Wiener Slawistischer Almanach

Petar Kehayov

INTERACTIONS BETWEEN GRAMMATICAL EVIDENTIALS
AND LEXICAL MARKERS OF EPISTEMICITY AND
EVIDENTIALITY: A CASE STUDY OF BULGARIAN
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1. Introduction

This study is concerned with the interface betweeidentiality and epistemic
modality in two genetically unrelated languages.Ig@tian is a strongly
‘Balkanized’ South Slavic language with grammaticsrking of evidentiality,
which is largely accepted to be a non-Slavic feafarits grammar. Estonian,
which like Bulgarian has grammaticalized evideiiiiahs a coherent category,
is @ member of the Finnic branch of the Finno-Udaicguage family and as
such is not related to the Slavic languages. Whase languages have in
common, however, is that they are spoken closédoekternal borders of the
Slavic linguistic area (where Bulgarian lies withimnis area and Estonian just
outside it) and that the historical sources of rttggammatical evidentiality
systems have been generally assumed to be oufsidther than inside of what
could be considered a common Slavic grammaticon.

By also taking a Finno-Ugric language into considien the present article
goes slightly beyond the restrictions set by thgomaims of this volume.
Moreover, it also transgresses in 1) taking intosideration not only the lexical
but also the grammatical coding of evidentialitynda2) taking into
consideration not only the lexical coding of evitlality, but also, and even
more so, the lexical coding of epistemicity. The@sen for adopting such a
broad view is that | will not be concerned so mugth the individual status of
different functional notions or forms, but ratheittwtheir structural interplay.
Example (1) and its possible interpretations pre\ad idea about this structural
interplay in Bulgarian.

! This study was supported by the Estonian Sciememdation (grant no. 7006). | am also
obliged to Mati Erelt and Bjorn Wiemer for theirlwable comments on previous drafts of
this paper. Needless to say, | am solely respandinl any remaining misconceptions or
errors.



(1) Cmegpan  man oun om bBypeac.
Stefan probabhkjit seems be.PST.PTCP(=EV) from Burgas

I will argue that, given the lack of additional ¢ext, there are four ways in
which this sentence may be accessed by the pefsormears it.

(1a) The speaker has heard that Stefan is perh@apsHurgas.

(1b) The speaker thinks/recalls that he has héatdStefan is from Burgas.

(1c) The speaker has heard that Stefan is fromd&uand thinks that Stefan is
(perhaps) from Burgas.

(1d) Stefan seems to be (according to the spefrken)Burgas.

(1a) concerns wide scope evidentiality, i.e. aerprtetation in which the word
mau ‘probably, as it seems’ is in the scope of the rejpmd therefore is not
considered as a part of the speaker’s utterandceasha part of the utterance of
the person from whom the speaker has obtainednfoemation about Stefan.
(1b) relates to the opposite scope relation whieeeewvidential formpuz (the
auxiliary-less past participle) is in the scopeuofi. Here the speaker thinks, but
is not sure, that he has heard (somewhere) thigtrStefrom Burgas. In (1c) the
proposition is modified twice and neither of theotwmodifiers is superordinate
with respect to the other. This means that bothwbed naii and the evidential
form 6un independently modify the proposition. In (1d) fkemsman and 6uan
are comprehended as parts of a single entity, whikhsuch conveys both
reference to the source of information (in thisecfse unspecified third part)
and reference to the speaker's epistemic judgeméhnis multiplicity of
approaches is due to three possible ambiguities:

() ambiguity as to whether the items are in scopakddency or not, cf.
(1a-b) vs. (1c-d),

(i) scope ambiguity, cf. (1a) vs. (1b),

(i) ambiguity based on differences in the analysis ¢ sequential
structure of the sentence, i.e. ambiguity betweea-tollocation and
more idiomatic reading of the sequence of gramrahtmd lexical
modifier, cf. (1c¢) vs. (1d).

I will henceforth refer to the reading (1c) as ‘Btia reading’ and to reading
(1d) as ‘concord (or holistic) reading’ of the segoe of grammatical evidential
and an epistemic or evidential word.

The major claim of this study is that the concocdaunt for such sequences
is in many cases more adequate than an analyéicoopal one. | will argue that
the concord readings are triggered by an overlagha functions of the
grammatical evidential marker and the epistemiewidential word. The second



important claim is that such concord readings mte\a good analytical tool for
diagnosing the functions of the grammatical evidésiof any language.

Section 2 introduces the major theoretical probleeisvant to this study.
Section 3 discusses the specific goals and the adeatied in the study. The
types of interactions between the grammatical eatidis and the epistemic-or-
evidential words are presented in Section 4. Sedidooks for the triggers of
what we call the ‘concord (or holistic) reading’hite Section 6 presents further
evidence in support of the concord-hypothesis. i&ect discusses in detail
some general consequences instigated by the redfutte previous sections.
Section 8 summarizes the overall results of theystu

2. Key issues

Since the early 1980s there has been an upswimgarest towards delimiting
the conceptual boundaries of the notion of ‘evidgity’. More specifically, the
main puzzle has been (and still is) the relatigndetween the notions of
‘evidentiality’ and ‘modality’. There is agreemeamong scholars that what is
often referred to as ‘evidentiality’ is a somewlanus-faced category residing
partly in the epistemic sector of the modal doramid partly outside it. One can
distinguish between three major viewpoints as dgdne relationship between
these two notions: 1) (epistemic) modality and ewmtiblity are distinct
functional categories with no overlap between tlisee e.g. Nuyts 2001, 27-28;
Aikhenvald 2003a; 2004, 7); 2) there is a submiss&dation between them, i.e.
one of these notions includes the other one (speChafe 1986; Kiefer 1994;
Ifantidou 2001; Boye 2006: 21), and 3) there isaaga of overlap, but no full
subsumption (see e.g. Kozintseva 1994; Plungial2@e main candidate for
such an area is provided by the notion of ‘infeadity’ (see e.g. Palmer 2001,
8-9, 24; Dendale & Tasmowski 20071).

For the purposes of this study, | will not presugpany of the above
possibilities. The only preliminaries applied hefocth are first, that these
notions are conceptually graspable (if not necégdarguistically discernable),
and second, that for any form which expresses lbotlanings — epistemic
judgement and reference to the source of informatione of these meanings is
in a given context supposed to be pragmaticallyedmyunded or more
prominent than the other.

The possibility of combining grammatical evidergialith epistemic or
evidential lexemes within a single sentence isgaxed and seen as a proof of
the conceptual sovereignty of the notion of eviddity (Aikhenvald 2004,
257). Unfortunately, there are virtually no studeslusively devoted to such

% In some studies the second and the third podgibiie not differentiated.



combinations. One may ask why such combinationsldhat all be of interest.
In essence it boils down to the more general proladout the restrictions on
combinability of two or more sentential modifieemd lately there have been
several attempts to formulate the principles uryilegl such restrictions (see e.g.
Hengeveld 1989; Van Valin & LaPolla 1997, 40-52ekkdou 1997; Van Valin
2005, 19-21; Ernst 2006, 92-148). We will take asel look at two studies
which are of particular interest to us: Cinque 13881 Nuyts, forthcoming.
These studies are instructive not only becauséaif explanatory power, but
also because they represent virtually opposite rétieal traditions. Cinque
(1999), who approaches the problem from the petisgeof the Chomskyan
generative paradigm, is interested in the relativder of adverbials and
functional heads as a possible sign of universabg#istructure constraint.
Nuyts, on the other hand, working within the franoekv of Cognitive
Linguistics, is interested in the combinability afch modifiers as an indication
of the hierarchical nature of the qualificationsstédites of affairs. Both studies
arrive at rather strict hierarchies.

To begin with, Cinque’s hierarchy is advanced asw&ersal hierarchy of
clausal functional projections. The hierarchy desifrom the observation that
various classes of adverbs enter a strictly ordsemlience, and this ordered
sequence coincides with the order of the dependemtphemes encoding
various functional notions (such as mood, modatiynse, aspect and voice). It
is then stipulated that these different classesdotrbs enter into a transparent
Spec/head relation with the different functionalathé of the clause. Each
specific class of adverbs (e.g. tense adverbsni®wert manifestation of a
distinct functional projection, which in certaimnfzuages may also be overtly
expressed in the corresponding functional headtiposfe.g. as a tense affix).
The restrictive sequential order of the adverbaffixes is therefore nothing but
a reflection of the hierarchical relations of therresponding functional
projections. Cinque’s list of projections is verpngprehensive; Figure 1
presents only the first part of it (starting froraft), which contains the
projections ‘evidential’ and ‘epistemic’.

Figure 1.The universal hierarchy of clausal functional mdijions (modified
version of Cinque 1999, 106)

% Cinque’s notion of ‘functional head’ correspondstiis case to a dependent (mood, tense,
aspect, or other) morpheme.



[speech act [evaluati{/gevidential [epistemic [tense [irrealis [deonti@pitual
[repetitive [frequentative [volitional [celeratijanterior [terminative
[continuative ...

As can be seen from this figure, evidentials (lakior grammatical) precede
(lexical or grammatical) epistemic expressions. e indication for this
relative order is the acceptability of (2a), whére evidential adverbvidently
precedes the epistemic adv@robably, compared to the unacceptability of (2b)
where the opposite order is present (see Cinque, 1155).

(2) (a) EvidentlyJohn hagprobablyleft.
(b) *ProbablyJohn hasvidentlyleft.

Cinque (1999, 141) claims that although many ofrilative orders among
such functional elements may eventually reduce ¢ope relations (as
maintained in the functionalist literature; see &gbee 1985), not all orders are
so explicable. If the relative order is determinmdthe fact that the notion of
evidentiality is semantically superordinate withspect to the notion of
epistemicity, then one should not expect (3) tadeeptable:

(3) It is probablethat it isevidentthat he is the guilty on€Cinque 1999, 135)

He assumes therefore that the hierarchy above gti@utonsidered a property
of the Universal Grammar rather than only a reftecof the semantic structure
(see also Cinque 2006, 119-144 for discussion).

The hierarchy of Nuyts (forthcoming) (see Figurei®)postulated in two-
dimensional format, but due to space limitationswié present it here as one-
dimensional, thus also simplifying the comparisoithwCinque’s hierarchy.
While in Cinque’s hierarchy the relation ‘A hierarcally higher than B’ was
indicated with ‘A [B’, in Nuyts’ hierarchy the relant indexation is ‘A > B’. A
basic primitive in this hierarchy is the cognititgctionalist notion of
‘qualification’.

* As the figure shows, Cinque draws a distinctioriween evaluative and epistemic
modalities. Evaluative modalities do not refer he tdegree of certainty in the truth of the
proposition, “but rather express the speaker’si{ives negative, or other) evaluation of the
state of affairs described in it” (Cinque 1999, .88he following English adverbs could be
considered evaluative:uf)fortunatelly, luckily, regrettably surprisingly, strangely/oddly
(enough, (un)expectedly

® See Svenonius (2001, 211) for an explanation afmptes like (3), which rescues the
semantic scope account.



Figure 2.Hierarchy of qualifications of states of affairsui{s, forthcoming)

evidentiality > epistemic modality deontic modality > time > quantificational
aspect (frequency) > phasal aspect > (parts ofSR&TE OF AFFAIRS

Nuyts believes that although this hierarchy is pHrsyntactic and/or lexical
semantic representation in grammar, it does naingeln grammar at all, but
rather constitutes a primary dimension of humanceptualization (see also
Nuyts 2001, 353-357). This means that although hieearchy postulated is
based on solely linguistic facts about scope mibati between (and the
grammatical behaviour of) qualificational expression language, it obviously
reflects basic principles to a much greater exteshiich are characterized by
Nuyts as principles of human perception and conzgzation.

Both Cinque (1999) and Nuyts (forthcoming) arriveteir hierarchies using
material which is strictly constrained with respéctthe level of linguistic
expression. As many other scholars, they exploeecttmbinability of items,
which are either lexical or grammatical, but na tombinability of lexicaand
grammatical markers. Therefore, by adressing coatioins of grammatical and
lexical markers of evidentiality and epistemicigspectively, we enter into an
unexplored area in the research paradigm (seeMas@arcev, this volume, for
another contribution on this topic). The sequenmegrammatical evidentials
and lexical markers of epistemicity or evidentiahitre significant because they
involve more conventionalized meaning-to-form mapgpihan the sequences of
two lexical markers. According to Mushin (2001, L7@e should expect ‘a
much higher degree of conventional mapping betweetual source of
information and adoption of epistemological stance languages with
grammatical evidentiality than in languages whimtkl such systems.’” As a rule,
the degree of conventionalization is mirrored ie tinequency of the given
pattern (see Hopper & Traugott 2003, 126-130; Brink Traugott 2005, 100).
This means that we should expect in Bulgarian astbritan, which have
grammatical patterns of evidentiality, such combores to be more frequent
than for example in Russian, where no grammatiedlems of evidentiality
exist.

Interestingly, Bulgarian and Estonian seem to alliwossible orders and
combinations of epistemic words and grammaticad@iials, and therefore we
are left with the possibility of drawing generatibms based on the semantic
and pragmatic interpretations of such sequencdasnduon their word order
patterns. Furthermore, looking at the degree toclwhsuch sequences
correspond to the above hierarchies, one has tatabtat in Bulgarian and
Estonian we are dealing with tendencies rather wiéimrules. Provided that in
example (1) we have a co-occurrence of the arguabilstemic lexical marker



mau and the arguably evidential grammeme encodebifasn (auxiliary-less
past participle), we can immediately identify ata@r discrepancy with the
above hierarchies. It is embodied by reading (tbyvhich the evidential is in
the scope of the epistemic — a pattern which dascanform to the above
hierarchies. Nevertheless, these hierarchies apfmedoe strong structural
tendencies as readings like (1b) are extremelyinaBailgarian and Estonian.

3. Description of the items under consideration

Before analyzing such sequences, we need to spehifyh particular Bulgarian
and Estonian items appertain to the notions ofngnatical evidential’ and
‘lexical marker of epistemicity and/or evidentiglitWe can easily delimit the
universe in which we operate by referring to natiarsed by the traditional
descriptive grammars.

Let a sequence of a grammatical evidential and @steamic or evidential
lexical marker be a sequence in which a grammaticaiker classified as
‘evidential’ by the descriptive grammars of Bulgariand Estonian co-occurs
with a lexical marker classified as ‘a word (adverb particle) expressing
epistemic assessment’. The latter includes botstepic and evidential lexemes
and this is due to the fact that descriptive gransna® not postulate a separate
class of evidential adverbs or particles, but idelsuch items in the class of
modal (epistemic) words (see GBE Il, 405-406, 498-fbr Bulgarian and EKG
II, 187-190 for Estonian). With the help of thisfidéion, we considerably
restrict the array of sequential types factorethenstudy. First, we retract those
potential grammatical markers of evidentiality whiare not descriptively
promoted to a categorial status, and second, wactehose lexical markers of
epistemicity or evidentiality that belong to inftemal classes, such as verbs for
example. The reason for this latter delimitationthat with non-inflectional
classes it is easier and faster to look for nagxamples on the Internet.

In Bulgarian, the grammaticalized evidential catggonpeuskasmo
naknonenue ‘renarrative mood’ (or — for those who consider nt®od status
problematic — the class epeuskasznu ¢popmu ‘forms of renarration’) is encoded
by past active participles (ending-i), which in third person singular and plural
are not accompanied by the auxiliary vew: ‘to be’. Compare the minimal
pair in (4); (4a) conveys direct and (4b) indirecidentiality:

(4) a. Cmeghan 3amuna 3a bBypeac.
Stefan leave.AOR.3SG for Burgas
‘Stefan left for Burgas.’

b. Cmepan samunan sa bypeac.
Stefan leave.PST.PTCP for Burgas



‘Allegedly / as it seems, Stefan has left for Bwga

From a typological perspective, the classificatogtions of ‘firsthand’ and
‘non-firsthand’ capture the difference between (dajl (4b) and the Bulgarian
evidentiality system corresponds to type Al in Akliald’s classification (see
Aikhenvald 2004, 29-31). The ‘non-firsthand’ terrangprises the meanings of
reported evidentiality, inferentiality and miratyj while the ‘everything else’
term takes default reading in which the informat®acquired directly (through
vision or other senses) by the speaker.

In contrast, the grammatical evidentiality systefrEstonian represents the
type A3 in Aikhenvald’s classification (see Aikhed 2004, 33). Type A3
encodes the distinction between ‘reported’ andrgeng else’. The ‘reported’
term of the Estonian evidentiality system is lad@ekaudne kdneviisoblique
mood’ and is manifested by the dedicated mankatrsuffixed to the first verbal
form of the predicate. Compare the difference betwthe direct evidence in
(5a) and the reported evidence in (5b):

(5) a. Tepan sdit-is Parnu-sse.
Tepan leave-PST.3SG Parnu-ILL
‘Tepan left for Parnu.’

b. Tepan ole-vatsoit-nud Parnu-sse.
Tepan be-EV leave-PST.PTCP Péarnu-ILL
‘Reportedly, Tepan has left for Parnu.’

As for the particular items characterized as ‘a dv@adverb or particle)
expressing epistemic assessment’ we will use thimmaf epistemicity as a
cover term even though some of these items haveetial meanings. It is well
known that markers of evidentiality imply differedegrees of certainty about
the state of affairs under consideration. In otherds, at this stage we will not
distinguish between items with focal epistemic miegs and items (such as
evidential words) with only implicational epistemmeeanings. Instead, we will
catalogue lexical items according to the degreeestainty they express (or
imply), i.e. we will assign each Bulgarian and Bsam item a rough position on
an ‘epistemic scale’ (see Givon 1982; Akatsuka 198%/ts 2001, 22 about this
notion). This has been done in Table 1. Such ckeniaation is necessary,
because in Section 5 we will look for a correlatibatween the degree of
certainty that these words induce and the way th&ract with grammatical
evidentials.

Table 1.Epistemic and evidential words according to therdegf certainty

| Bulgariar | Estonial |




FULL CERTAINTY beszcnopro ‘indisputably’, kahtlematdundoubtedly’,
bes comnenue ‘beyond kindlasti‘certainly’,
doubt’,

necvmneno ‘undoubtedly’,
cve cueyprocm ‘certainly’,

STRONG CERTAINTY | geposimro ‘most likely’, iimselt‘obviously,
Haesapro ‘most likely, apparently’,
presumably’, nahtavastiapparently,
ouesuono ‘apparently, evidently’,
evidently’ téendoliseltprobably’,
cueypno ‘probably’,

MEDIUM CERTAINTY | esenmyazno ‘POSSibly’, arvatavasti'possibly,
mai ‘it seems (that), presumably’,
probably’, ehk‘maybe, perhaps’,

moace bu ‘perhaps, maybe’, | vahestperhaps, possibly’,
vist ‘perhaps, maybe’,
voib-olla ‘maybe, perhaps

WEAK CERTAINTY eosa au ‘hardly, scarcely’, vaevalt‘hardly, scarcely’,
naoanu ‘hardly, scarcely’

We have 13 Bulgarian and 11 Estonian items whoseccarrences with the
relevant grammatical evidentials will be studiedtle remaining part of this
paper. It is worth noting that we will only be cenged with those cases where
these words function as sentential modifiers,wiéh cases where their scope is
equivalent to the scope of the grammatical evidésitwhich always operate at
sentential level. This means that co-occurrencegarhmatical evidentials and
epistemic or evidential words where the latter hawastituent scope are not
factored in the present study.

An important caveat is that the borders betweeridhedegrees of certainty
are drawn intuitively, and it is possible that exsiVe testing of the degrees of
certainty would slightly modify the above classiiion, especially with regard
to the middle area in the table. Another intuitisrthat the invariant meanings
of the majority of the items in the table are emisic. Only Bulgariamuesuono
‘apparently, evidently’ and Estoniafimselt ‘obviously, apparently’ and
nahtavasti‘apparently, evidently’ always convey evidential anengs. With
regard to Bulgariamassprno ‘most likely, presumably’ andwau ‘probably, it
seems (that) as well as to Estonifienaoliselt'probably’, they seem vague
with respect to the distinction between epistemiaihd evidentiality. As it is
irrelevant for the purposes of this study whetlhese intuitions are fully sound
or not, they will not be further tested.



The sentences where a grammatical evidential careagith an epistemic or
evidential word were collected from the Interned. ake the search as simple
as possible, | looked only for co-occurrences whkesepistemic or evidential
lexeme immediately precedes or follows a verbahfgrammatically marked as
evidential.

4. Types of interactions

We already saw that there are four ways in whiah gbntence in (1) can be
accessed. Accordingly, we will draw distinctionstvieen four types of
interaction between evidential grammemes and epistdexemes. In this
section, | will discuss these types in greaterifjefastrating them with attested
Bulgarian examples. Each type is introduced wiRoanan number, cf.:

I. An epistemic lexeme is in the scope of an evidémgiammeme. This
type is exemplified in (6), an example from an peliforum. The evidential
form (the auxiliary-less past participlg:az ‘have.PST.PTCHh bold) indicates
that the speaker refers to someone else’s wordeoédh the referent is non-
specific — what is referred to is rather the atktwf the ruling political class in
the US —, the adverbBecvmneno ‘undoubtedly’ is perceived as a part of the
reported statement and is thus within the scopgbefeport. If EV stands for a
grammatical marker of evidentiality, EP for an ¢gsic word, p for a
proposition and square brackets indicate scopdioefa this type can be
formally represented as [EV [EB]]].

(6) Anec scuuxu unmepecysawu ce 3nasm, ue mosea e ouna
today all interested know.3PL that this be.3SG 8&.PTCP
yucma avoica. Yuema nvoca deuwe U nogoo-vm  3a
obvious lie obvious lie be.IMPF.3SG also occasidiFDfor
unmepsenyus-ma 6 Hpax — Caddam HeCbMHEHO UMA
intervention-DEF in Iraq Saddam undoubtedly havé.P$CP
OMI1. Okasa ce, ye nHe e
weapons_of_mass_destruction it_turn.AOR.3SG_ottNIEG be.3SG
umarl, ama Kakeo om mosed.

have.PST.PTCP but what of this

‘Now all people who are interested know that thasvan obvious lie. An
obvious lie was also the excuse for the militatgivention in Iraq —
reportedly, there wasn’t any doubt that Saddamaresgpons of mass
destruction. Well, he didn’t have them as it tuons, but so what.’
(http://www.pro-anti.net/show.php?article=1&issu8sy

[I. An evidential grammeme is in the scope of an epigtelexeme.
Consider the background of the story in (7). Fon@th or so Nasko has had
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some strange wounds on his legs. As he is not @blecover, he visits his
Turkish friend whose grandmother says that Nashiod if he does not follow
her advice. She gives him the address of a cerream and Nasko goes to see
him. Despite the fact that the whole story is gratically marked for indirect
evidentiality (every predicate is in the form ofxdiary-less past participle), the
evidential formoax ‘give.PST.PTCP’ (in bold) is within the scope bketword
mai. As already noted, this word lends itself bottite domain of epistemicity
and to the domain of evidentiality, and can be hiyigranslated as ‘probably’
or ‘it seems’. The speaker in (7) no longer rememltiee details reported in the
sentence containing the forms in bold. By embedthiegreference to the source
of information in the scope ofiaii, he indicates that he does not trust his
memory. This type can be formally stated as [EP [RY.

(7) Aana MY KOOpOUHAMU-Me HA HAKAKBE X00xcad U Mou
give.PST.PTCP him coordinates-DEF of some imam had

omuwsi Hpu He2o.Xoodxca-ma My 0a mai
go.PST.PTCP to him imam-DEF him give.PST.PTCP probabigs it seems

HAKaKea K'bpl’la/ He  cu cnomuAm mouno eeve | Oda cnu 8bDXYy Hesl
some piece_of cloth NEG remember.1SG exactly angntor sleep on it

uiu Heuwo makoea u caeo mosea 0a MY A 3aHece.
or something like_this and after this to himbring.3SG

‘(Reportedly), she had given him the address ofesonam and he had
gone to him. And then (I think the story went likés), the imam had given
him a piece of cloth, — well, | don’t remember etkpanymore — to sleep
on it, or something like this, and to bring it baokhim after that.’
(http://forum.rozali.com/viewtopic.php?p=32156&s@#472861ac1c96287
4a819c64d2620b9)

Examples like (6) and (7) show that in Bulgariampse relations are not
coded by word order. In both examples the directbrscope dependency is
opposite to the relevant order of the grammatic@ential and the epistemic
word with respect to the propositional core. Thedvarder is also irrelevant for
the description of the remaining two types of iat#ion. In these two types
neither the grammatical evidential nor the epistemord takes scope over the
other one, which means that these items sharelgxhetsame semantic scope.
Although often disregarded in the study of evidalityi (and related categories),
such cases are not exceptional cross-linguisti¢ate Aikhenvald 2004, 87-95
and Boye 2006, 191-194 for examples).

[ll. The two items modify independently the propositiomitness the
example in (8). The sequence in bold indicates d@fitabugh the speaker does
not have direct evidence to show how educated Atmatvas, he is confident
(based on common knowledge) that Abraham was a edwugated man. Here
the sequence of the grammatical evidential andefhstemic word can be seen
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as a free collocation of two forms, which both ntaim their functional identity

— the first expressing reported evidentiality ahd second certainty. This type
can be formally stated as [EP]] & [EP [p]], i.e. as a conjunction of two
gualifications of the status op. As already noted in Section 1, | will
conventionally speak in this case about ‘analy@iading’ of the sequence of
evidential grammeme and epistemic word.

(8) Anec obaue  3maem, ue Aépaam 6 HUKAKDE CHyuallHe — Modce 0d
today however know.1PL that Abraham in NEG.PRON case NEG can®SG

b6vde nocmagen Ha eO0HO pasHuweu CpasHABAH c

be.3SG place.PASS.PTCBt one level and compare.PASS.PTCP with
npumumusHu-me, cyesephu bedyunu. Qbpamuo, motl oun
primitive-DEF superstitiou8edouins on_the_contrary he be.PST.PTCP
CbC CUZYPHOCH BUCOKONPOCEEmeH Y06€eK, NOMOMBK HA KYAMYpHO U

with confidence  highly_educated man descendant aftivated and
BUCOKOYUBUTUZOBAHO 0OUECMEBO.

highly_civilized society

‘Yet, we know by now that there is no way in whighraham can be put on
the same level as the primitive and superstitioeddBiins. On the contrary,
he is supposed to be, and we are confident absytthvell-educated man, a
descendant of highly civilized society with grealtaral achievements.’
(http://www.bgbible.sdabg.net/arheolog/a-6.htm)

IV. The two items are understood as a single entitychwas such includes
both reference to the source of information ancerefce to the speaker’s
epistemic judgement. Which one of these referemii@anings prevails in this
unified form, depends first on discourse-pragmésdictors and second on the
genuine semantics of the items classified in ttemgnars as ‘evidential’ and
‘epistemic’. Using a hyphen as a mark of structinehding, this type can be
stated as [EV-EPp]]. Consider (9), in which the speaker addressesfdrum
mates, asking them for a favour. The string in lr@dnot be disassembled into
an expression of epistemicignd evidentiality. Rather, it is perceived as one
unit, which as a whole conveys uncertainty basedndirect evidence. This
effect is due to the fact that neither of the foim#lved can be identified as
only evidential or only epistemic; instead, botm express both meanings. We
saw that the worduaii can be translated as ‘probably’ or ‘as it seems’.
addition, the auxiliary-less past participiez (‘be-PST.PTCP’) conveys here
inferentiality (an inference based on remote ewvi@grand has a scent of doubt
in its presupposition. As a result, the two forral@ments merge into one unit
expressing hesitation and doubt over the state fi@gire expressed in the
proposition. As noted in Section 1, | will speaksinch cases about ‘concord (or
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holistic) reading’ of the sequence of grammaticarker of evidentiality and
epistemic word.

(9) Axo maxoii  ckopo we nposepssa s apxus-a 6 Twpnoso [...] Hexa
if somebody soon FUT check.3SG inarchive-DEF irairnévo HOR
oa uou  unpopmayus 3a  ume-mo Ilexo Heanoe (uiu)Meanuos
to see.3SG information  about name-DEF Tseko Ivanov  or I¢an

Jpawancku om ep. bBana Cnamuna 6un ce no

DraSanski from townByala Slatina fight. PST.PTCP on
¢ponmose-me na Jloopyoxca npes I1CB, He  3HaMm 8
fronts-DEF of Dobrudja during First_World_War NEG know.1SG in
Koa uacme oun Ul KaxKve YuH e umar.

which unit be.3SG be.PST.PTCP or what rank be.3%@e.PST.PTCP
Mucna  ue mait oun youm om ceotl Opyeap no

think.1SG that maybes it seems be.PST.PTCP killed by his friend by
noepeutka dommo OHAl  HEWo Cu onpaesdn nyuwka-ma, HO moea
mistake while that something fix.PST.PTCP rifle-DEF but these

ca camo 002a0Ku.

be.3PL only guesses

‘If anybody is going to the archives irifhovo in the near future, please
let him check for information about the name Tsbkmov (or) Ivatov
DraSanski from the town of Byala Slatina, who fough Dobrudja front
during the First World War; | don’t know in whici or what rank he
would have had. | think he may have been killedrtistake while his
friend was fixing his rifle, but these are only gses.’
(http://forum.boinaslava.net/archive/index.php/8&étml)

Note that when we mentioned ambiguity between diffeinterpretations of
(1), we did not refer to any actual ambiguity ire thpecific speech situation.
Rather, we were concerned with the possibility ifflecent interpretations of a
particular sentence in different contexts. As carséen from examples (6)—(9),
the co-occurrences of grammatical evidential andteqmic word are usually
given specific interpretation by the context, or ather words, they are
disambiguated by the contexts.

In the next section we will focus on the propertisype IV, which is of
main interest in this study, and we will try to idiéy the conditions which
license such concord interpretations.

5. The triggers of the concord (or holistic) interpetation
The opposition ‘analytic vs. holistic’ access to liaguistic element was

introduced into the study of grammaticalization dexicalization by Christian
Lehmann (2002b). In philosophy of language, thetritoe of semantic holism
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defended by Quine (see Quine 1953) refers to tfextethat a certain part of
language can only be understood through its relatto a (already understood)
larger segment of language. In our specific case,concept of ‘concord (or
holistic) reading’ refers to a very early phasesefmantic coalescence of two
formally distinguishable propositional modifierswill maintain that this effect
is triggered by an overlap in the functions of whaé referred to as
‘grammatical evidential’ and ‘epistemic word’. Prews acknowledgments of
this effect on co-occurring modals include Hallidd@70, 331), Lyons (1977,
807-808) and Coates (1983, 46, 138). In a recentysiKasper Boye classified
cases with two co-occurring epistemic markevghich share the same scope
into four types (see Boye 2006, 189-196). His sdcitype coincides with our
notion of concord interpretation, cf.:

‘Two or more epistemic items or constructions whicave overlapping
meanings [...] may co-occur non-obligatorily in a fied expression of
justificatory support for a proposition. [T]he coemrring epistemic items or
constructions cooperate in what may be thoughsdha specification of one
epistemic meaning.’ (Boye 2006, 191)

5.1. Kinds of functional overlap

Let us first elaborate on the different ways in ethithe meanings of the
linguistic elements may overlap. In both Bulgareamd Estonian the element
characterized as ‘grammatical evidential’ is a tams and the element
characterized as ‘epistemic word’ is a variableisTis obvious as in both

languages there is only one grammaticalized cayegfoevidentiality, but many

lexical words expressing epistemic and/or evidémtiaanings. Therefore we
may say that the variable ‘epistemic word’ takeedent values in a single
language. We already saw that one of the majomdigins that can be drawn
between the items in Table 1 is that some of thawe Ipredominantly epistemic
functions, whereas other predominantly evidentiahctions. Based on the
distinction between words with primary (or foregnoed) epistemic meaning
and such with primary (or foregrounded) evidentiganing we can distinguish
between two subtypes of our type IV:

IV(a): [EV-EP-p[pll;
IV(b): [EV-EP-ev [p]].

® In Boye’s system evidentials belong to the epistameaning domain.
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Once more, the index EP should not be misleadingignifies a word which is
classified in the descriptive grammars of Bulgarend Estonian as expressing
epistemic assessment. The indiggsand gy on the other hand stand for the
actual functional value of the signatum of EP. Titet subtype is exemplified in
(10); the story is about the security surveillanameras:

(10) Buoeomacusume na Jlonoon u Kaiipo ne ca UHMe2PUpPaHu
video_surveillance_areas of London and Cairo NEG3Rle integrated
Ha onpedeneHo Huego.llocne ce okasa, ye eKCni03Uue-vm
at certain level then turn_out.AOR.3SG that explosive-DEF
Modice ou uman 0anKancKu npou3xo00 — HO 0aiu
maybe have.PST.PTCP Balkan origin but Q(yes/no)

cKiaoosee-me u 6'b06u4€ pa60ma-ma C 63pusHU mamepuaiu y
storehouses-DEF arid_general work-DEF with explosive material at
HAC Hanpumep ce KOHMpoaupa no nooxoosuy Hauun?

us  for_examplemonitor.IMPS in adequate way

‘The areas with video surveillance in London andr&€are not integrated
at a certain level. It turned out then that thelesipes were maybe of
Balkan origin — but who knows whether here (in Buig, P.K.) for
example the storage of the explosive materialstia@avork with them in
general is monitored in an adequate way.’
(http://newteck.orbitel.bg/computer/articles.phplis_id=56&unit_id=495
&article_id=1651)

We are dealing here with a semantically and pragaiat unified expression,
although it can be formally deconstructed into apression of inferential
evidentiality inducing a certain amount of doubtdainto a corroborating
adverb of middle certaintyuporce 6u ‘perhaps, maybe’).

Comparing the examples of concord reading (9) 4@, (ve can see that in
both cases the function of the Bulgarian grammempressing indirect
evidentiality is contextually specified as inferiaht This observation is
consonant with the view according to which the riefgial meaning is located at
the borderline of evidentiality and modality (seenvder Auwera & Plungian
1998, 85; Palmer 2001, 8-9, 24-26; Dendale & Tassko®001). It is crucial
however, that the concord reading is licensed ial®ases where the function of
the evidential form is not specified as inferentMlitness (11), in which the
writer sends a query to an online forum. The euidéform 6uz ‘be.PST.PTCP’
conveys here a hearsay from unspecified source(d) tagether withmai
‘probably, it seems’, which is vague between epistdy and evidentiality,
expresses uncertainty in the truth of the propasitHere also, | believe, a
concord (or holistic) analysis is more adequate #drmanalytic one.

(11) 3nae  nwu HAKOU KAK CMOU 6bNPOC-bM € YeHa-ma Ha
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know.3SG Q(yes/no) anybody how stands question-Dkith price-DEF of

xocmune-a 3a Javau  PHP,3awomo ucka-m oa cu  npasa
hosting-DEF for Java and PHP since want-1SGto REE&LSG

newama naldava,a He naPHP @e 2o 3na-m u He
things-DEF on Java but NEG on PHP NEG it know-1S& aNEG

ucka-m oa 20 yia axo moxce). Mait oun
want-1SG to it learn.1SGif possible probafady it seems be.PST.PTCP

6 nNvmu no-cKwvn.

many times more_expensive

‘Does anybody know how the question stands witlarégo the hosting
price for Java and PHP since | want to do my thinigls Java, not with
PHP (which I'm not familiar with and don’t want tearn if at all
possible). It is supposed to be many times morersipe.’
http://clubs.dir.bg/showflat.php?Board=java&NumhbE937935356&page
=0&view=collapsed&sb=3&vc=1

Further evidence for the claim that the concordliregis not triggered only
in contexts marked for inferential evidentiality jsovided by Estonian. As
already noted in Section 3, the Estonian gramniagigdential only encodes the
meaning of reported evidentiality. If the necesseoydition for the concord
interpretation were the inferential reading of grammatical evidential, then
one would not expect to find instantiations of timgerpretation in Estonian.
Nevertheless, such instantiations are attested.si@en (12) in a short
commentary on black economy and prostitution, shigid in the Estonian
newspaper ‘Sakala’ on 12 March 2004.

(12) Olen mitme tuttava k&est pari-nud, kas Viljandi-s
be.1SG several acquaintance from  ask-PST.PTCP Q(yes/ndjpndi-INE
on vOimalik prostituuti tellida. K&ik nad on vastad
be.3SG possible prostitute order all they be.3S€ooed-PST.PTCP
olakehituse-gavdi 6el-nud kbhklevalt, et mone aastst
shrug-COM or say-PST.PTCP hesitantly  that some yeasgo
vist ole-vasaa-nud  kull.
perhaps be-EV get-PST.PTCP indeed
‘I have asked many of my acquaintances if it issfiale to order a
prostitute in Viljandi (a town in South EstoniaKB. All of them have
answered by shrugging their shoulders, or hesytaatying that some
years ago it had (perhaps) been possible.’
(http://vana.www.sakala.ajaleht.ee/rubriigid. htmifrber=576)

Here the refusal to give a univocal answer to thestjon asked by the narrator,

i.e. the avoidance of responsibility, is explicitharked by the wor#&dhklevalt
‘hesitantly’. Therefore the sequence in bold istlmxessed holistically. None
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of the other readings seems adequate. Readinge¢hience one would hardly
assume that the wondst ‘perhaps’ is in the scope of the report (cf. regdin
Even more unlikely is the reading with narrow scep@entiality (cf. reading
I), i.e. where the people answering the questienramt sure whether they have
heard the facts about prostitution or not. The ditateading (cf. reading Ill) is
discarded because the wondt ‘perhaps, maybe’ and the hearsay fayla-vat
‘be-EV’, which induces doubt, are felt too similand somehow functionally
redundant, which means that we are not dealing with independent
gualifications of the status of the proposition.

The discussion so far brings us to the necessarglusion that the functional
overlap of the grammatical evidential and the epist words is larger than the
area covered by the notion of inferentiality.

Consider now the second group of cases with coneading — the subtype
[EV-EP:£y [p]]. Here the grammatical evidential co-occurs wath evidential
word and the resultant effect is different from #féect triggered by the first
subtype. The difference is due to the fact thatftimetional domain covered by
the grammatical evidential does not overlap withit bather contains the
functional domain covered by the evidential wortisTis a natural consequence
of the fact that lexical expressions are more djgedn meaning than
grammatical ones. Such sequences are thereforabtestinted for in terms of
specification and disambiguation (terms used byeB2906, 133, 191). Witness
(13), where the grammatical evidential encodes eengeneral evidential term
and the evidential adverb specifies/disambigudtesrieaning of this term. The
evidential formuvan ‘have.PST.PTCP’ expresses general indirect evidkgyti
and the adverluesuono ‘apparently’ specifies it into inferential evideality
and more specifically into an inference based soaliperception.

(13) O6cwvouxme 6neyamieHus-ma Om CbCmesaunue-mo u om opyeu
discuss.AOR.1PL impressions-DEF from contest-DEF and from other

Hewa Cay4eaw ce HAoKON0 8 eOuH (hypeon, Ha cmyOeHu Oe3aiKOX0IHU
things taking_place around dne van at cold non-alcoholic
nanumxu. Charlie oiimo ouesuono uman medwcka eeuep)

drinks Charlie  who apparentlyhave.PST.PTCP heavy evening

npeyenu, ye npocmo Hewama HAMA maxka JjiecHo 0a
decide.AOR.3SG that simply things NEG.FUT so easiliNF.COMP

ce uzbucmpam 6 2iaga-ma My u oe npuHyoeH o0a cu
become_clear.3PL inhead-DEF his and be.AOR.3SGcefbr {0 REFL
83eme  oupa.

take.3SG beer

‘We discussed our impressions of the contest ad fither things going
on while sitting in the van with our soft drinksh&lie (who obviously
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had had a heavy night) decided that the thingssiméad wouldn’t
become clear that simply and was forced to get élinasbeer.
(http://clubfl.net/forums/index.php?showtopic=37®id=83133&mode=
threaded&start=)

A native speaker of Bulgarian may have doubts & #cceptability of the
sentence containing the grammatical evidential famd the evidential adverb
in (13). It may seem elliptic, in which case theited element would be the
form 6ewe ‘be.IMPF.3SG’ occurring between the two forms indocAdding
this form, we would have a free collocation of therd ouesuono ‘apparently’
and the regular form of pluperfect indicativewe uman ‘be.lMPF.3SG
have.PST.PTCP’. One may speculate that the examg[E3) is nothing but a
case of auxiliary ellipse caused by carelessnessveftheless, similar
occurrences are also attested in edited texts.xAmple is found in a historical
survey of the uprising of the Bulgarian Paulicanghe eleventh century; cf.
(14).

(14) Kaxmo paskaszeéa euszanmuticka-ma ucmopuuxa Anna Komununa, npes
as narrate.3SG Byzantine-DEF historian Anna Komnene rindu
10842, (nauano-mo na eéwcmanue-mo)Tpasvn 6un geue
1084 year beginning-DEFof uprising-DEF  Trdv  be.PST.PTCP already
wecma 200una auden u oosepen ‘cayea’ (m.e. edun om OauzKu-me

sixth year personal and confidential servant i.e.ne o of close-DEF
A0lOMaHmu UIU  OPBAHCEHOCYU) HA HelHus Oawd, NpociaseHu-sim
adjutants or armour-bearers of her father celebrated-DEF
nwbIK080OeY u umnepamop Anexcuii | Komnun (1081-1118).
military_commander and emperor Alexios | Komnenos 081+1118

Kamo npecmemnem epeme-mo na maszu cuyocda, mo HI0BOUBCKUSMN
as calculate-1PL  time-DEF of this position then VEIG.ATTR
NABIUKAHUH O4€6UOHO Oun cpeo  Hal-8epHu-me  Xopa Ha
paulican apparently be.PST.PTCP amongpst_faithfulDEF people of

Anexcuit | Komnun owe om 1078-10792. u e

Alexios | Komnenos  ever since 16479  year ande.3SG

npPeNCUBSLIL 3aedHo cvbCc o5l ‘nampor’ peduya nobeou u
experience.PST.PTCPtogether with his  patron series_of victories and
mpuqubu, KAaKkmo u HeéMalKo mesHcKu u3numaHu.

triumphs as_well_as and not_a_few hard probations

‘As is documented by the Byzantine historian Anraridene, in the year
1084 (in the beginning of the uprising) Ti#akad already for six years
been a trusted personal ‘servant’ (i.e. one otthse adjutants and
armour-bearers) of her father, the celebratedamlicommander and
emperor Alexios | Komnenos (1081-1118). If we agdhe time of his
service, then the Plovdiv-born Paulican had appyréeen one of the

18



most trusted people of Alexios | Komnenos everesithe years 1078—
1079 and had experienced together with his patmumaber of victories as
well as many hardships.’
(http://liternet.bg/publish13/p_pavlov/buntari/tyduntm)

As already noted, in such occurrences the evidentiaord
specifies/disambiguates the more general eviderigaihh encoded by the
grammatical evidential. This effect is possibleyom Bulgarian, because the
Bulgarian indirect evidential is such that it cadpecified into narrower terms
by the lexical items listed in Table 1. The Estongvidential term is narrowly
reported and therefore co-occurrences with infeakatlverbs like those in (13)
and (14) cannot have concord readings, but onlginga where the items in the
sequence are in scopal dependency, cf. (15)

(15) Ta ole-vat nahtavasti t66-I.
s/lhe be-EV apparently work-ADE
‘It is said that s/he is apparently at work.

This granted, we can now try to identify the licegsconditions of what we
called ‘concord (or holistic) reading’. As we areating with overlapping
domains, this can be done with the help of the fimoh the set theory known as
Venn diagrams. Before doing that, we will take §panted, that evidentiality
and epistemic modality imply each other. Any explicarking of the source of
information correlates with the degree of the spe€akcommitment to the truth
of the proposition, and vice versa, the degreeoairnitment correlates with the
temporal or spatial distance between the statdfairsa referred in the
proposition and the participant which functions asdeictic center of the
utterance. Consider now the types of intersection illustratedrigure 1. We
have only two sets, indicated respectively with & the meaning domain
covered by the grammatical evidential, and B fa theaning domain covered
by the epistemic or evidential word. We will beergsted here only in cases
where the grammatical evidential and the epistgimicevidential) lexeme co-
occur and share the same semantic scope. Beari timind we can identify
the following types of intersections.

Figure l.Intersections of the meanings of the grammaticalential and the
epistemic (or evidential) word

" This entails that evidentiality is a deictic natja position recently defended by de Haan
(2005) that | agree with.
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In the first diagram, there is no overlap in theamiags of the grammatical
and the lexical item. In such cases we expectth®at combination is accessed
always analytically as a free collocation of twdependent qualifications of the
propositional content. This corresponds to our type

In the second diagram, the intersection is not raptg set, i.e. there is an
overlap between the meanings of the two elemems.this case, their
combination can be accessed holistically as subtwa). The intersection
comprises at least the notional domain of infeedityi, but does not seem to be
restricted to it. As a result, the two elements eseprehended as somewhat
redundant. In certain functionalist studies of niitggsee Lyons 1977, 807-
808; Coates 1983, 45-46, 137-138; Palmer 2001, s¥%ijlar cases are labelled
‘harmonic combinations’ of two modals while in tfeemally orientated studies
this phenomenon has been recently labelled a ‘medacord’ (Geurts &
Huitink 2006), drawing on the parallel with the pbenenon called ‘negative
concord’ where two overt negators yield a singleerapor. Halliday noted
already in 1970 that in such cases the co-occumiadals reinforce each other
(Halliday 1970, 331). In our case, the ‘reinforceteanings are those meanings
that are confined to the overlapping area in tlgmim.

In the third diagram, one of the sets is confindthiw the other one. As
already said, such cases can be accounted forrimstef specification or
disambiguation. The item whose functional rangeeisignated by the set A can
be said to be underspecified, and the item whasetitnal range corresponds to
the set B specifies it. This is our subtype IV (Which as we saw, is attested
only in Bulgarian. As the Estonian evidential graeme encodes reported
evidence, combining it with an inferential word Vduyield either scopal
reading, i.e. reading in which either the infereixcen scope of the report or the
report is in the scope of the inference, or sanopeacbut ‘analytic’ reading. If,
on the other hand, the Estonian evidential is coexbiwith a particle or an
adverb expressing reported evidentiality, the mearreas covered by these
items would just coincide and bring about redunglanc

5.2. Medium certainty as a licensor of the concorceading
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Let us now elaborate on the question of how theaswics of the particular
epistemic and/or evidential words correlate witte thifferent readings. In
particular, we are interested to discover whicimgeof those listed in Table 1
engage with the evidentials in combinations that lzsa accessed holistically. It
seems that such readings are licensed only in cw@tibns where the
grammatical marker of evidentiality co-occurs wdhlexeme expressing or
implying a middle degree of certainty (or commitrf)eghat the facts referred to
by the proposition obtain. An apparent explanafmmthis tendency is that the
evidential grammemes of Bulgarian and Estonian ynmpiddle rather than full
or low certainty. Using an expression of indiregtdentiality usually implies
that the speaker does not want to commit himseli an opinion as to whether
the reported state of affairs obtains or not. Tlweeein those combinations
where the grammatical evidential and the lexicgregsion of middle certainty
share the same scope, the latter are perceiveonashsw superfluous. Due to
the meaning intersection, the analytic readingssally not selected and the
only remaining way is that of convergence of the ftems into a single unit,
where the epistemic stance which can be paraph@sedam not absolutely
sure inp’ or ‘I do not fully commit myself tq’ is reinforced.

With regard to the combinations with words expnegsiull or weak
certainty, our evidence is that the first can reeadither scopal (types | and Il)
or — only in Bulgarian — analytic interpretatiorygge 1ll), whereas the latter
seem to be restricted to only scopal interpretatidme reason for this is that
words expressing low certainty (or commitment) éanconsidered as implicit
negators: qualifications like ‘hardly normally imply ‘notp’. As a result such
combinations yield clearly two distinct operatayae of which (evidentiality) is
not truth-functional whereas the other one (negatis truth-functional, and
hence the combination cannot be accessed hollgtiddiese observations are
illustrated in Figure 2 which follows the convemt# distinction between four
degrees of certainty used in Table 1.

Figure 2.Correlation between the type of interaction anddiegree of certainty
adduced by the epistemic (or evidential) word itgBtian and Estonian.

21



Bulgarian DEGREEOF  Estonian

CERTAINTY
[ ( - \
o
&
analytic< C
|_
[0
scopa)< concord< > scopal
>
5 concord- analytic
L
\_ N
X
<
2
\ v j

The distribution in the figure leads to a numberrepercussions for the
licensing conditions of the different readings.sEint is clear that the scopal
interpretation is possible regardless of the degfeeertainty adduced by the
lexical word. In both Bulgarian and Estonian thexe instantiations of scopal
dependency between the grammatical evidential @@ pistemic (or evidential
word) all along the spectrum of certainty adducgdhe latter.

With regard to the difference between the analgtid concord reading, it is
not easy to decide between them without a thor@xgimination of the relevant
context. The area on the scale where the anabaiding is available is larger or
equivalent to the area permitting concord integiren. This is a data-driven
generalization, which can also be reached dedugtiiewe assume that any
free collocation of two independent qualificatiomaipressions is prior to cases
where these expressions are felt as parts of &essegnantic unit, it follows that
the analytic reading is licensed at least in thmesanvironments where the
holistic reading is licensed. In Bulgarian, casebem the grammatical
evidential co-occurs with an epistemic or evidditiard inducing full degree of
certainty could only have scopal or analytic regdiwhereas the concord
reading is reserved for co-occurrences with wordkicing medium-to-strong
certainty. The instantiations of concord readinghwivords inducing strong
certainty are rarer and more specific than thogh wbrds expressing medium
certainty. Strong certainty items can only yield thipe of concord reading that
we characterized as evidential specification (teamples (13) and (14)).
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Compared to Bulgarian, Estonian seems to be masteaative with regard to
the availability of the analytic and the concordenpretations. Combinations
with words inducing strong certainty always recesempal interpretation. For
example, the Estonian sentence in (16) where thenmiatical evidential is
combined with an adverb expressing strong certagaty only receive scopal
interpretation:

(16) Ta ole-vat tbenaoliselttdo-I.
s/lhe be-EV probably work-ADE
‘It is said that s/he is probably at work.
*|t is said and I think it is probable that s/reeat work.’

The difference between Bulgarian and Estonian & dkailability of the
different readings mirrors the functional rangetloé respective grammatical
markers of evidentiality. The Bulgarian evidentiglammeme has broader
semantics and so the array of epistemic words witiich it can form a
‘harmonic combination’ is larger than in Estoniém.Section 7, we will return
to this regularity and look for an operational @evihat can be used to detect the
precise semantic range of any evidential grammenaay language.

5.3. Non-specific referent as a licensor of the coard (or holistic) reading

We noted in Section 5.1. that the concord integti@t is not restricted to cases
where the grammatical evidential receives an imfigae specification, but also
to cases where it has hearsay interpretation. Tiaé/sis of the Bulgarian and
Estonian data pinpoints a specific condition thigers the concord reading in
such cases of reported evidentiality. It relateth&identity of the referent of the
report. The grammatical evidential may be used ¢oraext which specifies the
individual from whom the speaker has acquired ttfiermation concerning or

in a context which does not specify the sourcehefreport, but rather indicates
that the speaker has acquired the information apddm different sources at
different times or that determining the referenttw report is irrelevant in the
given speech situation. In the first case we adindbout a specific referent of
the evidential expression, in the second about spatific referent of the
evidential expression.

In Bulgarian and Estonian, the concord readingismé in contexts with non-
specific referent. Consider the following exampla Bulgarian. It comes from
an Internet discussion concerning an earthquakehwhiok place the day
before. The earthquake was light; it was felt objy some people in certain
districts of Eastern Sofia, where the protagonishe story lives.

(A7) A3 nvk cu nomuciux,  uye cwvceo-a Towo ce e
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| but REFL.DAT think.AOR.1SG that neighbour-DEF oS REFL be.3SG

UBMBPCUTL no ev3. M Huwo uwyoHo, Ham enuyeHmwvp-a
tumble_down.PST.PTCP on ass and nothing surprisisigt epicentre-DEF
Mmaii oun 6 Mnadocm ...

probablyas it seems be.PST.PTCP in Mladost

‘And | thought that my neighbour ToSo fell on hsclside. It doesn’t
surprise me, wasn'’t the epicentre supposed to Middost (a residential
area in Sofia; P.K.).

(http://muro.biz/old/?p=253)

It seems that the author of (17) has gatheredntioennation about the epicentre
of the earthquake from one or several sources, pbnrehich is fully reliable.
The referent of the evidential qualification is mantextually specified, which
in turn triggers an interpretation in which the egacannot identify any scopal
relation between the two elements in bold. Consgidethat these elements have
partly overlapping meanings, the speaker is lefthwihe possibility for
interpreting them in terms of redundancy and regdgment, in which case the
concord interpretation is activated. These stijputet are easy to check. If we
insert into the second sentence of (17) a clauserireg to a specific source of
information about the epicentre then the scoparpretation [EV [EP g]]]
arises leaving no space for any other interpratatio other words, if we added
a clause like ‘according to my uncle’ to (17) therd maii automatically
receives a narrow scope interpretation with respgectthe expression of
evidentiality.

This observation has important consequences. ihsdhat utterances with
non-specific referent of the report involve an iefeial step by the speaker.
This means that the evidential qualification in teenes like (17) can be
paraphrased as ‘From what | have heard, | inferghar ‘I guess from hearsay
thatp'. In fact, it is this inferential step which bindlse reported evidentiality
and the degree of certainty in a unified expresdiois interesting that Estonian
— a language with a grammaticalized term of repbeiddentiality, also allows
such inferential interpretations in contexts withnrspecific referent. Witness
(18), where the story is about the Eurovision soomgest.

(18) Aga sel aastal oli siiski Ullatavalt hea. Tavapéaean
but this year be.PST.3SG  however surprisingly gacial
saastalaadung loomulikult ka — lood, mis mitte egigi
scum_load naturally too  songs which NEG.ADV anyghENCL
siima ei paista ja mis pane-vad métlema, et kuissal
eye.INENEG shine and which put-3PL think.SUP that if such

lood on saa-nud 10 parema hulka, siis milline see
numbers be.3SG get-PST.PTAB best.GEN set.INE then what kind_of this
uldine tase veel oli, mis ka Ullatavalt kdrgast
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common level again be.PST.3SG which also surpfigirtggh perhaps
ole-vat ol-nud

be-EV be-PST.PTCP

‘But it was surprisingly good this year. The ordinarap, too, of course —
faceless songs that make you think that if suclgsane among the ten
best, then what might the general level have bsbich is also supposed
to have been surprisingly high.’
(http://www.allstarz.ee/foorum/viewthread.php?fi@&tid=629&action=
printable)

The source of information about the quality of thiear's Eurovision is
undetermined and probably of dubious reliabilitheTunderspecification of the
information source together with the adverb expnestess than full certainty
leads to an inferential reading of the sequendmid. If the information about a
particular event is obtained through sources dedsht reliability, the speaker
synthesizes it in a similar way as in a typicaleca$ inferentiality where he
gathers pieces of physical evidencegor

These facts lead to two important repercussiornst,Rhey indicate that the
licensing conditions we outlined presuppose eabbrotn other words, it seems
that the syntagm of the grammatical evidential gaedword expressing medium
certainty is assigned concord reading only in ¢thseeferent of the report is not
specified, and conversely, a non-specific refeteggiers concord interpretation
only in case the grammatical marker is combinech vét word expressing
medium certainty.

The second and more important repercussion is tuoatrary to the
stipulation made in Section 5.1, the instantiatiohgoncord reading may still
be reduced to the functional notion of inferentyaliEven if second-hand
evidence is involved, this evidence is filtered thutough what we called an
inferential step.

6. Further evidence for the ‘concord’ hypothesis

The reader may have noticed that | have so farpnesented any empirical
evidence showing that what was called the concorch¢listic) reading really
exists. Speaking about the holistic reading pressgg at least some degree of
formal bondedness, i.e. an increase of the intimaayn which the two
collocating elements are connected to each othe® (£hmann 2002b, 131-
139). In our case, however, there are no direatssighatsoever of increased
bondedness, and therefore we have to admit thahgtistic’-claim belongs to
the realm of native linguistic intuitions that camrbe easily verified. The
‘concord’-claim, on the other hand, is a weakersi@r of the ‘holistic’-claim
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and therefore seems more suitable for the desmmiif cases where a certain
amount of semantic but not necessarily formal cuaece is at play.

One sign for the increase of the intimacy betweem two elements is
provided by their collocational frequencies. Thisrevidence indicating that the
Bulgarian and Estonian grammatical evidentials slpogferences with respect
to particular lexical items. Table 2 presents sdpreliminary) statistical data
for the existence of such preferences. The firkiroa of the table indicates the
number of the most frequent collocations of thengreatical marker of
evidentiality and epistemic or evidential word.Bulgarian, the most frequent
collocation is ‘evidential grammeme mau’. This means that the number in the
first cell indicates the frequency of the casesnehibe wordwau ‘probably, it
seems’ immediately follows or precedes the auxiliass past participle. In
Estonian, the most frequent collocation is ‘evidEngrammeme +vist. Thus,
the number in the second cell of the first columdicates cases where the word
vist ‘perhaps, possibly’ immediately follows or precedes evidentialzat-form.
The second column contains the respective numbarsthe second most
frequent collocations; in Bulgarian thisdgposmno ‘most likely’ preceding or
following the auxiliary-less past participle, and Estonianehk ‘maybe,
perhaps’ preceding or following the evidentratform.

Table 2.Comparison of the frequencies of the two most camcobiocations of
evidential grammeme and epistemic (or evidentiabrdvin Bulgarian and
Estonian

the most frequent collocation the second mosukat
collocation
Bulgarian| (ev. grammemenki) 183 (ev. grammeme geposimno) 82
Estonian | (ev. grammemevist) 161 (ev. grammemeehl 14

The distribution in the table is significant (chjtmre=31.19425, p=.000)
showing that the lexical itemsai ‘probably, it seems’ in Bulgarian andst
‘perhaps, possibly’ in Estonian are much more pedfie in collocation with the
relevant grammatical markers of evidentiality tlzary of the remaining lexical
items. This, of course, applies only in case weirassthat the overall frequency
of these lexical items is similar. A Google searahhich shows only
approximate numbers, confirms that this assumpsionore or less correct. The
search foruau yields approximately 1 680 000 Google hits and dkarch for
seposimno approximately 1 420 000 hits. In Estoniarst shows approximately

1 740 000 hits, andehk approximately 1 500 000 hits. Thus, despite the

® The calculation tool uses Yates’ correction fontimuity, which reduces the magnitude of
the difference between expected and observed fretpgeby 0.5.
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similarity in the token frequencies of the Bulgariaui: andeeposmmno, the first
occurs over twice more often than the second inocalion with the
grammatical evidential. In Estonian, this tendeisogven more striking. Despite
the similarity in token frequency ofist and ehk the first occurs over eleven
times more frequently in collocation with the graatioal gram than the second.
The only conclusion that forces itself upon ushisttthe grammatical evidential
is sensitive to a particular word, which expresseslium certainty and thus
generates redundancy.

Is it interesting that native speakers of Bulgaaan Estonian often consider
sentences containing combinations of the grammati@aker of evidentiality
and a word expressing middle certainty somewhatbowvdened and redundant
if such sentences are out of the context, but d&ytlare surrounded by the
original context their acceptability to the speakarcreases substantially, and
the characterization of ‘redundancy’ is replacethveiomething like ‘motivated
reinforcement’. This granted we can draw a parali@gh the reinforcement
occurring within the paradigms of grammatical ewiiity. The paradigm of
the Bulgarian evidential is composed by aorist mperfect past participles
which can occur with or without the past participlethe auxiliary verb. The
past participle of the auxiliary usually denoteisi@sm and distrust on behalf of
the speaker (see Demina 1959, 323; GBE II, 3603r@fbre some studies (such
as Nitsolova 2006) postulate a separate paradighutmfative forms which is to
be distinguished from the paradigm of the ‘renareatforms. Compare the
evidential renarrative form in (19a) with the ewntial dubitative in (19b):

(19) a. mou Kazan
he say.PST.PTCP
‘Reportedly, he said ...’

b. mou oun Kazan
he  be.PST.PTCP say.PST.PTCP
‘Reportedly (but | doubt it), he said ...’

Due to its function to increase the distance betwthe speaker and the event
referred to by the proposition, the participle leé giuxiliary can be characterized
here as a ‘distance particle’, a term originallgdi®y Johanson (see Johanson
1998, 146). Such distance particles enhance theteapic component in
meaning of the compound.

Consider now an analogous case in Estonian. Befidededicated marker of
evidentiality vat, Estonian has the multifunctional modal vegislama (with
premodal meaning ‘to hold’) which in addition to m&mic, deontic and
epistemic necessity is used as a marker of evialéptiThe dedicated marker
-vat is often suffixed to this verb, which enhances skase of doubt; witness
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(20) adopted from Kehayov (2002, 136). In (20a)ewehthe suffix vatis the
only marker of evidentiality, we are dealing withtypical case of reported
evidentiality, which may, but need not, imply a sermf doubt. In (20bjvat is
suffixed to the verlpidamaand the cooperative meaning of the whole verb form
is that of report accompanied by a stronger sehdeubt.

(20) a. Ta olevatTallinna-s
s/he be-EV  Tallinn-INE

‘Reportedly, s/he is in Tallinn’

b. Ta pida-vat Tallinna-s olema.
s/he must-EV  Tallinn-INE be-SUP

‘Reportedly (but | do not subscribe to this vieg/je is in Tallinn.’

Now, what is common between the cases in (19) adgnd the combinations
of grammatical and lexical items with concord iptetation is the semantic
effect of reinforcement. The difference, on theeothand, between these cases
is that in (19) and (20) we are dealing with a graticalized means of
reinforcement whereas in the combinations of gratitalaand lexical items
with concord reading the relationship between th@ telements is not
grammaticalized.

It was stressed on several occasions that theam isnplicational relation
between the meanings of evidentiality and epistgynias the cognitive
remoteness of the source of information correlaiigls the degree of certainty.
Despite this, only one of these meanings is comstl@ focal meaning (cf.
Wiemer 2006, who draws a distinction between fa@rad associated meanings
in his analysis of Polish lexical evidentials). Téfere, we can claim that in a
complex sequence of two items with similar meaningscertain meaning
(evidential or epistemic) can be focalized both ¢gammatical or non-
grammatical structural means. The only reason \eyconcord interpretation
does not seem so obvious in cases where grammatichlexical items are
combined is that it is not overtly marked in therptmsyntax of the language.

7. Some consequences of general relevance

The effect of reinforcement can be compared witesaf reduplication where
the property denoted by the repeated word is emthri€ someone saygood

good dogit normally means that the dog is very good, ilee toncept of
‘goodness’ is reinforced. We saw that certain corations of ‘evidential’ and
‘epistemic’ yield an increase of douiot the truth of the proposition, in which
case we may say that the concept of ‘doubt’ isfoeaed. Although this parallel
might seem speculative, both examples involve cea&ment of a term. The
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very existence of such effect leads us again tagtlestion whether we should
look for an umbrella term for evidentiality and seimicity. Such an umbrella
term would be a narrowly defined functional catggahich encompasses only
two subcategories: the one of evidentiality andahe of epistemicity. In such a
way, the concord analysis provides another pieeaviofence for the conceptual
affinity of evidentiality and epistemic modality. uBjarian and Estonian
grammatical evidentiality systems are among thet fdtiscovered and best
described evidentiality systems in the world. Maexp due to the work of
Jakobson (Jakobson 1971), the Bulgarian evidetytialjstem has played an
important role in establishing the cross-linguistategory of evidentiality. It is
thus beyond doubt that the cognitive basis thatamed an establishment of a
new a grammatical category distinct from modaliythese languages is firm
enough. Nevertheless, the surprising number ofscadeere the grammatical
evidential and an epistemic word ‘reinforce’ a coommmeaning component
urge us to reconsider whether even these langudmest warrant an umbrella
term for the notions of evidentiality and episteityidrom which this meaning
component can be abstracted.

The second important consequence emerges as watdlo& size of the area
of overlap of the linguistic elements which areds& be evidential and
epistemic. We know from the previous research Balgarian encodes the
broader term of ‘indirect’ evidentiality while Est@n encodes the narrower
term of ‘reported’ evidentiality. This in turn le;dus to the idea that the
functional overlap between the grammatical evidggnénd the domain of
epistemicity is larger in Bulgarian than in Estonidhis idea is articulated in
Plungian’s notion of ‘modalized’ evidentiality sgsh used for the description of
the Balkan systems (Plungian 2001). Consider Figuravhich illustrates the
size of the overlapping area. In the figure we hawe diagrams with
overlapping rings. The left ring stands for thediimnal domain covered by the
relevant evidential grammeme, whereas the rightstards for the domain of
epistemicity.

Figure 3.The size of the epistemic component in the furetbthe evidential
grammemes

Bulgarian Estonian
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These diagrams portray the situation not only itgBtan and Estonian, but in
any two languages with different semantic ranges thdir grammatical
evidentials.

Why is the size of the overlapping area importdfit8t, in languages with
minor overlap between the functions of the gramcahtevidential and the
domain of epistemicity we can expect co-occurrendgés epistemic items to be
more common than in languages with more significargrlap. The smaller is
the overlapping area, the lesser is the chanceafdunctional ‘clash’ and
redundancy. By virtue of the economy principle, tiee of expressions with
overlapping meanings is to be avoided.

On the other hand, in languages with greater opdy&ween the functions of
the grammatical evidential and the domain of epigtgdy concord
interpretations are more likely to occur than ingaages with minor overlap. If
the area of overlap is larger, the relative freqyenf the instantiations of
concord reading — i.e. their percentage from thil tof the attested co-
occurrences with epistemic items — is expectedetdigher. This is because a
larger region of the semantic space is encodedereity more linguistic
expressions than a smaller region or by the sammbeu of linguistic
expressions with more general meanings. Both pitiisib have frequential
effect. In our case, the chance that the overlapamea is encoded linguistically
is greater in Bulgarian than in Estonian.

Unfortunately, we cannot test these deductivelyeadd claims as we do not
have comparable corpora for Estonian and Bulgaridanetheless, these
generalizations are significant as they seem td fal any two languages with
grammatical evidentials.

The evidence from Bulgarian and Estonian that wesHaoked at so far can
be helpful if we want to elaborate a waterproof moet with which we can
identify the exact functional range of any gramuwwsltievidential in any
language. We will take for granted that any two kass with cognitively
adjacent and/or partly overlapping meanings arejestdd to specific
restrictions as for their co-occurrence in the sametence. Furthermore, we
will adopt the assumption that if the co-occurrenfdhese two markers in a
single sentence is accepted, there is still anatiieof restrictions which govern
the semantic effects induced by such co-occurreBcppose we study the
functions of a certain marker in certain languajewe find out what the
relevant restrictions are we would be able to deitee precisely the functional
boundaries of this marker and to better locate ge@mantic space. Say we study
the functions of certain grammatical marker of ewtality. Combining this
marker with different items expressing epistemidaliy helps to determine its
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functional range. In light of the above evident following aspects should be
taken into consideration:

1) Does the combination of the grammatical evidemti#th epistemic items

generate concord readings?

2) If it does, with which particular epistemic itemses this happen?

3) What is the position of these epistemic items @nsitale of certainty?

4) Are there any epistemic items which particularlyeaf enter into a

concord relation with the grammatical evidential?

The fieldworker's guides advanced in Kozintseva9d)9and Aikhenvald
(2004, 385-390) consider the compatibility of evitlel and modal markers a
relevant criterion for determining the type of emdial coding. The questions
above could be considered as a supplement to thedes. By answering these
four questions we could test the functional boumdanof the grammatical
evidential of any random language. The last questiacrucial as for whether a
particular combination of evidential and episteniiem is in process of
becoming conventionalized. The concord readingstha collocations of
Bulgarian and Estonian grammatical evidentials whthitemsuau ‘probably, it
seems’ andvist ‘perhaps, possibly’, respectively, form the majordf cases
where the collocation of grammatical evidential aistemic or evidential
word has concord reading in these langudddsereover, as we saw in Table 2,
these collocations make up a considerable shatieeafotal amount of attested
co-occurrences of grammatical evidential and epigteor evidential word. It
seems therefore that we are dealing with sensitivétween the grammatical
evidential and a certain epistemic word, which rhigéflect an early stage of
conventionalization of such complex expressions.aflvanced stage of such
conventionalization, on the other hand, would bsitaation where their co-
occurrence has became obligatory. Boye reportsafgonod number of cases
from different languages where two epistemic itearsconstructions with
overlapping meaning co-occur obligatorily in a uedf qualificational
expression (Boye 2006, 78-80, 189-191) and, folmgwihe postulates of the
grammaticalization theory, we could assume thah xpressions originate in
non-obligatory syntagmatic patterns.

As a final point, it should be noted that the cawocences of grammatical
and lexical expressions that we studied are sumghis common compared to
the co-occurrences of two grammatical or two leix@gressions of the relevant
categories. We saw in Section 2 that there arenabeu of studies concerned
with combinations of lexical or grammatical markefs epistemicity and/or

° | will refrain from presenting exact frequencibscause many of the examples of concord
reading might be considered ambiguous, also allgvian other readings and which may
therefore be considered controversial among spsakes clear, however, that they form the
majority of all cases of concord reading.
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evidentiality. We focused on the third possibilihngmely on co-occurrences of
grammatical and lexical marker. This choice turoeti to be successful as we
easily managed to gather a considerable body ahpbes. In contrast, both in
Bulgarian and Estonian, combinations of grammatiesfidentials with
‘epistemic’ moods, such as the conditional moo& angrammaticdl. The
compatibility of two lexical means of evidentialiijd epistemicity in Bulgarian
and Estonian has not yet been studied, but thetioriuis that many of the
possible combinations are not acceptable. It seberefore that if evidential
and epistemic modifiers are combined at differemels of linguistic expression
(lexicon and morphology, for example), they are enacceptable than if they
are combined at the same level of linguistic exgices This pattern might be
due to some general principle which blocks redunisnat the same level of
grammar, but allows them at different levels.

8. Conclusions

In this contribution, | outlined the types of irdaetion between grammatical
markers of evidentiality and lexical markers of st@micity and evidentiality.
These types were stipulated based only on Bulgaarah Estonian data, but
were assumed to be cross-linguistically perting@hie following four types of
interactions were distinguished:

1) The grammatical marker of evidentiality outscopbe epistemic (or

evidential) word.

2) The epistemic (or evidential) word outscopes tlergnatical marker of

evidentiality.

3) The two items are not in scopal dependency, butresgmt two

independent qualifications of the status of theppsition;

4) The two items are understood as parts of a singlitye which

‘reinforces’ a common meaning component.

This fourth type was referred to as ‘concord (ofidtic) reading’ of the
sequence of the grammatical marker of evidentiadihd an epistemic (or
evidential) word. The domain of medium certaintyvesll as the absence of
specific referent of the report were shown to teigtihe concord reading.

The central claim of this study was that the paksildor a concord reading
of such sequences should be seriously consideretieindescription of the
evidential and/or modal system of any language/als argued that if one wants
to determine the array of meanings expressed lyea grammatical evidential,

10 Except from the short conditional forms in Bulgarj which permit evidential marking
(see GBE Il, 370 for examples), but which are abisoby now. These evidential conditional
forms were in many cases homonymic with the relevaperfective past participles and
therefore do not qualify as adequate examples.
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the possibility for concord readings, the reguauf these readings and the
range of the specific semantic effects should bglagmatory as for the exact
functions of this grammeme.

Abbreviations

ADE - adessive case, ADV — adverb, AOR — aorist,TRT- attributive adjective, COM —
comitative case, DAT — dative case, DEF — defiaitiéicle, ENCL — enclitic, EP — epistemic: a
conventional term in the descriptive grammar— notionally epistemic, EV — evidential: a
conventional term in the descriptive grammar— notionally evidential, FUT — future tense,
GEN - genitive case, HOR — hortative, ILL — illaicase, IMP — imperative, IMPF — imperfect
(tense), IMPS — impersonal form, INE — inessiveec8NF.COMP — infinitival complement
INTERJ — interjection, NEG — negativie~ proposition, PASS — passive, PL — plural, PRON —
pronoun, PST — past tense, PTCP — patrticiple, Qestipn marker, REFL — reflexive, SG —
singular, SUP — supine, 1 — first person, 2 — seégarson, 3 — third person
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