking occurs in these contexts.
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a sentence like 'He hit me', cf. example (35)). Thus, egophoric marking does not indicate the
grammatical relation that is assumed by the arguments. Moreover, it is noteworthy that each of the
languages in the sample makes use of argument flagging (i.e. case marking) to indicate the
constituents in a clause.
Although the functions of expressing redundancy or marking constituency cannot be awarded to
epistemic marking, it can acquire another function that is similar to the one of person indexing. That
is, in a language like Awa Pit, pronouns are frequently omitted and, as there are no person indexes
present, egophoric marking can serve as a basis to infer the subject person. More specifically, a first
person subject is implied in statements and a second person subject in questions. These cases are
reminiscent of person cross-indexes which can occur with or without a conominal and the function of
egophoric marking is in this respect similar to the one of person indexing. It helps the hearer to keep
track of the participants referred to in discourse when no other clues about subject person are present.
However, recall from Section 5.2.2 that this function can also be assumed by evidentials in some
cases. In this sense, while this function of egophoric marking clearly relates to the indexing of speech
act participants, it is difficult to argue that this constitutes a core function.
The distribution of non-egophoric markers is complementary to the one observed for egophoric
markers. More precisely, they occur in statements lacking a first person participants and questions
lacking a second person participants. It can be argued that their core function is indicating that the
epistemic source does not possess privileged access to knowledge as he or she was not involved in the
event described by the verb. Similar to evidentials, however, they can acquire additional functions in
certain contexts. In first person statements, which would involve an egophoric verb form in contexts
involving a prototypical agent (i.e. one that acts intentionally and exerts control), a non-egophoric
marker is commonly used to express lack of intention, control or awareness on part of the speaker. In
this sense, non-egophoric markers serve as a mirative strategy in Kathmandu Newar, Lhasa Tibetan
and Tsafiki.
In sum, the functions of egophoric marking point to the epistemic nature of the category. Whereas
egophoric markers can function as person indexes, this property is arguably peripheral.

7.3 Diachronic aspects
A number of historical accounts of egophoric marking systems was discussed in Section 6.3.
Egophoric marking seems to be a fairly recent development in the languages in which it is attested.
Moreover, the markers are often unlikely to reconstruct for earlier stages in a language family, as the
morphological material in related languages frequently is not cognate. This suggests that different
languages of the same family have developed an egophoric system separately, with possible influence
of language contact. In fact, it seems that egophoric marking is a remarkably diffusional category
which is reminiscent of evidentiality.
Turning to the origins of egophoric markers, the diachronic sources can be of different types (see
Table 12).
LANGUAGE

DIACHRONIC SOURCE

Kathmandu Newar
Lhasa Tibetan
Awa Pit
Tsafiki
Akhavkh

person indexes
mirative marking
experiential evidentials
(unknown)
perfect participle form

Table 12. Diachronic sources of egophoric markers
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The suggested origins can be epistemic in nature. While Lhasa Tibetan seems to have developed
egophoric marking on the basis of a mirative distinction, the sources of the Awa Pit systems are taken
to be evidential. Nevertheless, other types of origins are possible. As argued for Kathmandu Newar, an
old system of person indexing that is still intact in other dialects is suggested to be the origin of the
egophoric system. Recall from Section 5.3 that person forms are the major source to yield new person
forms such as person indexes. Thus, on grounds of the suggested historical sources of egophoric
marking, it is difficult to determine whether the nature of egophoric marking resembles more that of
epistemic marking or person indexing.
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8 Conclusions
In the present study, different properties of egophoric marking systems were identified and compared
to two associated categories, namely person indexing and epistemic marking. The cross-linguistic
survey took into account grammatical and functional features, as well as diachronic aspects of
egophoric marking.
The survey of grammatical features has shown that there are certain similarities between egophoric
marking and epistemic categories. While the determination of the syntagmatic position of egophoric
markers in a verb form is not always possible, they seem to be located in the slot of epistemic marking
in two languages in the sample, as they occur inside evidentiality or mirativity with respect to the
verbal core. As for the paradigmatic structure of egophoric marking, it was observed that it exhibits
similarities with evidentiality. That is, in both categories, tense and aspect have an influence on the
paradigmatic complexity. By contrast, the grammatical categories of number or gender do not seem to
have an influence on egophoric paradigms. Therefore, the findings of the survey of grammatical
features point to an epistemic nature of egophoric marking.
At the outset of this study, egophoric marking was characterized as a semantic contrast that marks
an event as either involving one of the speech act participants, or as one that does not. This definition
was refined by introducing the notion of privileged access. On the basis of the distribution of the
relevant morphemes it was argued that egophoric marking indicates whether the epistemic source has
privileged access to knowledge about an event in terms of involvement. Egophoric markers, then,
apply whenever a participant has privileged access to the knowledge about an event in which he or she
was personally involved. Moreover, it was observed that the type of involvement that triggers
egophoric marking varies across languages. In this respect, egophoric marking is comparable to other
epistemic categories as it relates the speaker to the knowledge contained in a given proposition.
Furthermore, it became evident that egophoric marking can fulfill additional functions. On the one
hand, it can serve as a strategy to infer the person of the subject in a clause when no other clues about
person are present, which is reminiscent of the function of indexing speech act participants. On the
other hand, non-egophoric markers can be used as a mirative strategy to indicate lack of intention or
control on part of the speaker.
Finally, the discussion of historical accounts of egophoric marking has revealed that these systems
constitute a recent development in the languages in which they are attested. Moreover, egophoric
marking seems to be subject to areal diffusion, which is reminiscent of epistemic categories such as
evidentiality.
In sum, it was shown that the properties of egophoric marking systems vary to a remarkable extent
across the investigated languages. Nevertheless, two observations suggest that egophoricity can be
regarded as a coherent cross-linguistic category. Firstly, the basic pattern, i.e. the occurrence of
egophoric markers in first person statements and second person questions is a characteristic of the
category, which is observed in each of the languages. Secondly, despite the cross-linguistic
differences, the systems share a functional domain, namely the indication of a speech act participant's
access to knowledge in terms of involvement. As for the comparison with associated categories, the
present study has revealed that egophoric marking has a number of traits in common with epistemic
marking, and less so with person indexing. Thus, the findings point to an epistemic nature of the
category.
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At this point it must be noted that a number of questions remain unanswered. While the present
account focussed on simple finite clauses, other domains of egophoric marking (e.g. complex
constructions or nominalizations) deserve more attention in future studies. Moreover, it is worthwhile
to investigate how egophoric marking is influenced by polarity, mood or valency changing operations.
Finally, it became apparent that there is a bias towards first person statements in descriptions of
egophoric marking. To contribute to our understanding of the category, this bias should be discarded
and other clause types should be taken into account.
It is obvious that more research needs to be done in order to illuminate the nature of egophoricity.
While sharing certain grammatical and functional traits, the egophoric systems of the studied
languages differ in many respects. Undoubtedly, a better understanding of egophoric marking can only
be achieved by taking more languages into account and for this purpose, more work needs to be
carried out in the description of relevant languages.
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