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1. Introduction

In their seminal work, Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019) study ‘the grammar of non-
realization’ across languages and propose an elegant classificatory model of crosslinguistic
patterns of linguistic forms denoting non-realization. The five categories in the model
are apprehensional, avertive, frustrated initiation, frustrated completion, and inconsequential,
expressed as verbal morphology and constituting ‘semantically elaborate categories’
(Kuteva, 2009). These categories, like most other grammatical categories, are
difficult to establish clear boundaries between them (cf, Dahl, 1985, 2015,
Verstaete, 2005; Ziegeler, 2000) both within a language and across languages. It is
also true, as the authors note, that all these categories of non-realization need not
be grammaticalized in all languages (p. 888). Languages exhibit different levels of
granularity in functional division and widely different specializations in encoding
grammatical concepts.

Among the five categories of non-realization, apprehensionals have received much
attention in a body of recent studies (Pakendorf & Schalley, 2007; Schultze-Berndt,
2015; Vuillermet, 2012, 2017, 2018; Vuillermet et al., in press) and works therein),
but other categories have sparsely been noted in descriptive grammars of individual
languages (see 2.2 below). In-depth studies of these other categories are unduly
underrepresented.

Similarly, apprehensionals and some subcategories thereof in Korean have been
addressed in recent research (Do, 2018; Yae et al., 2021, 2022, 2023, forthcoming;
Rhee & Kuteva, in press), but other categories have not yet received much attention,
with a notable exception of Rhee (2022) who addressed frustrative (see 2.2 below).
Given the background, this paper, building on the advanced made in literature and
incorporating relevant data in historical and contemporary sources, intends to explore
the overall patterns of encoding non-realization in Korean, focusing on their
grammatical forms and functions.
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The objectives of this paper are twofold: to illustrate the markers of non-
realization in Korean from a crosslinguistic perspective, and to discuss their development
from a grammaticalization perspective. In order to pursue these objectives, this
paper is organized in the following manner. Section 2 presents a brief description
of Korean, a definition of relevant terminology, and an introduction to previous
studies. Section 3 illustrates the five categories of non-realization (i.e., apprehensional,
avertive, frustrated initiation, frustrated completion, and inconsequential) and an
additional category of non-realization not hitherto reported (i.e., oscillative-frustrative)
in the crosslinguistic literature. Section 4 explicates the grammaticalization and conceptual
sources of non-realization markers. Section 5 summarizes the findings and concludes

the paper.

2. Theoretical background and previous studies
2.1 The Korean language

Korean has a number of typological characteristics, but our description is limited
to a few that have relevance to the present study. Korean is an agglutinating, head
~final, topic-prominent, SOV language. In line with the SOV word order characteristics
in morphology, it is suffixal and postpositional.

Finite verbs are marked for tense, aspect, mood, evidentiality, and modality, whereas
non-finite verbs are often marked with converb-markers, whose main function is
adverbializing a non-finite verb (Haspelmath, 1995). Finite verbs, which occur
sentence-finally, are marked by a sentence-type marker, such as declarative,
imperative, interrogative, hortative, exclamative, promissive, propositive, etc.

Many nominal and verbal suffixes in Korean carry diverse, often ‘esoteric’, concepts
(Rhee, 2020; see Crowley, 2000; Grace, 1997; Rice, 2017, Thurston, 1988; Wray &
Grace, 2007) across various domains, constituting good exemplars of semantically
elaborate categories. Among the diverse language-specific characteristics of Korean is
the presence of one of the largest inventories of grammaticalized particles and suffixes,
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as evidenced by Lee and Lee (2010), who list more than 2,000 entries of such
grammatical markers. Conceding that the list contains variants, the sheer number is
indicative of the great extent the Korean language developed grammatical markers.
Korean has a large number of markers of non-realization, including a class that
does not fit well with the typology given in Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019). Thus,
this study presents the markers of non-realization in Korean and discusses select
issues of theoretical import.

2.2 Terminology

The five categories of non-realization, as proposed by Kuteva, Aarts et al. (2019:
852), are as defined below:

(1) a. apprehensional: non-realization of undesirable verb situation,
b. avertive: non-realization of once imminent, past verb situation where the verb
situation is viewed as a whole (ie., perfective);
c. frustrated initiation: non-realization of initial stage of past verb situation;
d. frustrated completion: non-realization of completion of past verb situation;
e. inconsequential: non-realization of expected result/resultant state of past verb

situation.

As shown above, apprehensional in (la), as the name suggest, is a marker of
‘fear’. The speaker warmns the addressee of an event that is undesirable and is likely
to happen. Thus, apprehensionals tend to be bi-clausal: one clause for describing
undesirable, thus to be avoided, event (e.g., ‘getting bitten by a snake’) and the other
clause for describing a preemptive action (e.g., ‘staying away from the bush’).
Apprehensional is a cover term for apprehensive, precautioning avertive, precautioning
in-case, timitive, and fear-function. Apprehensive is mono-clausal, omitting the clause
denoting a preemptive action, thus typically presenting the undesirable event marked
with a fear-specializing form (e.g, ‘Beware of snakes’). Precautiong avertive marks
what is to be avoided, typically with /lest or in order not fo in English (e.g., ‘lest
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you are bitten’, ‘in order not to be late’). Since the term ‘avertive’ may be confused
with ‘avertive’ in (1b), Yae et al. (2023) and Yae et al. (forthcoming) use the term
‘avoidive’ in its stead. Precautioning in-case is named after the English conjunction
in case, which marks the undesirable event for which the addressee needs to be
prepared (e.g., ‘in case it rains’). Timitive functions like an adposition, i.., hosting a
noun as its theme as something to be feared (e.g, ‘for fear of snakes’). The final
subcategory of apprehensional is fear-function, one that is used to mark one’s fear
with an explicit (often lexical) means (e.g., ‘I am afraid that a snake might bite
me’). Apprehensional has been discussed with different labels, e.g., ‘apprehensive’,
‘adverse consequence clause’, ‘negative purpose clause’, ‘evitative’, ‘precautioning’,
‘lestclavse’, etc. (Angelo & Schultze-Bemndt, 2016, Austin, 1981; Dench, 1988;
Dixon, 1980, 2002; Epps, 2008; Lichtenberk, 1995).

Avertive in (1b) marks a past event as a whole that was imminent at the moment
of description but did not occur eventually. Kuteva (1998, 2001, 2009) and Heine
and Kuteva (2002) treat it as a marker to signal ‘was on the verge of V-ing but did
not V' as English nearly and almost in ‘I nearly fell down’ or ‘T almost had a heart
attack’ (Note, however, that nearly and almost are not grammatical but lexical
markers). Other labels have been used for this form, e.g., ’action narrowly averted’
(Kuteva, 1998), ‘antiresultative’ (Malchukov, 2004), ‘almostaspect’ (Heine, 1992;
Poulos, 1990), and ‘proximative’ (Comrie, 1976, 1985; Heine, 1994; Konig, 1993;
Kuteva, 1995; Kuteva, Heine, et al., 2019). It needs to be noted that in the model
by Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019), proximative is not restricted to the past event or
non-realization, ie., it marks purely aspectual notion of imminence regardless of the
event in the past or present and regardless of having happened or not (p. 859). Thus,
proximative, as conceived of by Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019), does not belong to the
markers of non-realization.

Frustrated initiation in (Ic), also termed a ‘preventive construction’ (Malchukov,
2004), marks non-realization of a past event and, further, not having entered into the
initial stage of the event. In other words, the marker signals that one was very close
to a particular event to the point of beginning to happen, but that the event did not
begin, as in ‘He was about to get bumt (but I prevented it)’ (a Tibetan example



72 Sunhee Yae - Tania Kuteva - Sujin Eom - Seongha Rhee

modified from Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, p. 869) (Note, however, that the English
be about to does not preclude the burning event from eventually happening).

Frustrated completion in (1d), also termed frustrated termination (Everett, 1986),
marks a past event, but one major difference from the previous frustrated initiation is
that non-realization is with reference to the completion not beginning. Therefore, an
event marked by frustrated completion did in fact occur but did not proceed to the
end. Thus, Mueller (2013) notes that this marker signals that the event was expected
to have a different outcome. A sentence marked with frustrated completion would be
similar to ‘T started weeding my garden but did not quite finish’ (a modified Panoan
example of Fleck, 2003, recited from Kuteva, Aarts, et al, 2019, p. 873). As is
obvious from the example, English does not have a grammatical marker specializing
in frustrated completion.

The final category, inconsequential in (le), marks non-realization of expected result
of the verb event. Therefore, the event marked with inconsequential did in fact occur
but failed to produce the result that had been expected. Thus, a sentence marked
with inconsequential would mean something like ‘T sought (but couldn’t find)’ (a Hua
example in Haiman 1988, re-cited from Kuteva, Aarts, et al, 2019, p. 874). As
before, this example shows that English does not have a grammatical marker
specializing in inconsequential. It can be lexically marked with such phrases as ‘but

couldn’t’ or ‘in vain’, etc.

2.3 Previous studies

The five categories of grammatical means of marking non-realization have not
received balanced attention. Only apprehensionals have attracted substantial attention
in the recent literature (Pakendorf & Schalley, 2007; Schultze-Bemdt, 2015;
Vuillermet, 2012, 2017, 2018; Vuillermet et al, in press and works therein).
Pakendorf and Schalley (2007) study the directionality of development of prohibitive
used in warning, closely related to apprehensionsive (admonitive), ie., from
possibility to prohibition contra the common assumption of the unidirectionality from
deontic to epistemic. A series of studies by Marine Vuillermet, from her doctoral
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dissertation in 2012 to the edited volume in press, have contributed significantly to
the studies of apprehensionals, largely focusing on FEse Ejja (Takanan), an
Amazonian language, under three major functional labels, i.e., apprehensive, avertive,
and timitive. Based on the observations in this language, she further proposes a
crosslinguistic framework in Vuillermet (2018).

Schultze-Berndt (2015) studies Australian languages, in which apprehensional
forms are commonly attested in the form of modal particles on the main clause, or
a subordinate marker (like /es), or a nominal marker (like timitive). Asserting that
undesirability is a crosslinguistic category, she addresses the forms that carry the
apprehensional function, e.g., transparent complex connectives (e.g., negative purpose),
verbs of looking, temporal connectives, and general modal markers.

As briefly indicated above, other categories of non-realization, such as avertive,
frustrated initiation, frustrated completion, and inconsequential, have been very
occasionally noted in description of individual languages. No intensive and extensive
analyses have been offered to date.

Studies of grammatical markers of non-realization in Korean are similarly sparse.
A few forms of apprehensionals, such as -/2 and -Isey/a, have been noted in
grammatical description from as early as Ramstedt (1939). Later studies that note the
category, though in passing, include Kim (1960), Ko (1989), Yoon (2010), and Lim
(2011). More recent research provides substantial analyses, notably, Do (2018), Yae et
al. (2021, 2022, 2023), Yae et al. (forthcoming) and Rhee and Kuteva (in press).
Do’s (2018) study is particularly noteworthy in that it provides a summary of
apprehensionals attested in other languages and presents an analysis of diverse
morpho-syntactic and semantic characteristics of the two apprehensionals, -/ and
-Iseyla. Yae et al. (2021) and Rhee and Kuteva (in press), provide more comprehensive
treatments of Korean apprehensionals including apprehensive, precautioning avoidive,
precautioning in-case, timitive and fear-function, from a grammaticalization perspective.
Yae et al. (2023) and Yae et al. (forthcoming) are more intensive studies of
avoidives or a subset thereof.

As is the case with other languages, there is an unfortunate paucity of studies of

other categories of non-realization in Korean. A notable exception is Rhee (2022),
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who provides an analysis of frustratives. However, as shall be seen in 3.6, the forms
addressed therein do not fit the definitional profile, which was noted by the author
as well. Due to the ill fit, the same author discusses these forms under the ‘avertive’
category in Rhee (2020). It is evident, then, that the current situation calls for a
more comprehensive study of the Korean grammatical markers of non-realization.

3. Non-realization in Korean

3.1 Apprehensional

Studies of apprehensionals (APPR) in Korean, as alluded to in 2.3, have centered
around the two forms -//z and -/sey/a, both functioning as apprehensive (admonitive)
and precautioning avoidive. Rhee and Kuteva (in press) give a more comprehensive

list as shown in (2):

(2) Apprehensional forms, source constructions and grammatical class

Form Source Construction ~ Gloss for Source Class
a. -lkka < -l-kia FUT-Q CONN
b. -lidapwa < -Il-kka-po-a FUT-Q-see-CONN/END CONN/END
C. -lkkamwuseve < -I-kka-mwusep-e  FUT-Q-be.fearful-CONN/END CONN/END
d. -lkkanvlla < -I-kka-molu-a FUT-Q-not.know-CONN/END CONN/END
e. -lkkasiphe < -I-kka-siph-e FUT-Q-think-CONN/END CONN/END
f. -lla < -la FUT-END CONN/(END)
g. -Iseyla < -[-sa-i-la FUT-occasion-be-END CONN/(END)
h. -cimolla < -cl-nolu-a NOMZ-not.know-CONN/END CONN/END
i. -cimoluni < -cl-molu-ni NOMZ-not.know-CONN CONN
j. -cimoshakey < -ci-mos-ha-key ~ NOMZ-cannot-do-MODE CONN
k. -cimoshatolok < -ci-mos-ha-tolok  NOMZ-cannot-do-PURP CONN
l. -cianhkey < -ci-ani-ha-key NOMZ-not-do-MODE CONN
m. -cianhtolok < -ci-ani-ha-tolok  NOMZ-not-do-PURP CONN

(Rhee & Kuteva, in press, p. 6)
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To the inventory above, Yae et al. (forthcoming) add two more markers, i.e.,
-cinalkey and -cirmalfolok both involving the verb mal- ‘stop’.

There are a few notable aspects in the items listed in (2) and the new
additions. The most prominent aspect is that there are a few conceptual sources that
surface frequently, ie., the markers of Futurity, Question, Negation, Nominalization,
and Purpose/Mode, and the verbs of emotion, perception and cognition. Considering
that apprehensionals are inherently futuristic and involve negative purpose, the recruitment
of these components for apprehensional is intuitively appealing and empirically valid.

Another point is that a comparison between apprehensional forms and their source
constructions as well as a comparison between apprehensional meanings and the
concatenative meanings of the source constructions clearly show that most apprehensional
markers have not undergone grammaticalization to a great extent. In other words, the
majority of apprehensionals do not exhibit much formal and semantic change. Only
-/la in (2f) and -Iseyda in (2g) are opaque in terms of their sources and developmental
paths, strongly suggesting their relatively greater extent of grammaticalization than others.

Furthermore, it is evident that some apprehensional forms may be still used for
non-apprehensional uses, notably, -/kka, -lkkasiphe, -lkkamolla, etc., ie., these forms
can be used, though relatively infrequently, with the predicates with positive meanings.
In such cases, these forms simply function as conditional connectives.

Still another noteworthy aspect is that in Korean the grammatical status of a
periphrastic construction is determined by the grammatical status of the last
participating component (a natural consequence of a strictly head-final language), but
-fla in (2f) and -feyla in (2g), both involving a sentence-ender as their last
element, have extended their use to a comnective in addition to a sentence-ender.
This indicates that the two forms have progressed to a greater extent in their
grammaticalization (cf., ‘extension’, Kuteva, Heine, et al., 2019).

There are other subcategories of apprehensionals than those listed above. For
instance, apprehensionals of precautioning in-case may include the periphrastic -/&yengwuey
taypihayse ‘in case P’ ‘in preparation for V-ing’. However, lacking internal
morphosyntactic cohesion and semantic condensation, this is more properly treated as
a syntactic construction rather than a "univerbated’ (Lehmann, 2015) grammatical form.
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Korean seems to have only one form that may qualify as a timitive (i.e, one that
behaves like an adposition), -mmusewe (< mmusep- ‘be fearful’), as used in the
proverbial axiom, Awuteki-mwusewe cang mos tamku-fya [maggot-TIM sauce cannot
prepare-Q] “Who would not prepare sauce for fear of maggots?’, a rhetorical question
to encourage someone who is afraid of collateral damages or contingencies. Since
kwuteki-nmusewe still allows the nominative marker (e.g., Awuteki-ka mwusew-e
[maggot-NOM  be.fearful of-CONV] ‘as one is afraid of maggots’, this timitive
apprehensional, if considered as such, has not departed considerably from the source
construction. There are a few apprehensionals of fear-function, ie., -lkka(pwa)
mwusep, -lkka(pwa)twulyep-, -lkka(pwa)kekcengi-, etc., but these are still close to the
syntactic constructions developing into apprehensionals (cf., mmusep- ‘be afraid of’;
mulyep- ‘be  afraid of’, kekceng-i- ‘be of worries’), known as ‘endophoric’
apprehensionals (Jing-Schmidt & Kapatsinski, 2012).

3.2 Avertive

Avertive (AVT), as defined in (1) above, is a grammatical marker of non-
realization of once imminent, past verb situation where the verb situation is viewed
as a whole (ie., perfective). The key notions of this marker are non-realized verb
situation as a whole, imminence, pastness, and perfectivity. According to Kuteva
(1998, 2001), Heine and Kuteva (2002), and Kuteva, Heine, et al. (2019), avertive
can signal that “an action or event that was on the verge of taking place but did
not take place” (Kuteva, Heine, et al., 2019, p. 26), as exemplified below with a
Bulgarian example, in which the falling event did not take place:

(3) Bulgarian:
Stiax da padna.
want.Isgimpf  to fall.down.pfv.1sg.pres
‘T nearly fell down.’
(Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, p. 858)
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Similarly, in Hindi, the two examples in (4) contrast with each other with respect
to the realization and non-realization (with boc ‘be saved fromjescape’) of a child’s
falling event:

(4) Hindi

a. bocca  palne-se glr-te gir-te
child  cribABL  fall-PRESIMPE.VADV fall-PRES.IMPF.VADV
ro-ya
cry-M.PST.PFV
‘The child cried while he was falling from the cradle.’

b. bocca  palne-se gir-te gir-te
child  cribABL  fall-PRESIMPE.VADV fall-PRES.IMPF.VADV
boc goya

be.saved.from/escape go.M.PFV
“The child was on the verge of falling down from the crib but did not.’

(Abbi, 1977)
Avertive in Korean is exemplified in (5):
() anrn  (keuy neneci-lppenhayss-ta
I-TOP nearly fall. down-AVT-DEC
‘T nearly fell down.’
b. aki-ka (hamathemyen) chimtay-eyse tteleci-lppenhayss-ta
child-NOM almost bed-ABL fall-AVT-DEC

‘The child almost fell (but did not).

C. (cachis)  nenxci-lppenhayss-ta
almost fall-AVT-DEC
‘(D) almost fell.’

In (5), -lppenhayss, developed from a complex construction -/ ppen-ha-ess-
[PROS.ADN turn-do-PST], now means ‘almost V-ed but didn’t’. This meaning can be
complemented by the proximative adverb Aeuy ‘nearly, almost’, and other proximative
adverbs, e.g., harmthemyen and cachis, produce a similar effect. These adverbs alone
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can also mean something similar, especially with a past tense of the verb, but they
do not necessarily signal non-realization. For example, keuy 2 na-ass-ta [nearly all
heal-PST-DEC] ‘nearly completely healed’ can be said when the sentential subject
eventually did recover completely as much as when she did not. The adverb keuy
simply points to the state of affairs at the reference time, regardless of realization or
non-realization of the event denoted by the verb.

Also noteworthy is that the avertive marker -/ppenfayss- is a complex construction
containing a prospective adnominalizer, noun, light verb, and the past tense marker
-ess- (phonologically changed to -yss- after the light verb /a- ‘do’) and thus suggests
its status being a syntactic construction. Note that the form specializes in describing
a past event and thus cannot be modified for use in non-past events, e.g.,
*Jppenha-n- (Present -1+), *ppenha-keyss- (Future -kyess), *-jppenha-lkesi- (Future
-lkesi-), *ppenha-li- (Future -/i-), etc. as the main cluase verb. In the same vein,
when the predicate functions as a pre-nominal modifier, the avertive becomes
-lppenha-n- (with the Anterior adnominal -7 the secondary Past tense), but not
*Jppenhamun- (Simultaneous adnominal -7um-, the secondary Present tense), nor
*Jppenhal- (Prospective adnominal -/ the secondary future tense).

3.3 Frustrated initiation

Frustrated initiation (FRST.I), as defined in (1) above, is a grammatical marker
of non-realization of the beginning of a past verb situation (thus ‘preventive’
constructions, Malchukov, 2004). Therefore, the key notions in this grammatical
marker are non-realization, imminence, and pastness. While avertive involves the
verb event as a whole, frustrated initiation makes reference to the inception of the
event, ie., coming close to the event’s being about to happen but not happening.
In Russian, this is expressed with bylo plus a main verb in the past tense, as
exemplified in (6):

(6) Russian
Ja  byo Posel, no..  ostanovilsua.
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I be.3SGPSTNEUT  departPSTM  but stop.PST
‘T nearly started on my way but ... (then) I stopped.’
(Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, p. 870)

The Korean examples of frustrated initiation are as follows:

(7) a (mmk)  chulpalha-lyenuntey cenhwa-ka W-ass-a

soon  depart-FRST.I phone-NOM  come-PST-DEC
‘When (I) was about to leave, there came a phone call.’

b.  nolleka-lyetaka maumryl  pakkw-ess-ta
go.to.play-FRST.I mind-ACC  change-PST-DEC

‘(D was about to go out to play but changed my mind.’

The frustrated initiation markers -femuey in (7a) and -fyetaka in (7b) both
involve the intention-marking suffix -/ye (usually indicating imminence), the
contrastive connective -mumfey (contrasted background), and the transferentive -faka
(sudden change of scenes). The combination of imminence and contrast/change has
engendered frustration of an event’s occurrence, which is conceptually well-motivated.
Without the main clause, however, it is unclear whether the predicates marked with
frustrated initiation (e.g., leaving in (7a) and going out to play in (7b)) did or did
not occur; the markers simply signal that something unexpected happened at the
moment which hindered the occurrence of the event. The interruption may be either
momentary before resumption or permanent leading to a new course of an action or

event, albeit the latter being more common.

3.4 Frustrated completion

Frustrated completion (FRST.C), as defined in (1) above, is a grammatical
marker of non-realization of the completion of past verb situation. Therefore, the
key notions in this grammatical marker are non-realization of verb situation, pastness,
and imperfectivity of prefinal stage. The function of this marker is exemplified by
the following examples from Matses, an indigenous language of the Panoan family,
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spoken in Amazonia Peru and Brazil, in which the verbal suffix -uid signals that
an action was not finished:

®) Matses
a cun  tied neshca- uid- o- mbi
IGEN swidden weed INCP.FRST.C  PST 1SG
‘T started weeding my swidden but did not quite finish.’
b.  Shectename cues-  uid- o mbi
white.lipped.peccary kill INCP.FRST.C PST 1SG

‘I ineffectively tried to kill a peccary.” [ie., wounded it, but it escaped]
(Fleck, 2003, p. 362, as cited in Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, p. 873, modified)

Similarly, Mongsen Ao, a Tibeto-Burman/Sino-Tibetan language of Northeast
India, has a frustrated completion verbal suffix -phor, as exemplified in (9):

(9) Mongsen Ao
pa  aki fha-phat-o.r I
3SG NRL-house make-FRST.C-SEQ stay.PST
‘He didn’t finish building the house and left it in that state.’
(Coupe, 2007, p. 332, as cited in Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, p. 873, modified)

In Korean, frustrated completion is signaled by a few grammatical markers,
exemplified in the following:

(10) a. path-eyse phwal-ul - ppop-nuntey fa mos  ppop-ass-a

garden-at weed-ACC  pullout-FRST.C all  cannot ull.out-PST-DEC
‘(D weeded the garden but couldn’t weed it completely.’

b. swukcey-lul ha-taka la mos  ha-yss-ta
homework-ACC ~ do-FRST.C all cannot  do-PST-DEC
‘() worked on (my) homework but couldn’t complete it.’

c. cip-ul cl-essciman wansengha-ci  mos ha-yss-ta
house-ACC ~ build-PST-FRST.C  complete-NOMZ cannot ~ 0-PST-DEC
‘(D built the house but could not complete it.’
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As we have already seen in 3.3 above, the connectives -mumiey and -faka play an
important role in marking frustrative, i.e., -nuntey signaling the contrasted background
and -taka signaling the sudden change of scenes. These forms can also be used for
frustrated completion as in (10a) and (10b). An interesting contrast, however, is that
frustrated completion, unlike frustrated initiation, does not and cannot incorporate the
intention marker -/ye. This makes clear that -/ye signals imminence but not having
entered the inception of an event. Since frustrated completion presupposes the
inception of an event, the intention marker -/5e is not logically compatible.
Furthermore, these two markers of frustrated completion do not allow incorporation of
the past tense. This seems to be due to the past tense implying completion. For
instance, unlike the transferentive-marked Aa-faka [go-FRST.C] ‘() was going and
then...’, Aa-ss-taka [go-PST-TRNS] signifies that the ‘going’ event has come to
completion and mean ‘(I) went (there) and then...".

The frustrated completion marker -esscinmn illustrated in (10c) is unique in that it
involes the past tense -ess- in it, ie., -ess-cimmn in its source construction. Without
the past tense marker -ess- the form would not mean frustrated completion of a past
event. It is true that frustrated completion meaning depends on the semantic class of
the host verb. With achievement verbs such as ’fall down’ or semelfactive verbs such
as ‘kick’, the frustrative-marked forms cannot signal frustrated completion, e.g.,
neneci-essciman  (with nemeci- ‘“fall down’) and cha-sscinmn (with cha- ‘kick’)
invariably signaling the completion of the falling event and kicking event. The
frustrated completion marker -esscinmn is compatible only the accomplishment verbs
(ie., telic, durative), such as ‘build’, as in (10c). This is in line with the
crosslinguistic states of affairs elaborated in Kuteva, Aarts et al. (2019), that

non-realization markers exhibit elaborate interaction with tense and aspect.

3.5 Inconsequential

Inconsequential (ICSQ), as defined in (1) above, is a grammatical marker of
non-realization of expected result/resultant state of past verb situation. Therefore, this

marker presupposes occurrence of an event but signals that what is missing is the
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expected result. This is illustrated with examples from Hua, a Papua New Guinea
language:

(11) Hua
a. hako- mmna- ©)
seek  ISGICSQ CLAM.VOC
‘I sought (but couldn’t find)!’/’T looked (in vain)!’
(Haiman, 1988, p. 53, as cited in Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, p. 874)
b. Ke hu- nmna
talk do.1SG ICSQ
T talked to him: (but he didn’t listen to me.)’
(Haiman, 1980, p. 158, as cited in Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, p. 875)

Inconsequential in Korean may be marked by a few forms, as exemplified in (12):

(12) a. kold-lul cap-asstaka nolichy-ess-ta
fish-ACC catch-ICSQ lose-PST-DEC
‘(D caught a fish but let it get away.’
b. seltukha-yssnuntey Jeng an tul-ess-ta
persuade-ICSQ by.no.means not listen-PST-DEC
‘() tried to pursuade him but (he) wouldn’t listen.’
c. hakkyo-ey  ka-ssupa kongpwu-lul an ha-yss-ta
school-to  go-ICSQ study-ACC not do-PST-DEC
‘(D went to school but did not study.’
d. hakwi-lul pat-asseto  clhwiep-ul mos  ha-yss-ta
degree-ACC  receive-ICSQ employment-ACC  cannot ~ do-PST-DEC
‘(D received a degree but could not be employed.’

It is noteworthy that all inconsequential connectives, ie., -esstaka, -essmuntey,
-esscinman, -essuna, and -essefo, involve adversative connectives, e.g., -faka, -nurntey,
-cinan, -na, and -fo, all signifying ‘however, but’. These adversative connectives are
combined with the past tense marker -ess and become inconsequential markers.
Adversative connectives, by definition, signal that there is a change of course that
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may not have been anticipated (thus resembling mirative or counter-expectation). It is
also notable that there exist certain discontinuative constructions closely related to the
forms listed above, which highlight the semantic component of counter-expectation,
ie., -kimm -essmmtey; -kinun -essciman; -kinun -essuna; and -kimmn -esseto, all
utilizing the nominalizer -& and the topic marker -mun (whose function is to mark
contrast). Therefore, the emphatic version of (12c) is as shown in (13):

(13) fakkyo-ey  ka-ki-nun ka-ssuna  kongpwu-lul  an  ha-yss-ta
school-to ~ go-NOMZ-TOP  goICSQ study-ACC ~ not do-PST-DEC
‘(M went to school but did not study.’
(lit. Going to school, that much (I) did, but (I) did not study.’

It is evident that inconsequential meaning in Korean markers listed above is an
outgrowth of the counter-expectation meaning of adversative connectives, coupled
with the past tense marker that accompanies them.

3.6 Oscillative-Frustrative: A new class

From the typology of non-realization as outlined in (1), apprehensional marks
future events while all other markers, ie., avertive, frustrated initiation, frustrated
completion, and inconsequential, mark a past event. In other words, they are all
tense-sensitive markers. In contrast, Korean has a unique group of non-realization
(frustrative) markers, unique in that these markers are not tense-sensitive, and further
that they signal oscillation of realization and non-realization, at least in the way the
speaker construes the events. For instance, if a distant island seen from the coast
may not be clearly visible due to sea haze on the horizon, ie., it may be
obscurely visible at one moment but not at another moment. In such cases, the
situation may be described with the markers that we label as ‘oscillative-frustrative’
(O.FRST), as exemplified in (14a) with its analytic form in (14b):
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(14) a. semi poi-lkkamalkkaha-n-ta
island-NOM be.seen-O.FRST-PRES-DEC
‘The island is barely visible.’
b. sem poi-I-kka-ma-I-kka-ha-n-ta
island-NOM be.seen-FUT-Q-stop-FUT-Q-do/say-PRES-DEC

(lit. The island is saying “Should I be seen or should I stop?”)

Example (14b) shows the morphological break-down of the osicillative-frustrative
-lkdannlkkaha-, i.e., [FUT-Q-stop-FUT-Q-do/say]. Note that the light-verb fa- was a
primary marker of locution (‘say’) but currently also means ‘do’ and ‘be’. The source
construction is quite poetic (at least in its incipient development) in that our
perception of the island being barely visible is expressed as if it were the result of
the island’s oscillation showing its prolonged indetemination between making itself
visible and stopping doing so. This form (as well as other oscillative-frustrative
forms) is frequently used to mark that a described situation roughly matches, but in
strict terms does not quite match) the targeted degree, quantity, etc., as shown below:

(15) a. 10-khillo toy-lkkamalkkaha-nun kancca

10-kg become-O.FRST-ADN  potato
‘(a bag of) potatoes of about 10 kilograms’
b. pesu chenceng-ey tah-ulkkamalkkaha-nun K
bus ceiling-at touch-O.FRST-ADN height

‘a height almost touching the ceiling of the bus’

c. payknan-talle toy-lkkamalkkaha-nuny/n/l ton
1L.million-dollar become-O.FRST-ADN money
‘(a stack of) money about one million dollars’

The examples in (15) exemplify oscillative-frustrative -/kkanmlkiaha- occurring in the
prenominal modifier, and the adnominalizer -mum is a simultaneous adnominalizer (the
secondary present tense). An intriguing aspect is that, as shown in (15c), the choice of
the adnominalizer from the simultaeneous (-rum), anterior (-7z the secondary past tense),
and prospective (-4 the secondary future tense) does not make any semantic differences.
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Other oscillative-frustrative markers in Korean are listed in (16), with their source
constructions (note that /a- is a light verb ‘dofsay/be’ with little semantic contribution):

(16) a. -ltongnmltongha- (< tong n. ‘appearance’; mal- v. ‘stop’)
-I-tong-rmal-I-tong-ha-
ADN-appearance-stop-ADN-appearance-do/say

b. -ltwungmaltwungha- (< twung n. ‘appearance’; mal- v. ‘stop’)
-[-twung-mal-I-twung-ha-
ADN-appearance-stop-ADN-appearance-do/say

c. -ltusmaltusha- (< tus n. ‘appearance’; mml- v. ‘stop’)
-I-tus-nal-I-tus-ha-
ADN-appearance-stop-ADN-appearance-do/say

d. -llakmallakha- (< lak INTN; mmal- v. ‘stop’)
~l-lak-mal-I-lak-ha-

FUT-INTN-stop-FUT-INTN-do/say

One caveat with (16) is that the nouns fong (16a), rwung (16b) and fus (16c) do
not have clear dictionary definitions and are listed only as part of these constructions
(note that dictionaries treat them as dependent/bound nouns for the lack of their
semantic completenes and syntactic autonomy), which suggests the great extent of
univerbation of these forms. From what is described in the dictionaries and lexica
(e.g, Hankwuke Taysacen, 2009, Martin, 1992, p. 841), the nominal concept in
(16a-c) is best described as ‘appearance’ (or ‘similarity’ in Walimal/ Khunsacen, 1991
‘look n.’ Martin, 1992, p. 840). The lexical meaning of -k has not been
established, either. Based on the formal similarity and functional affinity, Rhee (2022)
analyzes it as a marker of purpose (cf. the purposive -/yeko and its dialectal -/ako).
This thesis is supported by Martin (1992), who notes that this is possibly a
contraction of -u@)la ko) = ulye ko (p. 852), which is a marker of purpose and
intention. Dictionaries indicate that the morpheme -/ak is a suffix to mark alternation
in this structure, a good fit for marking oscillation. Evidently, the alternation meaning
is from the combination of -Jak ‘will intend’ and nmllak ‘stop intending’. Then,
something similar to this is applicable to all oscillative-frustrative markers since they
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involve the verb mm/- ‘stop’ participating in the oscillation construction.
With the noun denoting ‘appearance’, the oscillative-frustative forms have
developed from the conceptual motivation as below, with ~rusnnltusha-:

(17) pi-ka o-ltusmaltusha-n-ta
rain-NOM come-O.FRST-PRES-DEC
‘It looks like rain.” (lit. ‘The rain has the appearance of being about to come
and the appearance of being about to stop (doing so).”)

All oscillative-frustrative markers in Korean are compatible with any tense and
have been fully univerbated to such an extent that internal composition is not
visible to most speakers of Korean.

4. Discussion

Based on the description of the markers of non-realization in Korean we will
discuss a few issues that bear theoretical significance, e.g., grammaticalization,
conceptual sources, and some aspects from a crosslinguistic perspective.

4.1 Grammaticalization

Non-realization markers in Korean have been grammaticalized to varying extents.
Most apprehensionals, as mnoted in 3.1, have mnot proceeded substantially in
grammaticalization. Apprehensionals are basically the forms that signal and warn
against imminent undesirable events. Therefore, the fact that apprehensional markers
are mostly periphrastic constructions with the multiple components, e.g., the markers
of futurity, question, negation, nominalization, and purpose/mode, and the verbs of
emotion, perception and cognition, strongly suggests that they have not undergone
significant levels of erosion and desemanticization. Furthermore, functional specialization
is at a weak level, and some apprehensionals, e.g., -lkka, -lkkasiphe, -lkkanolla,
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efc., can be wsed in positive contexts. Despite their periphrastic nature, most apprehensionals
are highly univerbated and consequently exhibit internal cohesion, whereby no alien
eldements (such as degree modifiers) can be inserted at the word boundaries.

Avertive is marked by -Jjppenhayss-, which is a solid marker of non-realization,
ie., it cannot be used for realized events, while many other forms exhibit more
leniency. In this sense, -jppenhayss- is the most highly specialized form of avertive
of a past event. And this primary marker is often aided by proximative adverbs, e.g.,
keuy ‘nearly’, hanmthemyen ‘almost’, cachis ‘almost’, etc. But, as we noted above,
these are lexical forms that have not yet grammaticalized.

The notion of non-realization is largely derived from the adversative connectives.
Since adversatives signal contrast or deviation of a course, non-realization (either of
initiation, completion, or result) is pragmatically inferred, and this inferred meaning
is becoming increasingly conventionalized through frequent use.

4.2 Conceptual sources

According to the tenets of grammaticalization theory, language change and, more
broadly, linguistic structures are motivated (Heine, 1997). It is expected, therefore,
that the emergence of markers of non-realization is motivated, from their inception
of grammaticalization processes to their formation of an intricate functional network,
built on their conceptual affinity and shared patterns of inferences. In this sense,
the first building blocks, ie., the lexical sources, are of prime importance. For
convenience of discussion, we will divide the non-realization markers into three
groups, (i) apprehensional, (i) avertive, frustrated initiation, frustrated completion and
inconsequential, and (iii) oscillative-frustrative, depending on the similarity of their
functions. The members of the second group signal frustration of one kind or
another. For example, avertive means frustrated whole event, and inconsequential
means frustrated result. For this reason, this group will be collectively labeled as
‘frustratives’. One caveat is that this label does not include the third group
oscillative-frustrative. We discuss each of these three groups in the following.

Apprehensionals are based on the basic notions of an undesirable event, a
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probable event, and prevention. We have seen in 3.1 that the source concepts in
Korean include Futurity, Question, Negation, Purpose/Mode, ‘fear’, ‘think’, ‘see’, and
‘stop’. The contribution of these source concepts to the development of apprehensional
and their conceptual network can be diagrammatically presented as <Figure 1>, in
which shaded cells are derived concepts and unshaded cells are the concepts denoted
by the participating foms. The conceptual links between concepts are relatively straightforward.

Figure 1
Corniceptual Sources and Network of Apprehensionals

The second class, ie., the frustratives, consisting of avertive, frustrated initiation,
frustrated completion and inconsequential, has a number of markers, as summarized

in (18), with their major conceptual sources in the parentheses:

(18) a. avertive -lppenhayss- (< ppen n. ’turn’)
b. frustrated initiation -lyemmtey (< -lye ININ; -nuntey CNTR)
-lyetaka (< -fye ININ; -taka TRNS)

c. frustrated completion  -muntey (< -nuntey CNTR)
-taka (< -taka TRNS)
-cinman (< ~cirmn OPPO)

d. inconsequential -esstaka (< -taka TRNS)
-essmuntey (< -nuntey CNTR)
-essciman (< ~cirmn OPPO)
-essuna (< -na OPPO)

-esseto (< -to CONC)
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As shown above, the four subcategories of frustratives bear much resemblance in
their sources. The source of avertive, ie., -Jppenfayss, stands out that it is the only
form that does not involve adversative connectives. The source structure ~-ppen- ha-ess-
[ADN-turn-dofsay-PST], thus meaning that the sentential subject was almost in the tum
of doing something (but was not), implying that there are many different turns of
events (i.e., contingencies of life) and that this particular tum was very close to the
sentential subject. The reason that the form signals non-realization rather than realization
is because it uses the future tense (note that the adnominalizer -/ is a prospective
adnominalizer, the secondary future marker) and if the event had been realized, a past
tense (cither primary or secondary) would have been used instead (but these forms never
developed into grammatical markers). Therefore, the developmental pattern seems to
suggest: ‘turn’ > contingency > insufficiency > non-realization in conceptual reasoning.

All other frustrative forms in (18) are based on the adversative connectives, some
with additional focus of contrast (CNTR), transfer of scenes (TRNS), opposition
(OPPO), or concessive (CONC). The motivation in this regard is clear because
adversative connectives signal change of the direction of expectation in one way or
other. The conceptual sources and network are sketched in <Figure 2>.

Figure 2
Corniceptual Sources and Network of Frustratives

FRUSTRATIVE

// \\

AVERT[VE FRUSTRATED FRUSTRATED INCONSEQU‘ENTLAL
(WHOLE) ]NITlAT[ON COMPLETION (RESULT)
SUDDEN CONTRAST
INTEN'['ION
‘ FUTURITY | TRANSFER (BACKGROUND) ‘ ‘OPPOSITION‘ |CONCESSION

The last class, a group of oscillative-frustrative markers, involve a number of
sources (see (15) and (16) above). Their major sources are summarized below:
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(19) a. -lkkanmlkkaha- Futurity, QUES, ‘stop’
b. -ltongnmltongha- Futurity (= Prospective ADN), ‘appearance’ ‘stop’
c. -Itwungmaltwungha-  Futurity (= Prospective ADN), ‘appearance’, ‘stop’
d. -lusmaltusha- Futurity (= Prospective ADN) ‘appearance’, ‘stop’
e. -llaknallakha- Futurity, INTN, ‘stop’

As shown in (19), the notion of Futurity, either in the form of the primary
future tense marker or the secondary future tense marker (note that they are
heterosemous and homophonous as -1) contributes to Indeterminacy, since future is
inherently indeterminate (see Rhee and Kuteva, in press). The same is also true
with Question. Questions are motivated by the lack of definite knowledge and so
are closely related to indeterminacy. Furthermore, the combination of ‘being similar’
and ‘not being so’ as well as the combination of ‘intending something’ and ‘not
doing so’ engenders the notion of Oscillation. Oscillation, by virtue of being unable
to proceed, can engender the notion of Frustration. The conceptual sources and
network of oscillative-frustratives are presented as a diagram in <Figure 3>.

Figure 3
Corniceptual Sources and Network of Oscillative-Frustratives

\ FRUSTRATION

INDETERMINACY ‘ ‘ SIMILARITY ‘stop’ M INTENTION ‘

N

‘FUTURITY‘ ‘ QUESTION ‘

‘appearance’

4.3 A crosslinguistic perspective

The markers of non-realization in the apprehensional category, briefly discussed
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in 3.1, are summarized as in <Table 1>.
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Table 1

Apprehensionals in Korean

Category Form Major Contributor
-cianhkey ‘do not’, PURP
-cianhtolok ‘do not’, PURP
-cinoshakey ‘cannot’, PURP
-cimoshatolok ‘cannot’, PURP
-cimalkey ‘stop’, PURP
-cinmltolok ‘stop’, PURP
-cina ‘stop’
-lla FUT
-Iseyla FUT, ‘occasion’

Apprehensional ke FUT, QUES
-lkkarmwusewe FUT, QUES, ‘be fearful’
-lkdapwa FUT, QUES, ‘see’
-lkkasiphe FUT, QUES, ‘think’
-leimolunt FUT, ‘not know’
-leinolla FUT, ‘not know’
-rmwusewe ‘be fearful’
-lkika(pwa )nmwusep- FUT, (‘see’), ‘be fearful’
-lkia(pwa )twulyep- FUT, (‘see’), 'be afraid’
-lkka(pwa )kekcengi- FUT, (‘see’), ‘worry’

As shown in <Table 1>, the major conceptual contributors for the development
of apprehensionals include the lexical forms denoting ‘do not’, ‘cannot’, ‘stop’, ‘occasion’,
‘be fearful’, ‘see’, ‘think’, ‘not know’, ‘be afraid’, and ‘worry’, and grammatical
markers designating Purpose, Future, and Question. From a crosslinguistic perspective,
the overall pattern suits well with the patterns observed in the crosslinguistic

literature, even though there are a few elements that seem unique to Korean. The

widely recognized and reported sources are listed in (20):
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(20) a. NEGATION: Papapana, Bulgarian, English, Malayalam, Fali, (Kuteva,
Heine, et al. 2019; Yae et al., 2023), Warlmanpa (Browne et al. in press),
Gban (Fedotov, 2018), Modern Hebrew (Francez, in press), Upper Tanana
Dene (Lovick, 2018)

b. TEMPORAL: Virgin Island Dutch Creole, Dutch, Mangarrayi (Kuteva, Heine,
et al, 2019) Dutch (Faller & Schultze-Berndt, 2018), Austro-Bavarian
German (Fenk-Oczlon, 2018), Japanese [FUT] (Hayashi et al, 2018),
Upper Tanana Dene [FUT] (Lovick, 2018), Kriol (Phillips, 2018); German
“afterwards, later’ (Angelo & Schultze-Berndt, 2016, Kuteva, Aarts, et al.,
2019)

c. PURPOSIVE: Japhug (Jacques, 2018), English, French (Schultze-Bemndt,
2015; Schultze-Berndt & Faller, 2018), Kambaata (Treis, in press), Japhug
(Jacques, 2018)

d. MANNER: English so, so as not to (Yae et al., 2023)

e. ‘order’: English (Yae et al., 2023) in order not to

f. ‘fear’ ‘afraid’: English for fear that (Yae et al., 2023), Mandarin kongpa,
Russian bojus (Jing-Schmidt & Kapatsinski, 2012)

g. ‘cut’> Mudburra bi(ya), Warlmanpa kunmm- Warlpiri paja-paji- (Browne et
al., in press)

h. ‘bite’: Mudburra bi(ya), Warlmanpa biya- (Browne et al., in press)

i ‘hit” ‘strike’ ‘kill’ ‘break’: Mudburra ba-, Warlmanpa paka-, pi-/pu-, Warlpiri
paka-, pipu- (Browne et al., in press)

j ‘come’: Gban nu (Fedotov, 2018)

k. ‘too, another, still, yet: Modern Hebrew od (Francez, 2018)

1. ‘accomplish, store’: Japanese -fe shinm(u) (Hayashi et al., 2018)

m. ‘otherwise’: Japhug ma (Jacques, 2018)

A comparison shows that Negation, Temporal, Purposive, and Manner are well
represented in the sources of Korean apprehensionals, and so are the lexical items
‘fear’ and ‘afraid’. The lexical items ‘cut’ and ‘bite’ (even ‘hit’, ‘strike’, ‘kill’,
‘break’) seem to be related to mm/- ‘stop’ in the sense of breach and destruction.
The source ‘otherwise’ may be considered to be related to Negation markers an ‘do
not’ and rmos ‘cannot’ as well as the verb mm/- ‘stop, discontinue’. Other sources,

e.g, ‘order’, ‘come’, ‘too, another, still, yet’, ‘accomplish, store’, do not seem to be
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related to any instances in Korean.

On the other hand, some of the lexical sources in Korean, e.g., ‘occasion’, ‘see’,
‘think’, ‘not know’, as well as the grammatical marker of Question seem to be
unique to the grammaticalization scenarios in Korean. This should await further
crosslinguistic data from individual languages.

The frustratives and oscillative-frustratives, discussed in 3.2 through 3.6 are listed
in <Table 2>.

Table 2
Frustratives and Oscillative-Frustratives in Korean
Category Form Major Contributor
Avertive -lppenhayss- FUT, ’tum’
Frustrated Initiation Demnicy ININ, CNTR
-lyetaka INTN, TRNS
-taka TRNS
Frustrated Completion -nuntey CNTR
-essciman OPPO
-esstaka TRNS
-essnuntey CNTR
Inconsequential -esscinman OPPO
-essuna OPPO
-esseto CONC
-lkkanmlkikaha- FUT, QUES, ’stop’
-ltongrmltongha- FUT, ’appearance’, ’stop’
Oscillative-Frustrative -ltwungmaltwungha- FUT, ’appearance’, ’stop’
-ltusmaltusha- FUT, ’appearance’, stop’
-llakimallakha- FUT, ININ, ’stop’

As <Table 2> shows, the prominent sources of Korean frustratives and oscillative
-frustratives include Future, Intention, Contrasted background, sudden Transfer of
scenes, Opposition, Concessive, Question, ‘stop’ and ‘appearance’.
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Since the literature addressing frustratives is quite limited and oscillative-
frustratives have not yet been reported in other languages, the comparison suffers
the lack of relevant data. From the existing research, i.e., Kuteva, Aarts et al.
(2019) and works cited therein, we can list some sources as the following (note
that different subcategories utilize different sources, e.g., Perfective for avertive but
Imperfective for inconsequential):

(21) a. TEMPORAL (pastness): Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019), Hindi (Abbi, 1980),
Indo-Aryan (Abbi, 1992)
. ASPECTUAL (imminence): Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019), Comrie (1976),
. MODALITY (counterfactuality/non-realization): Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019)
NEGATION: Russian (Plungian, 2001)

‘want’: Bulgarian (Kuteva, Aarts, et al. 2019), Venda (Poulos, 1990)
‘like’: Southern American English (Kytd & Romaine, 2005)
. ‘nearly’: Gooniyandi (McGregor, 1990)
. ‘escape”: Hindi (Abbi, 1992)
‘miss (a target)’: Hindi (Abbi, 1992)
j. ‘leave (something)’: Hindi (Abbi, 1992)
k. ‘miss out’: Hindi (Abbi, 1992)
. ‘stayfleave out’: Hindi (Abbi, 1992)
. ‘stop (something)’: Hindi (Abbi, 1992)

‘vainly’: Yanomama (Ferreira, 2015)

‘suffer’: Yanomama (Ferreira, 2015)
. ‘arrive, reach, touch’: Tibetan (Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019)

. ‘complete (v.)”: Russian (Plungian, 2001)

o
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A comparison of Korean with crosslinguistic data shows that Temporal (pastness)
and Negation (with mmf ‘stop’ in Korean) are among the common and shared
sources. The use of Aspectual (imminence), often expressed in the form of adverbs
across languages, also matches with the Korean scenario, in which proximative
adverbs, though not yet grammaticalized, aid the creation of, or intensify, frustrative
meaning. The role of Modality (counterfactuality/non-realization) is undertaken by

the adversative connectives in Korean. The lexical source ‘stop’ is shared in the
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two datasets. It is notable that most lexical sources in the crosslinguistic data are
not attested in Korean. In the former, the ‘antithetical’ verbs, small in number but
commonly found in Indo-Aryan, Dravidian, Munda, Tibeto-Burman languages
(Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019), e.g, ‘escape’, ‘stop’, ‘leave’, ‘miss out’, ‘stay/leave
out’, ‘miss a target’, etc. are productively used, and this ‘antithetical’ function is
carried by the adversative connectives (for Contrast, Transfer, Opposition, and
Concessive) in Korean.

On the other hand, Future, Intention, Question, and ‘appearance’ are not attested
in the crosslinguistic literature. As briefly alluded to in the previous section (see
4.2 above), Future/Futurity contributes to the creation of Indeterminacy, which, in
turn, contributes to Oscillation. Intention, when combined with ‘stop’ engenders the
Oscillation. The diverse lexical items denoting ‘appearance’ inherently denotes
Similarity to an entity or event being referenced, and when Similarity is combined
with ‘stop’, the notion of Oscillation is created.

It is to be noted that oscillative-frustratives constitute a unique category. As the
label suggests, these non-realization markers describe not a single event of
progression and its interruption but a repeated occurrence of coming close to the
inception and interruption. This oscillation may occur in the past, the present, and
the future, even though for the graphic nature the present is preferred. Thus, this
category stands out among the crosslinguistic typology of frustratives, which are
used only with respect to a past event. The possibility of this tense modulation is
well manifested in the following examples:

(22)a. kumay  fkaci-n ton-1 10-talle  toy-lkkamalkkaha-yss-ta
then  have-ADN  money-NOM 10-dollar  become-O.FRST-PST-DEC
‘(All) the money that (I) had then was about 10 dollars.’
(lit. ‘(All) the money that (I) had then was becoming and not becoming 10
dollars.”)
b. cikum kaci-n ton-i 10talle  roy-lkkamalkkaha-n-ta
now have-ADN money-NOM 10-dollar  become-O.FRST-PRES-DEC
‘(All) the money that (I) have now is about 10 dollars.’
(lit. ‘(All) the money that (I) have now is becoming and not becoming 10
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dollars.”)

c. kuttay  pat-ul ton-i 10-dalle  toy-lkkamalkkaha-lkey-a
then  receive-ADN money-NOM  10-dollar  become-O.FRST-FUT-END
‘The money (I) will receive then will be about 10 dollars.’

(lit. “The money that T will receive then will be becoming and not becoming
10 dollars.”)

Another issue relates to the grammar and lexicon distinction in encoding
non-realization. Korean adverbs of proximity, e.g, Aeuy ‘nearly’, hanmthermyen ‘almost’,
cachis ‘almost’, etc., are often used to supplement the notion of non-realization, but
they are still lexical forms, thus non-grammatical. A similar situation is observed in
English, where the scalar adverb a/most can be used for diverse non-realization
markers depending on the verb types (Kuteva, Aarts, et al., 2019, pp. 887-888). It is
true that not all languages should have grammaticalized markers of non-realization,
but languages differ in expressing the notion with lexical, grammatical, or mixed
forms.

Much of the description in the preceding sections glosses over much subtlety
involved in individual forms, since such an endeavor is beyond the limitation of a
macroscopic analysis like this. It is to be noted, however, that even the items listed
together may have vastly different levels of specialization. The present situation
warrants an in-depth exploration into diverse aspects of individual non-realization

markers from quantitative, qualitative, and crosslinguistic approaches in the future.

5. Summary and conclusion

The grammar of non-realization, as proposed by Kuteva, Aarts, et al. (2019),
include apprehensional, avertive, frustrated initiation, frustrated completion, and
inconsequential. This study describes the markers of non-realization in Korean and
suggests that a mnew category, ie., oscillative-frustrative, be added to the
non-realization typology.
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Apprehensionals, including apprehensive (avoidive), precautioning (admonitive),
precautioning in-case, timitive, and fear-funtion, are numerous in number and diverse
in kind. The extents of their grammaticalization are also variable. The patterns of
recruiting source lexemes in Korean are largely consonant with those reported in
the crosslinguistic literature, despite that a few source lexemes in Korean are not
attested in the crosslinguistic literature and vice versa.

Frustratives  (including avertive, frustrated initiation, frustrated completion, and
inconsequential) also show commonalities and differences between Korean and other
languages. Among the notable differences is the fact that Korean has oscillative-
frustratives, which have no tense-restriction and encode non-realization by means of
signaling repeated movement towards the target and cessation thereof. Due to
paucity of relevant data, more in-depth studies are needed for detailed analyses of
individual forms and categories with respect to the key component notions,
especially with respect to tense-sensitivity and implied repetition.

This study is a macro-scopic analysis of the entire category labeled as
‘non-realization’ markers encompassing a number of subcategories. More detailed,
micro-scopic analyses on individual subcategories or their member forms should

warrant future research.

Abbreviations
ABL: ablative; ACC: accusative; ADN: adnominalizer, ANT: anterior; AVT:

avertive, CLAMLVOC: clamative vocable; CNTR: contrastive; CONC: concessive;
CONN: comnective; CONV: converb; DEC: declarative; END: sentence-ender; FRST:
frustrative; FRST.C: frustrated completion; FRST.I: frustrated initiation; FUT: future;
GEN: genitive; ICSQ: inconsequential; IMPF: imperfective; INCP: incipient; INTN:
intentional, M: masculine; NEUT: neutral; NOM: nominative, NOMZ: nominalizer;
NRL: non-relational prefix; O.FRST: oscillative-frustrative; OPPO: oppositive; PFV:
perfective; PRES: present; PROS: prospective; PST: past; PURP:  purposive;
Q(UES): question; SEQ: sequential; SG: singular, SIM: simultaneous; TIM: timitive;
TOP: topic; TRNS: transferentive; VADV: verbal adverb
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