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cnocobbl BblpaXkeHust aBnaeHUManbHoOCTW. VIcXoQHO HedTpanbHas KaTeropusi, oHa, Ha ypPoBHe
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The book attempts to provide a new approach to evidentiality, a specific linguistic category,
indicating the source of information, using Bulgarian, Macedonian and Albanian data.

4/6



Makapues M. M. 3BnpeHUManbHOCTL B MPOCTPaHCTBe 6aNKaHCKOro Tekcra

In the first chapter (“The concept and structure of evidentiality”) | dwell upon evidentiality
together with mirativity and epistemicity within a more general semantic frame of distance.

In the second chapter (“Grammatical evidentials in Balkan languages”) the inventory of
grammatical(ised) witnessed and unwitnessed evidentials is provided. Witnessed evidentials in
Bulgarian are forms in -x-/-$-/-o-, in Macedonian they are forms in -v-/-$8-/-j-/-@-, in both
languages dating back to Common Slavic aorist and imperfect. Unwitnessed evidentials in
Bulgarian and Macedonian are

/

-forms (dating back to Common Slavic perfect); in Albanian they are inverted perfect forms with
apocoped participle ending (cf.

ka shkruar

‘He has written.’ vs.

Shkrua-ka

‘He writes, indeed!’ or ‘He allegedly writes’). The description is provided not only synchronically
(both in standard language and in dialects), but also diachronically.

What until recently was the main object of interest in the majority of studies in Balkan
evidentiality (its forms and its place within the grammatical system of a given language), in this
book is a starting point of moving towards the description of evidential marking in the context.
First of all, the cases of common usage of lexical and evidential markers are considered (the
third chapter, “Lexical evidential markers in Balkan languages”). The common usage takes the
multiple meaning of both types of markers at play, but in each and every case the meanings are
not multiplied, but limited, so that we are able to define the straightforward meaning of the
construction.

In the second part of the book | dwell upon the role the grammatical evidentials play in
structuring the discourse (“narrative prospective”) and texts (its division into meaningful chunks;
marking of abstract and complicating action in Labov’s terms).

The fourth chapter (“Folklore text through the looking glass of evidentiality”) is focused on
evidential markers in one Balkan text, which exists in many versions — the Dead Brother’s Song.
In folklore language the straight evidential meaning (“| saw it.” vs. “l was told.”) becomes
irrelevant, and their main function is the indication of the semiotic prospective the singer of tales
is taking with the respect of the text being told (inside/outside) and structuring the text itself (its
beginning/end/junctures of the meaningful chunks; word formulas; lexical groups of verbs of
speech and verbs of motion).
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The fifth chapter (“Evidentiality in the language of the media”) includes semiotic analysis of
grammatical evidentials usage during the large scale socual and political changes in the Balkan
states. | take under consideration Bulgarian reports from the USSR/post-Soviet space in the late
1980s-early 1990s, Kosovo Albanian electronic media during the Kosovo crisis in 1990s and
Macedonian and Albanian bilingual political discourse ten years after the radical changes in the
language and national policy in Macedonia after Ohrid agreements in 2001. What is important
for evidential marking in texts like these is not the witness/non-witness status of the speaker,
but the oppositions near/far and one/other (friend/foe).

It is remarkable that the way grammatical evidentials are used in folklore texts and in
mass-media discourse has little to do with evidentiality as it is usually defined, but the base of
this usage is the semiotic opposition of information as marked as one (= included in the
personal memory sphere of the speaker) or

other

(= the information towards which the speaker holds some distance). And this brings us back to
the primary meaning of distance we believe to lie under the evidential opposition.
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