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1 Introduction

This paper investigates the distribution of the Japanestesee-final particlelarou. We proceed
by examining the grammaticality and interpretatiordafou-sentences while varying parameters
such as clause type, boundary tone, and pragmatic contekprapose thadarou is both a deictic
expression pointing to the speaker’s beliefs as well as tegbshifter that manipulates the context
in order to circumvent a possible violation of Gricean Qtyali

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we lookatdipatdarou-sentences in different
clause types and with different boundary tones and arguethibasemantic function aflarou is
to restrict the modal base for the prejacent propositioméospeaker’s beliefs. In Section 3, we
compare the use afarou with another sentence-final morphemeuda, under different evidence
contexts and propose thddrou is a context shifter. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2 DarouasaDeictic

2.1 Basic Paradigm

Falling Declaratives Whendarou is attached to the end of a plain declarative as in (1), thdevho
sentence indicates that the speaker has a bias toward faegmepropositiodohn-ga kuru ‘John
is coming’.
(1) John-ga kuru darou.
Jonn-NomcomeDAROU
‘John is coming, | betx‘Probably, John is coming.’

The conclusion that plain declaratives withrou must express “the speaker’s bias” is supported
by the following observations: 1) co-occurrence reswitsi with probability adverbs, and
2) obligatory wide-scope reading undmcause-clauses.

*The presented research is partially supported by City Usityeof Hong Kong New Staff Start-up Grant (Project
No. 7200192) and College Research Grant (Project No. 9&M)0@&arded to the first author. We would like to
thank Yuki Hirose and Shigeto Kawahara and our researchktasss, Yuli Feng and Kenji Ogawara. The work has
been improved from the discussion with Magdalena Kaufm&atoshi Tomioka, and the audience at FAJL6. All
remaining errors are ours.



2 Hara and Davis

Sugimura (2004) observes thddrou can co-occur with high-probability adverbs (2) but not
with low-probability adverbs (3).

(2) kare-waabun/kitto kuru darou.
he-Top probably/certainlcomebAROU
‘Probably/Certainly, he will come.’

(3) *kare-wamoshikasurutd&uru darou.
he-ToP maybe COMEDAROU
(Sugimura, 2004)

This asymmetry suggests thddrou requires some minimal degree of bias toward the prejacent
proposition, which conflicts with the low degree of committhexpressed by the low probability
adverb in (3). The contrast between (4) and (5) shows thaagleat of this bias needs to be the
speaker. In (4), the speaker’s assessment of the likelibbaaln is the cause of him bringing his
umbrella. The infelicity of (5) results from the fact thattbias contributed bylarou cannot be
shifted, and so the sentence ends up meaning that the sjgda&isitoward ‘it will rain’ has caused
John to bring an umbrella, instead of the intended readiogrding to whichJohn’s assessment

of the likelihood of rain causes him to bring his umbrella.

(4) boku-waame-ga furudarou kara kasa-o mot-te it-ta
I-ToP rainNOMm fall DAROU becauseimbrellaAcc have-andjo-PAST
‘Because it will rain (I bet), | took an umbrella with me.’

(5) ??John-waame-ga furudarou kara kasa-o mot-te it-ta
JohnTopPrain-Nom fall DAROU becauseimbrellaAcc have-andjo-PAST
‘Because it will rain (I bet), John took an umbrella with him.

Contrasts like those above show that in falling declaratidarou marks thespeaker’s biastoward
the prejacent proposition.

Rising Interrogatives Interrogatives in Japanese are marked with the sentend¢géirtecle ka.
Darou cannot be used in such an interrogative construction witha fising intonation (L%H%
in the J_ToBI system (Venditti, 2005)). Native speakergpidxamples like the one in (6), with a
pitch profile like that in Figure 1, as deviant or ungrammeltio out of the blue contexts, although
as we will see later such uses can be made felicitous in a \@ticplar kind of context.

(6) *Yurie-wa wain-o nomudarou-kg
Yurie—TOP wine-AccC drink DAROU-Q

Falling Interrogatives It is not the case thadarou is simply incompatible with interrogative
constructions. Iflarou occurs within a falling interrogative, it is grammaticaldaimterpreted as a
self-addressing question, as in (7) produced with the gtofile in Figure 2.

(7) Yurie-wa wain-o  nomudarou-ka
Yurie-ToP wine-Acc drink DAROU-Q
‘I wonder if Yurie drinks wine.’
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Rising Declaratives Darou is also compatible with rising declaratives, and such attees

appear to function as tag questions, as seen in (8) produdtethe pitch profile in Figure 3.

(8) Yurie-wa wain-o nomudarout
Yurie-TOP wine-Acc drink DAROU

‘Yurie drinks wine, right?’

Summary Darou indicates the speaker’s bias in falling declaratives, btdrpretation varies as
a function of both clause type and final boundary téne.

Falling Rising
Declarative statement tag Q
('l bet’) (¢, right?”)
Interrogative| self-addressed Q *
(‘' wonder’)

2.2 Discussion

The previous section gave an informal characterizatioh@fistribution ofdarou with respect to
different clause types and sentence-final intonationshikidection, we make three proposals to

explain this distribution.

Proposal 1 First, we propose thadarou functions as a discourse-level modal operator and a
sentence type modifier (Zimmermann, 2004, Davis, 2009). ediodir analysisdarou restricts
the speech act so that it performs an update on the belietiatst to the speaker. The
following contrast supports the treatmenidafou as a discourse-level modal. While the “normal”
propositional modahichigainai can occur inside embedded questions §@jpu cannot (10).

1To confirm this observation objectively (see Schiitze 19863ting experiment was conducted and reported in
Hara (To appear).
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(9) Emi-ga igirisu-ni itta nichigainaikadoukakiite mita.
Emi-NoM EnglandbAT wentmust Q or.notto.asktried
‘| asked whether Emi must have left for England or not.’

(10) *Emi-ga igirisu-ni itta darou kadoukakiite mita.

Emi-NOoM EnglandbAT wentDAROU Q or.notto.asktried
Intended: ‘I asked whether Emi probably left for England ot.'n

The ungrammaticality of (10) shows that the combinatiomarou with interrogatives is a root
phenomenon (see Hara (2006) for more arguments).

As discussed in Section 2.darou in a plain declarative indicates the speaker’s strong bias.
When used in a falling interrogative, however, the bias nmepdisappears, as seen in (11).

(11) Ashita harerudarou ka.Zenzenwakar-anai.
tomorrowsunny DAROU Q at.all understand-not
‘I wonder if it will be sunny tomorrow. | have no idea.’

This shows that the bias meaning should not be encoded irthardics oflarou itself. How then
does the bias effect afarou in falling declaratives come about?

The infelicity of examples like (5) shows that the holder lo¢ tbias expressed by tlarou
sentence has to be the speaker. Given this, we claim thatfdhe effects ofdarou is to restrict
the modal base for the prejacent proposition to the speaketiefs. Thus, iflarou is used in a
declarative p-darou indicates that the assertive update is performed on the basie speaker’s
beliefs, and in turn the utterance indicates the speake&&s bn contrast, idarou is used in an
interrogative, the utterance questions into the speaketisfs, and no bias is indicated.

In formally characterizing the effects dfrou sentences, we use the framework of dynamic
update semantics (Stalnaker, 1968, Heim, 1982), whereanttes are considered as context
change potentialscCP), functions from contexts to contexts. In order to deal wille
interrogatives, a context setis defined as a set of pairs of worlds (Groenendijk, 1999 clsaa
and Rawlins, 2008). We first look at assertion, the updatedsuat by a declarative sentence. In a
classic framework for assertion (Stalnaker, 1968), thaedrset is a set of worlds, and assertive
update deletes from the context set those worlds which niekpropositional content false. In the
current model, the context set is a set of pairs worlds, hanaessertive update removes all pairs
a member of which makes the propositional content false.

(12) Assertive updatel) on contexts: For some context (se@nd clausep:

cPd @ = {(wi,W2) € c|[@]"¢ = [@]"2°¢ =1}
(Issacs and Rawlins’ (2008) reformulation of Groenendij8q9))

In Japanese, there is no overt marker for declaratives. Weneesthat there is an empty morpheme
0 which contributes assertivecp semantics, as in (13). This morpheme combines with a
propositional radical to encode an assertive update ondiext.

(13) [ASSERT/O] =Ap.Ac.cdp

Our proposal is thatlarou is a modifier of theAsSSERT morpheme, requiring that the update be
performed on the speaker’s beliefs, i.e., a set of doxasiitds associated with the speaker.
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(14) [darou]l = AF.Aq.AC.F(q)(DoXspkr(C'))

(15) [daroull([ASSERT]) = [AF.AQ.AC.F(q)(DoXspir(C')))] (A p.AC.CE P)
= AQg.Ac .Doxspir(C) B 1

In Groenendijk’s (1999) system of context update, questoimnot delete worlds, but dissociates
them. A questionp? deletes pairs that are composed of worlds each of whichresaidifferent
truth value tog.

(16) Inquisitive updated) on contexts: For some context (seind clausep:

co @ = {(wg,w2) € c|[@I"*+° = [@]">°}
(Issacs and Rawlins’ (2008) reformulation of Groenendlj899))

Unlike assertive update, interrogative update in Japaiseassociated with an overt morpheme,
ka. We defineka as a function which takes a proposition and performs an gitie update on the
context with the content gf.?

(17) [QUEST/ka] =Ap.Ac.cop

The semantic composition & anddarou is depicted in the tree structure in (18).

P AQ.Ac.Doxspir(€) @4
darou ka

AF.AQ.AC.F(q)(Doxspil(C)) Ap.Accop

An interrogative performs an inquisitive update on the eghts defined in (16), whildarou
marks that the updated context is the speaker’s belief (A4).depicted in (18), the utterance
performs an inquisitive update on the speaker’s beli€fDoxspi(C') @ p. In case of a falling
interrogative, the utterance expresses a self-addregaisgion.

Proposal 2 To address the contrast in the falling and rising interrvgawith darou, repeated
here as (19) and (20), we need to understand the semantribcoion of the final tunes / J.

(19) VYurie-wa wain-o  nomudarou-kg
Yurie-ToP wine-Acc drink DAROU-Q
‘I wonder if Yurie drinks wine.’

2As discussed by Kratzer and Shimoyama (2002), the morpHemean be attached twh-words to form
indefinites, e.g.dare-ka ‘someone’. To unify both usages, Kratzer and ShimoyamaZp08e Hamblin’s (1973)
semantics of questions which defines a question as a setpdgitions. It is not clear whether Groenendijk’s (1999)
system of questions can be employed to define this functida.oGroenendijk’s (2009) recent model of inquisitive
semantics define a question as a disjunction of proposijtibas it might be more promising to offer a unified account
for the morpheme. We do not entertain this possibility as li@yond the scope of this paper.
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(20) *Yurie-wawain-o nomudarou-kg
Yurie-TOP wine-AccC drink DAROU-Q

Following Bartels’ (1999) work on English, we propose ths final rising tune indicates that the
utterance is directed at an addressee. According to B§i@®9), the H% tone in the sentence-final
rising tune H-H% in English indicates that the utteranceiiealed at an addressee as in (21), and
serves to emphasize the speaker’s expectation that thessadrwill resolve the posed question.

(21) S: (Interested friend) So you actually got yourselflagbthe embassy — I'm impressed.

Do you speak Portuguese? (Bartels, 1999:p. 152)
H* H-H%

In contrast, a falling tune (H-L%) lacks this H% tone. Thus, witerance with a falling tune
(H-L%) is not construed as targeting the addressee in the say; the question is merely posed
asin (22).

(22) S: (Overworked official) This form here says you're aqpd for jobs LB18 and LB27. |
suppose you know the requirements.

Do you speak Portuguese? (Bartels, 1999:p. 152)
H* H-L%

Going back to the Japanese tones, we propose that the bguiglag tonet (L%H%) is an
intonational morpheme which indicates that the utterascirected at an addressee. Moreover, if
the utterance contains a deictic expression, it shifts #ietid center to the addressee.

Proposal 3 We further propose that the effect of the intonational mema {1 (L%H%) is
blocked by an overt intervening force marker. In (20), therbforce markeka blocks the shifting
of the deictic center oflarou to the addressee.

(23) =

darou< -~
AF.AQ.AC.F(q)(Doxspki(C'))

Because of this morphological blocking, (20) cannot berpreted as a question which inquires
into the addressee’s belief, and instead gives a meanihgdhebe paraphrased as ‘Do you know
whether | believe Yurie drinks wine?’ This is a strange quoestsince the addressee is not
normally in a better position to make judgements about thealsgr’s beliefs than the speaker
himself. Falling interrogatives witdarou lack the intonational morpheme, and no shifting occurs.
Therefore, falling interrogatives simply perform an ingjtive update on the speaker’s beliefs.

There are special circumstances where a rising internagatith darou can be felicitous; for
example, a quiz show situation like that in (24).

(24) Doitsu-no  shuto-wa doko deshoo kat
GermanysEN capitalTorP whereDAROU.POLITE Q
‘Where is the capital of Germany?’
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Deshoo is the polite form ofdaroo. The fact that a risingeshoo-ka can be naturally used in a quiz
show is consistent with our analysis, because the quest@amebe understood as asking about
his/her own knowledge, which the questioner must accuyratetwer to win the game.

Finally, recall that a rising declarative witlarou expresses a confirmation question, repeated
here as (25).

(25) Yurie-wa wain-o  nomudarou
Yurie-TOP wine-Acc drink DAROU
‘Yurie drinks wine, right?’

As shown in the tree structure (26), the assertive force eraskhe covert morphemepassert-
Covert morphemes, by hypothesis, do not block deicticisigifand so the intonational morpheme

1 can shift the deictic center afarou to the addressee. The utterance has the effect of updating
the addressee’s beliefs (more precisely, the addressebbc fpeliefs as modeled by Gunlogson
(2003)), in a way that can be paraphrased as ‘I'm assumirgrtlyaur belief, Yurie drinks wine.

(26) 3

daro DASSERT
AF.AQ.AC.F(Q)(D0Xadar(C))

2.2.1 Interim Summary

In this section, we looked at the interaction betwe&anou, clause types, and boundary tones,
summarized as follows:

Falling Rising
Decl. statement tag Q.
('l bet) (‘, right?”)
Interrog. | self-address. Q. *
(‘l wonder’) | OK as a quiz question

In accounting for this paradigm, we proposed thatou is a discourse-level modal and
sentence-type modifier, which restricts the speech act thatlthe updated context is calculated
relative to the speaker’s beliefs. Furthermore, the risomg1/L%H% in Japanese is an indexical
shifter which shifts the deictic center to the addresseease of rising interrogatives, the shifting
process is blocked due by the overt intervekeerin falling declaratives, the shifting succeeds and
the bias-meaning is associated to the addressee. We certblaidiarou is a deictic expression,
whose referent is set to the speaker by default but can legtny other speech-act level operators
like 1/L%H%.

3 Darou asa Context Shifter

This section compares the distributiondzfrou with the evidential morphemgouda, and argues
that these sentence-final morphemes should be analyzeai@steshifters in the sense of (Davis



8 Hara and Davis

etal., 2007). We couple this account with optimality théiareonstraints (Zeevat, 2004) to account
for the distribution of these morphemes.

3.1 Darou and Youda: Basic Data

In Section 2, we saw that a falling declarative wdarou indicates that the speaker has a bias
toward the prejacent proposition. We derived this biagpretation by arguing thatarou restricts
the modal base to the speaker’s beliefs, and assertiveaiffdat targets this set of public beliefs.
The speaker should have good grounds for such a move if heeohah directly witnessed the
event expressed by the sentence. Howgwelarou is not felicitous in contexts where the speaker
has direct evidence fqp.

(27) Direct Evidence
a. Context: The speaker was drinking with John and witnessadirinking a lot.

b. #Kinou John-wa wine-o takusamondadarou.
yesterdayJohnToP wine-ACC many drank DAROU
‘| bet John drank a lot of wine yesterday.’
(Modified translation of Izvorski’s (1997) example)

Furthermore, the use afarou appears to be infelicitous when the speaker has indireceparal
evidence for the prejacent proposition:

(28) Indirect Perceptual Evidence
a. Context: There are a lot of empty wine bottles in John’simoo

b. #Kinou John-wa wine-o takusamondadarou.
yesterdayJohnToPwine-AcC many drank DAROU
‘John drank a lot of wine yesterday, | bet.

(29) Indirect Perceptual Evidence
a. Context: My ex-girlfriend’s last name on the alumni phiomek has changed.

b. #kanojo-wamou kekkon-shitadarou.
shesopP alreadymarriage-dicdbAROU
‘She is married by now, | bet. (Morimoto, 1994)

Specifying the exact range of contexts whdegou is felicitous turns out to be rather difficult.
Following are some examples where it can be felicitouslyluse

(30) a. Context: John likes wine very much.

b. Kinou John-wa wine-o takusamondadarou.
yesterdayJohnToP wine-ACC many drank DAROU
‘John drank a lot of wine yesterday, | bet.

(31) a. Context: It has been seven years since | broke up witexagirlfriend.

b. kanojo-wamou kekkon-shitadarou.
sheTopP alreadymarriage-dicbAROU
‘She is married by now, | bet. (Morimoto, 1994)
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On the basis of data like those above, Hara (2006) arguedthiainterpretation ofp-darou
represents the speaker’s epistemic biasgfaterived from reasoning and not from observable
(direct or indirect) evidence. This generalization is ra#al, in that it is negatively defined and
does not reveal the core property of the morpheme. One ofdhls gf this paper is to improve the
characterization of the contexts where the morpheme cageapp

In order to achieve this goal, it is useful to compdaeou with the evidential morphemgouda
(Aoki, 1986, McCready and Ogata, 200¥puda is similar todarou in that it cannot be used when
the speaker has direct evidence for the event expressee Ipyefacent proposition:

(32) Direct Evidence
a. Context: The speaker was drinking with John and witnessedirinking a lot.

b. #Kinou John-wa wine-o takusamondayouda.
yesterdayJohnToPwine-ACC many drank YOUDA
‘It seems that John drank a lot of wine yesterday.

Unlike darou, however, indirect evidence context licenses the useuda.

(33) a. Context: There are a lot of empty wine bottles in J®hmom.
b. Kinou John-wa wine-o takusamondayouda.
yesterdayJohnTopP wine-AcC many drank YOUDA
‘It seems that John drank a lot of wine yesterday.

(34) a. Context: My ex-girlfriend’s last name on the alumhopebook has changed.
b. kanojo-wamou kekkon-shitayouda.
sheTopP alreadymarriage-didroubA
‘It seems that she is married by now.’

Aoki (1986) generalizes the distribution gbuda as follows: the use oyouda requires “some
visible, tangible or audible evidence collected througd twvn senses to make an inference”
(p. 231). The requirement for tangible indirect evidencacks youda from appearing in those
contexts wherelarou was seen to be felicitous:

(35) a. Context: John likes wine very much.

b. #Kinou John-wa wine-o takusamondayouda.
yesterdayJohnToPwine-ACC many drank YOUDA
‘It seems that John drank a lot of wine yesterday, | bet.’

(36) a. Context: It has been seven years since | broke up witexagirlfriend.

b. # kanojo-wamou kekkon-shitayouda.
shesopP alreadymarriage-didrouDA
‘It seems that she is already married.’ (Morimoto, 1994)

3.2 Presuppositional account

One possible account for these sentence-final particlestisdt them as presupposition triggers,
as in (37).
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(37) a. Youda presupposes that “some visible, tangible or audible eweewnllected through
his own senses to make an inference” (Aoki, 1986) is avaalabl

b. Darou presupposes that no such evidence is available.

While this would account for the distribution described adoit suffers both empirical and
conceptual problem$First, unlike normal presupposition triggegsyou andyouda are obligatory
in the contexts where they fit. The omissiordafou or youda in the following makes the utterance
infelicitous.

(38) a. Context: It has been seven years since | broke up witexagirlfriend.
b. kanojo-wamou kekkon-shita#(darou).
sheTopP alreadymarriage-didbAROU
‘(I bet) she is married by now.’

(39) a. Context: My ex-girlfriend’s last name on the alumhopebook has changed.
b. kanojo-wamou kekkon-shita#(youda).
sheTopP alreadymarriage-didroubA
‘(It seems that) she is married by now.’

In contrast, normal presupposition triggers can be omittitdout causing infelicity. In English,
the phrasemanage to VP presupposes that it is difficult to VP. In (40), the conteatisfies the
presupposition. However, the context does not require skeeofimanage to VP, as shown by the
felicity of the version in which it is omitted.

(40) a. Context: It was very difficult to open the door.

b. But, John managed to open it.
But, John opened it.

Second, there is a conceptual problem if we compare theuppeEsitions” ofyouda anddarou
laid out in (37). The requirements says tkatou or youda cannot appear in the contexts where
the alternative expressions should appear. This charzatien is redundant. We propose that
this redundant specification is unnecessary, by arguing &a&t of principles which generalize the
distribution of both items rather than postulating a lekggecification for each entry.

3.3 Proposal: Context markers/shifters

The previous section showed that treatidgrou and youda as presupposition triggers is
problematic. Instead, we argue that these morphemes havex@messive context-shifting
semantics (Davis et al., 2007), and that the choice (or latlevidential is determined through
optimality theoretic competition (Zeevat, 2004).

3.3.1 Regulating Quality

Davis et al. (2007) propose a contextual parameter, which sets a lower threshold on the
subjective probability required for felicitous assertioRor example, a context wherg = .95

3Similar problems are pointed out by Zeevat (2004) for thesppgositional accounts for English/Dutch/German
particles
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would require a speaker to have at least a 95% subjectivapildly for any proposition he asserts.
This parameter is a contextually variable and probabiligtrsion of the first component of Grice’s
Maxim of Quality (1975):

(41) a. Do not say what you believe to be false.
b. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

The first component of the Maxim of Quality prohibits conwaisnal agents from uttering a
sentence if they do not fully believe it to be true. However onight sometimes want to convey
information for which one is not certain enough to satisfyafty. One way to circumvent a
possible violation of Maxim of Quality is to use hedges omdevitials. Davis et al. (2007) analyze
evidentials as a means by which speakers gaft the threshold for felicitous assertion. For
instance, imagine that the speaker wants to asskntga wain-o nonda ‘John drank wine’, but the
speaker’s subjective probability for the proposition isuatly lower than the valu& required by
the default context, as depicted in (42-a). The morphdaneu serves to lower this contextually
required value so that the speaker can utter the sententeuwitiolating Quality.

a. b.
1 1
(42) x —— X ——
—+—[John-ga wain-o nonda darou: | ——[John-ga wain-o nonda
-1 XI -1

Dauvis et al. (2007) define the functign which returns a probability threshold on the basis of
different evidential morphemes in a given context. Thenthwpose a context-shifting semantics
of evidential morphemes, according to which they set theecdnal thresholat; on the basis of
Uc applied to the type of evidence specified by the morpheme.vahe of this function can be
very subjective and context-dependent, as Davis et al.7(p0Q0) notes:

In most realistic contexts c, direct evidence is stronganthearsay evidence, so we
might haveuc(direct) = .98 anduc(hearsay) = .75. However, in (perhaps farfetched)
contexts ¢ in which direct perception is unreliable but &pes are scrupulous
about passing on information only after it has been verifipdaiepistemic limits,
Hc(hearsay) might be higher thapic(direct).

This analysis privileges the first component of (41). Evokeins only used indirectly as a
means of setting a lower bound on subjective belief. In tlapgs, we modify the analysis to
capture Grice’s idea that Quality is fundamentally a twoelnsional pressure, by defining the
contextual threshold as a 2-tugte = (ev,x), whereev is a set ofevidential values andx € [0, 1].

We define the Japanese sentence-final particles as conifesttssh

4McCready and Ogata (2007) analymida along with other Japanese evidentials as dynamic epistemitals.
We believe that even if we adopt the semantics proposed byrééaly and Ogata (2007) fgouda, youda anddarou
can engage in the same optimality theoretic competitiocudised in Section 3.3.2. We leave this complication aside,
noting only that the data discussed in the previous sectiongly suggest thatarou, if not youda, should be treated
as a context-shifter rather than as a standard modal operato
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(43) a. Utteringp-youda
~ utteringp in a shifted context where:c; = (indirect, t¢(indirect))

b. Utteringp-darou
~ utteringp in a shifted context where:c; = (U, uc(U))

The function of each morpheme is schematized in Figure 4.default context where no particle
is used, we suggest that is typically set to be direct perceptual evidence, and thestioldx
forsubjective probability is set relatively high. If therpiale youda is used,ev is specified as
indirect perceptual evidence amdas pic(indirect). If darou is used,ev is set to the set oéll
evidence typedd), andx to c(U).

Particle Evidential Space Proposition Probability Scale
[/ EEEEEEEEEEEE B % direct perception P~ - :;,_:_;:7:E::§
o ; B

youda > indirect perception P‘ e EE R 2
perceptual evidence :

U (all kinds of evidence )

Figure 4: Particles, Evidence, and Probability

3.3.2 OT Constraints

We account for the distribution oflarou and youda presented in Section 3.1 using the
context-shifting semantic account laid out above in codfiom with Optimality Theory
Pragmatics (Blutner and Zeevat, 2004). The Gricean MaxinQoédlity is formalized as a
high-ranked (presumably inviolable) OT constrainyAQITY, as in (44).

(44) QUALITY:
If a speaker S asserts a propositipim a context where; = (ev,X),
the following must hold:
Ps(p) > xandEg(p) € ev,
wherePs(p) is the speaker’s subjective probability forandEs(p) is the kind of evidence
the speaker has fqu.

QUALITY outranks the violable economy constraifaRTICLE, which militates against any use
of particles.

(45) *PARTICLE:
Don't use particles. (Zeevat, 2004)

In context (46), the use gbuda is ruled out by QALITY, since this is a context in which the
speaker hadirect perceptual evidence, and useyofida moves us into a context requirimiggirect
perceptual evidence. The usedafou is fine according to QALITY, since it shifts us to a context
in which all evidence is permitted. The useddrou is ruled out by*PARTICLE, leaving the bare
declarative as the winner, as depicted in Tableau (47).
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(46) a. The speaker directly witnessed him drinking a lot.
b. Kinou John-wa wain-o takusamondad/*daroufyouda.
yesterdayJohnToPwine-ACC many drank O/DAROU/YOUDA
‘John drank a lot of wine yesterday.’

(47) .
| p, direct H QUALITY | *PARTICLE |
a. O p
b. p-darou *!
C. p-youda *! *

In (48), the speaker does not have perceptual evidencp, fso use of the bare declarative
is blocked by QUALITY. The use ofyouda is also blocked by QALITY ; youda only shiftsc;
to include indirect perceptual evidence, while in (48) tpeaker has neither direct nor indirect
perceptual evidence for his assertion. Sileeou expands the evidential threshold to include
non-perceptual evidence sourcesjARITY demands the use dfrou, as shown in Tableau (49).

(48) a. John likes wine very much (background knowledge).
b. Kinou John-wa wain-o takusamonda*@d/daroufyouda.
yesterdayJohnTopP wine-AcC many drank O/DAROU/YOUDA
‘John drank a lot of wine yesterday.’

(49)
| p H QUALITY | *PARTICLE |
a. p 1!
b. 0 p-darou
C. p-youda *!

In (50), the speaker has indirect, but not direct, percépumence forp. Marking the
utterance withyouda suffices to expand the evidential threshold to one in whideid®n of p
does not violate QALITY, as seen in (51).

(50) a. There are a lot of empty wine bottles in John’s room.
b. Kinou John-wa wain-o takusamonda*0/*darou/youda.
yesterdayJohnToPwine-ACC many drank O/DAROU/YOUDA
‘John drank a lot of wine yesterday.’

(V) —
| p, indirect H QUALITY ‘ *PARTICLE |
a. p x|
b. p-darou
C. p-youda

The infelicity of p-darou in (50) is due to a quantity implicature (see also BlutneQ®0 As
shown in Figure 4, the evidential values compatible withda (indirect perceptual evidence) are
a proper subset of those compatible wdtrou, i.e.,indirect C U. This means that an utterance of
p-youda is, in a sense, more informative thardarou. It is not more informative in terms of the
proposition being expressed, which is the same in bothartters. Rather, it is more informative
in terms of the speech act being performed. Sida®u loosens the context to a greater degree
thanyouda, the resulting utterance is less constrained and, hergjriormative. According to
Grice’s Quantity maxim, uttering-darou in contexts like (50) leads to infelicity since the speaker
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is in effect understating the value of the evidence he agtinas. This pressure should also be
captured by a constraint, like the one stated informally un@TITY :

(52) QUANTITY: Make your contribution as informative as possible.

Providing the appropriate formalization for this congitas a goal left for future research. The
effect, however, should be to punish moves to the degredhbgtioosen contextual constraints.
In the present discussion, this means the constraint wiligbuutterances to the degree that they
expand the range of permissible evidence, and also to theeldgat they lower the threshold for
subjective probability. The unmarked assertionpokill be unpunished by this constraint. The
use ofyouda will likely violate the constraint with respect the probkyi threshold, which will
be lower for indirect perceptual evidence than for diregtpptual evidence. The use ddrou
will presumably incur an even greater violation of the coaist, because in addition to its effect
on the probability threshold, it also loosens the requingimien evidence to the maximal degree
possible, by allowingll kinds of evidence. This leads to a tableau like the one betowhich for
the purpose of illustration we take tlyeuda utterance to incur a single violation ofU@NTITY,
and thedarou utterance to incur two violations.

(53) _
| p, indirect H QUALITY | QUANTITY ‘ *PARTICLE ‘
a. p !
b. p-darou k] *
c. O p-youda * *

34 Interim Summary

This section compared the distribution dérou and youda under different evidence contexts,
and proposed thatarou andyouda are context shifters which change the value of the contéxtua
thresholdc; to circumvent a possible violation of Gricean Quality coastt. The distribution of
the particles is explained by combining this dynamic actauth OT-style competition between
candidate utterances.

4 Conclusion

This paper examined the usedairou under different clause types, prosodic patterns and pragma
contexts and argued thdarou is a deictic context shifter. We first investigated the iatdion
between the clause type and boundary tongaodu-sentences. The investigation revealed that the
semantics oflarou contains a deictic component, since the usdaobu indicates that the prejacent
proposition is consistent wittie speaker’s belief. We also compared the distributiondairou and
youda under different evidence contexts and proposeddbedu andyouda are context shifters.
The distribution of the particles is explained by the conalion of their effects on the context and
pragmatic competition.

There are a number of questions which arise from the propasahis paper. In Section
2, where we looked into the clause types and intonation, wlendt consider the pragmatic
context. The relationship between pragmatic context atedpretation/felicity we saw with falling
declaratives cannot necessarily be carried over to othmsty For example, in (54), both the
speaker and addressee possess direct evidence for theeptgjaoposition. Nonetheless, the use
of darou is felicitous.
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(54) a. Context: Both the speaker and addressee witnesstedutie drank wine yesterday.

b. Yurie-ga kinou wain-o nondadarou?
Yurie-NOM yesterdaywine-Acc drank DAROU
‘Yurie drank wine yesterday, right?’

A possible explanation for this unexpected felicity is thatlifferent set of OT constraints are
involved in the speech act of confirmation.

Second, in this paper, we only consider a bare declaratigleyauda-sentence as alternative
candidates competing withdarou-sentence. However, Japanese has a wide range of evidential
expressions, such aasii, mitai, soo etc. It is an open question whether it is possible to extead th
analysis to these items.

Third, the nominalizing morphemo can lift the restriction against perceptual evidence in
falling declarativedarou sentences, as seen in (55).

(55) a. Context: The speaker saw a lot of wine bottles in Jotoom.

b. John-ga kinou wain-o takusamondano darou.
Johnnowm yesterdaywine-Acc much drank NML DAROU
‘John seemed to have drank a lot of wine last night.’

This morpheme can, in addition to a hominalizer, potential analyzed as a question marker
as well. Investigating the interaction between these septéinal particles and different linguistic
and pragmatic contexts should reveal how the effects afdifft particles combine with each other
and the linguistic context to determine subtle propertidh® resulting speech acts.
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