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Abstract

Aim. The following article goes back to a series of research work on modality and evidentiality and
focuses on the interrelation and division of labor between the syntax-semantic interface and the ex-
pressions with grammatical categories of mood and mode on one side, and lexical or morphological
items on the other.

Methodology. The present article is based on functional approach of functional syntax and semantics
combined with the theory of generative grammar and minimalism. The second part has a compara-
tive component showing the wide range of affixal expressions with which the agglutinative languag-
es such as Kazakh and Kirgiz mark epistemic modality. The comparative approach is seemingly to
be preferred over a monolingual functional one because the comparison can show differences and
similarities and thus shed light into new ways of conveying grammatical functions and lexical mean-
ings in different types of languages.

Results. It can be shown that while modality is a category which seems to have universal implications,
that means there are no languages which lack modality, evidentiality can be expressed either explicitly
(by lexical or grammatical expressions) or implicitly (via pragmatic inference, deixis or presuppositins).
Research implications. As opposed to the Indo-European languages where the distincition of epis-
temic modality and evidentiality is based on the so called portmanteu effect, meaning that epistemic
modality can include evidentiality, the expression of evidentiality in Kazakh and Kirgiz is expressed
by inference or deicticly. This material makes a certain contribution to the further development of
the theory of modality as a universal language category from the perspective of both Russian and
Turkological comparative linguistics.
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AHHOTaynA

Llenb. [laHHas cTaTbs BOCXOAUT K CEpPUI UCCNEA0BaHUIA MOJANbHOCTI 11 3BUAEHLNANBHOCTM U hO-
KYCWPYEeTCA Ha B3aMOCBA3N U pa3feneHun Tpyaa Mexay CUHTAKCUKO-CeMaHTUYeCKUM UHTEPEN-
COM 11 BbIPQXEHWUSAMU C rPaMMaTUYeCKUMU KaTeropusimn HakIoHeHUs 1 MOAyca, C 0JJHOI CTOPOHBI,
1 NEKCUYECKUMM NN MOPDONOrMYECKUMI eANHULAMW, C [PYTOil.

Mpoueaypa n meToAbl. HacTosLas CTaThbs OCHOBAHA Ha (PYHKLIMOHANBHOM NM0AX0Ae (PYyHKLMOHAmMb-
HOTO CMHTAKCcMCa N CEMaHTUKI B COYETAHWUM C TEOPUE MOPOXAAKOLLeA rpaMMaTiKin U MUHUMANN3-
Ma. BTopas 4acTb UMeeT CpaBHUTENbHbIA KOMMNOHEHT, NOKa3bIBAOLLWIA LUIMPOKNIA CNeKTPp adydmnk-
CalbHbIX BbIPAXXEHWIA, KOTOPbIMU arriOTUHATABHbIE A3bIKW, TaKNe Kak Ka3axCKUN U KUPTU3CKUNA,
0TMEYatoT ANUCTEMUYECKYH MOAANbHOCTb. CpaBHUTENbHbIA NOAX0A, NO-BUAUMOMY, MPeAnoyTU-
TenbHee 0AHOA3bIYHOT0 (PYHKLMOHANBHOM0, MOTOMY 4TO CPaBHEHWEe MOXET Nokas3aTb Pasnuyus u
CXOACTBA 1, TaKM 06pa3oM, MPONNTb CBET HA HOBbIE CMOCOObI Nepefay rpaMMaTNyHecknx yHK-
WA 1 NEKCUYECKNX 3HAYEHUIA B Pa3HbIX TUNAX S3bIKOB.

Pesynbtatbl. MOXHO noKazaTb, 4TO, XOTS MOJANbHOCTb SBMSETCS KaTeropuei, koTopas, no-
BUIMMOMY, UMEET YHUBEPCanbHOEe 3HA4YeHIe, 3TO 03HAYAET, YTO He CYLLECTBYET S3bIKOB, B KOTOPbIX
OTCYTCTBYET MOJanbHOCTb, 3BUAEHLMANBHOCTb MOXET ObiTb BbIpaXEHA NNOO AKCMAMLUTHO (MO-
CPEACTBOM NIEKCUYECKNX UM TPAMMATUYECKIX BbIPXXEHMI), TM60 UMAANLNTHO (Y4epe3 nparmatu-
YeCKMI BbIBO, AGIKCUC NN NPECYNNO3UTLH).

TeopeTtuyeckas u/unu NnpakTMYeCcKas 3HAYUMOCTb. B 0TNMYME OT MHA0EBPONENCKUMX S3bIKOB, B KOTO-
PbIX 3MMCTEMUYECKAs MOAANbHOCTb M 3BUAEHLNANbHOCTb HAKNaAbIBAKOTCA APYr HA Apyra W anucre-
MUYecKas MOAanbHOCTb MOXET BKI0YaTh B Ce6S 3BUAEHLNANbHOCTb, B KA3aXCKOM U KUPrn3cKOM
A3blKax 3BUAEHLMANbHOCTb BbIPAXABTCA YMO3AKMOYEHNEM UMK AeNKTUYECKM. [laHHbIA MaTepuan
BHOCWUT OnpefeNnéHHbIA BKNaa B AanbHeLIyt0 pa3apaboTky TEOpUI MOJANbHOCTM KakK YHUBEpCanb-
HOI4 S13bIKOBOIA KAaTEropun ¢ NO3ULMI KaK PycCKOro, Tak W TIOPKONOM4eCKOro conocTaBUTeNIbHOMO
13bIKO3HAHUS.

KnroyeBbie ¢10Ba: OLgHKA, CEMAHTIIKA, TIOPKCKIE A3bIKU, SNUCTEMIUYECKass MOAANIbHOCTb, 3BU/EH-
LNanbHOCTb

bnarogapHoctn. [JaHHas ctaTbs Oblna NpeacTasieHa B BUAE AOKNaga Ha ceccun b Bo 2-it AeHb
17-ro exerofHoro cobpanus CnassHCKoro nuHremcTnyeckoro obuectsa (C/10-17), npoxoamBLLero
19-21 ceHta6ps 2022 r. B LleHTpe cnaBsHO-eBpa3niickix 1ccnefoBaHnii Yuusepcuteta XokKanao
(Cannopo, AnoHus)

1. Introduction: General remarks
and definitions

‘ 2022/N°6

trate on epistemic modality and evidential-
ity as complex categories showing a typical
syntactic and semantic division of labor be-
tween the syntax-semantic interface and at
the same time being of important grammati-
cal and lexical-semantic relevance.

Since evidentiality is coded very differ-
ently in many languages of the world (in
Kazakh also morphologically, in German via
modal verbs like sollen “should” and miissen
“must”, in Russian via particles and adverbs
such as jakoby, vidimo, ocevidno, ved*, see
also Kosta [23-25].

In this second part of the article, Kosta
will present a new conception of evidential-

This section gives an overview of the re-
lation between two grammatical categories
of modality, the epistemic modality and the
evidentiality. In showing their distribution
between lexicon and grammar in different
types of languages such as the two Turkic
languages Kazakh and Kyrgyzs on one side
and Russian, German and English on the
other side as typical members of the Indo-
European language family, we focus on the
different means, their similarity and differ-
ences, ranging between grammar proper (as
grammatical categories of mood) and lexi-

con (as lexical categories of modality).
For clarity of exposure, we will concen-

ity, including a typological comparison and a
syntactic and semantic analysis based on the
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Framework of Radical Minimalism (RM) as
presented in our basis work in Kosta (2011,
2013, 2019, 2021") [23-25] and Kosta (2020)
[26].

The most recent works by Alexandra Ai-
khenvald [7], by Martina Faller [14-17], by
Fintel and Anthony Gilles [18], Heim, Irene
& Angelika Kratzer [21], Jan Nuyts [28],
Martin Hummel [22], Margarita Gonzalez-
Vazquez [20] are relevant in terms of lan-
guage typology, language comparison and
from the point of view of compositional se-
mantics.

Epistemic modality expresses the speak-
er’s evaluation of the degree of cognition of
objective connections, the degree of reliabil-
ity of the thought and includes problematic,
simple and categorical reliability. Simple reli-
ability is expressed by the form of the indica-
tive mood of the verb, i.e. by an unmarked
statement. The problematic and categorical
forms of epistemic modality are heterogene-
ous in their content and have a certain scale
of meanings. The study of epistemic modal-
ity, as it turned out, is possible only in combi-
nation with the category of evidentiality.

The first attempts to define the category
of “evidentiality” are found in the work of
E Boas [10], in which he points to the fact
that in Indian languages it is necessary to
name the source of the speaker's informa-
tion in those cases when the speaker could
not have the opportunity to personally ob-
serve the situation.

R. O. Jakobson assumed that in Russian
this category is exclusively verbal and de-
fined it as follows: “evidentiality is a verbal
category that takes into account three facts: a
reported fact, a fact of message, and the trans-
missibility of a message fact, in other words,
an indication of the source of information on
a reported fact” [6, c. 96]. W. Chafe gives a
broad interpretation of this concept; accord-
ing to it, evidentiality is any expression of at-
titude to experienced knowledge [11].

' See also: Kosta P. (2021). On Typology of Epistemic
Modality, Root Modals and Evidentiality. In: Slavic
Linguistic Society Meeting 17, September 20, 2022, Hok-
kaido University (Sapporo, Japan).

In later works devoted to this topic, we
can find the following interpretations: “evi-
dentiality is the language coding of the source
of information about the transmitted fact” [5,
c. 8]; “evidentiality brings out the source of
knowledge or provides evidence of what is
being reported” [2, c. 8]; “evidentiality is a
marked source of information” [34, p. 52].

There exist two main definitions of evi-
dentiality: broad and narrow. The broad
definition of evidentiality includes into the
category under consideration not only an
indication of the source of information (as
in the narrow definition), but also different
kinds of the speaker’s attitude to the prop-
osition. Thus, the broad understanding of
evidentiality suggests that epistemic modal-
ity enters the field of evidentiality as a sub-
category. Due to the fact that the category
of evidentiality is a relatively new problem
in linguistics, many aspects of this concept
(including suppositions connected with mo-
dality) are still at the stage of understanding
and, therefore, are very controversial. It is
known that the term modality of supposition
is often used in linguistics to refer to the epis-
temic modal category. We should clarify here
that this fact is observed primarily in Rus-
sian linguistics. This is due to the peculiar
nature of the Russian noun denoting suppo-
sition, which is remarkable for the range of
its semantic extent and functional flexibility;
this may allow us to consider the term mo-
dality of supposition to be an equivalent to
the term epistemic modality.

Scientists believe that “the basis of the
modus of supposition can be a logical con-
clusion, information of a third person, or a
sensory experience” [3, p. 230].

2. On Evidentiality, epistemic particles,
root modals and truth values in Slavic
and other languages (with evidence of
Slavic parallel corpora) - Demonstrated
with root modals, raising verbs and
epistemic/evidential particles
The second part of this article written by

Peter Kosta will take up the difference and
similarities between Epistemic Modality and
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Evidentially. “Modality” is a semantic-prag-
matic category that affects the speaker’s at-
titude towards the validity of his statement:
the speaker expresses how he wants what
he has said to be understood, whether and
to what extent he is prepared to undertake
communicative recourse to take over. In this
respect, modality is a central and linguisti-
cally very interesting category for successful
communication.

Epistemic Modality, also known as epis-
temology, deals with the type and origin of
knowledge, and it relates to the logical struc-
ture of statements that contain, implicitly or
explicitly, the information that the speaker
(S) knows or believes proposition. It is the
area of the speaker's beliefs that expresses
whether they believe the proposition cor-
responds to reality or whether they doubt
it. Explicit markers are verbs of the type:
believe, suspect, doubt, et cetera. In many
languages, modal verbs can be used epis-
temically but at the same time can exhibit
a so-called portmanteau-effect, typical for
most languages which have Evidentiality as
modality of see the sections treated on many
pages of Kosta’s newest book (2022)".

Evidentially has been and is often treat-
ed as a type of epistemic attitude. Recently,
however, the view has been growing that
Epistemic Modality and Evidentiality are two
fundamentally different phenomena. Rough-
ly speaking. the difference is that the former
is about the speaker's attitude towards the
truth of the proposition, whereas evidence
markers refer to the source of the informa-
tion (cf. references and especially A. Y. Ai-
khenvald (2004, 2012, 2018) [7-9]; . De
Haan (1999) [12]; V. Chrakovskij (2005) [4];
P. Kosta (2011; 20222) [25]; B. Wiemer (2006,
2008, 2015, 2018) [29; 31-33]).

The respective basis can be divided ono-
masiologically into corresponding functions.

' Kosta P. Turn Initiating Elements in Everyday Conver-

sations: Conversational Analysis and Radical Minimal-
ism at the Syntax-Semantic Interface. Lanham, Mary-
land, USA: Lexington Books. Rowman & Littlefield,
2022. P. 158-160.

2 Ibid.

A resulting taxonomy or partial taxonomies
create in a linguistic system at the same time
the starting point for the recording of means,
with the help of which a speaker provides
clues as to which source the Information
or which knowledge base (‘mode of know-
ing’) the assertion P is based on. See Willett:
“Evidentiality is the linguistic means of indi-
cating how the speaker obtained the infor-
mation on which s / he bases an assertion”
(34 p. 56].

The empirical part of the present contri-
bution covers specific means of Evidential-
ity and Epistemic Modality such as weak
modals, modal particles and modal adver-
bials. Raising verbs (it seems, kazetsja) and
root modals show similar syntactic behav-
ior, it follows that they do too have similar
syntactic functions. One overlooks the fact
that particles and parenthetics often have
the same semantic-pragmatic functions and
identical scope behavior, they do not form
strict paradigms and, in terms of their dia-
chronic development, are often closely relat-
ed (Russian kazetsja ‘it seems’ or kak budto
‘as if”) [24].

We will try to give a detailed analysis
on two typical expressions of both catego-
ries of modality: the modal adverb vrode
by expressing both epistemic modality and
evidentiality. The metaphor for this weird
behavior is known as portmanteau Effect al-
ready mentioned in the work of Palmer and
others. We will compare the semantic and
syntactic behavior of this item in comparing
it with the root modal must in English show-
ing that both vrode by and must behave like
raising verbs it seems and kazetsja.

We will try to address this problem now
in more detail, using the example of the Eng-
lish root modals must, the raising verbs it
seems, X seems P and the Russian modal par-
ticle vrode by 'as if', the problem of the exact
demarcation between lexical and functional
categories.

The arrangements made implicitly or
explicitly on a lexicon-grammar continuum
often turn out to be at least inconsistent.
The attempted exclusion of lexical markings

2
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turns out to be artificial insofar as some of
the definitions of 'Evidentiality’ in Aikhen-
vald can be understood in a functional-ono-
masiological way [7, p. 11; 8] and not refer to
certain classes of forms or relations between
syn - and restrict auto-semantic morphemes
or lexicon units.

An interim conclusion can be drawn
here: there has so far been no clearly defined
classification of evidentiary markings ac-
cording to morphosyntactic, distributional
and lexicological criteria that allow a com-
prehensible differentiation on a lexicon-
grammar continuum.

The following table 1 shows the expres-
sions of Epistemic Modality and Evidentiality.
The special case of must and spdde 6uv..

As a number of authors have pointed
out, the English epistemic modal must has
evidential characteristics, too R. Westmore-
land (1998) [30], H. B. Drubig (2001) [13],

Table 1/ Tabnuya 1

K. von Fintel and A. S. Gillies (2010) [19].
Epistemic must excludes direct perceptual or
irreducibly 1st person evidence, for example,

as illustrated by (1a) as opposed to (1b) and
(1c) vs. (1d)

(1) a. # Your nose must be dripping. I can
see it.

b. You must have a cold. Your nose is
dripping.

c. # I must have a terrible headache. I feel
lousy.

d. The baby must have a terrible head-
ache. He is screaming and pressing his
hands against his temples.

English spells out evidential, modal, and
temporal meaning components together as
the single lexical item must, resulting in what
we call a “present tense epistemic modal”. We
take the theory of A. Kratzer (2012) [27] and
K. von Fintel and A. S. Gillies (2010) [19] for

Means of marking Epistemic Modality and Evidentiality / CpexcTBa BhIpaskeHNA S1ICTe-
MIY€CKOIl MOJATbHOCTI U 9BU/IEHIIIOHATbHOCTH

Distinct lexical units (lexical categories)

grammatical morphology (functional)

Require ‘hosts’ to take scope
Over, but are not dependents

1. Particles

2 Complementizers & subordinating conjunctions

3. Adpositions

4. Sentential Adverbs (cf Kosta 1998, 2003ab)

5. Predicatives

6. Copular participles

i Auxiliaries (weak modals)

g Functional extensions of

9. Tense-Mode-Aspect Paradigms

10. Bound Morphology (Inflexion, Agglutination, Incorporation)

Operate on Heads (in a strictly
morphosyntactic functional sense )

(with the possible exception of complementizers)

Source: compiled by the authors

2
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granted and differentiate between two class-
es of particles in Russian.

The first class includes particles such
as gpoode “like”, spoode 6vr “as if”, kax 6yomo
“as if”, xamemcs “it seems’, mon “likely’,
deckamv, -Oe, “they say’, sxo6vi, “suppos-
edly” cnosno “literally”, that correspond to
weak modals (such as German sollen) and
strong evidentials (reportatives, quotatives
or inferentials).

The second class of particles and adverbs
corresponds to the meaning of strong modals
(such as German miissen). The latter class of
evidentials is represented with adverbs and
particles of high degree of Epistemic Modal-
ity such as ouesudwno, xoneuro, 6e3 comme-
HUSL, NO-8UOUMOMY, KAK coobujaemcs, 0e3
COMHEHUST JI02UUHO, eCTNeCtnBeHHO, HOIMOMY,
00mHcHO Obimp, C71e006aMeNbHO, HECOMHEH-
HO, 1o coobuseHusim, “obviously, of course,
no doubt, apparently, reportedly, without
any doubt, it is logical, of course, therefore,
reportedly” that are based on indirect infer-
ence resulting from reasoning (by logical
conclusions, results and conversational im-
plicatures), from reports and hear-say.

Table 2 / Tabnuya 2

We will try to demonstrate how particles
that show the portmanteau effect between
Evidentiality and Epistemic Modality inter-
act and are used in conversations using for
Russian the ORD and other data (UVUP) of
the spoken National Corpus of Russian.

The particle vrode by can be used to mark
the evidential meaning in a context such as
(3) where the speaker does not remember
exactly the situation how to get to some-
where but tries to mark the evidence that he
was already here before and that he now tries
to remember the way how to get there (see
Table 2).

The particle spode 6vr has the same
‘portmanteau’ function as the english rais-
ing verb It seems that between raising verb
and epistemic modal, namely ist serves as
evidential paticle, pointing at the sourse of
information (weather forecast), taking si-
multaneously the relatively low degree of
epistemic probability what the weather will
actually be like on the aforementioned date
of October based on promises more than
prognoses of the weather forecast.

Odin recevoj den’ korpus (ORD) = Footnote 1 Texts / Ogun peueBoii feHp kKopmyca (ORD)

= Cuocka 1 TekcrTsol

00:02:20.900 | X1

sa Tpu rofa //

00:02:21.790 | ma4¢xl

Ay Bac kak-ro ORm // 2 mommw / uro (...)
Bpoge Om O / ¥ Heganeko 570 Gumo or ()
mnomamu Nofem // *B a TyT BOT MOHECHO
Mena / (3-3) // % a kyma Bac moHecmo ?

Source: ORD-corpus (Odin rec¢evoj den’) (Asinovsky et al. (2009)", Sherstinova et al. (2009)?)

Asinovsky A., Bogdanova N., Rusakova M., Ryko A., Stepanova S., Sherstinova T. The ORD Speech Corpus of Rus-

sian Everyday Communication “One Speaker’s Day”: Creation Principles and Annotation. In: Matousek Véaclav and
Mautner Pavel eds. Text, Speech and Dialogue: Proceedings of 12th International Conference, TSD 2009, Pilsen, Czech
Republic, September 13-17, 2009. Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer, 2009. P. 250-257. DOI: 10.1007/978-3-642-04208-
9_36. (Series: Lecture Notes in Computer Science. Vol. 5729).

Mepctunosa T. I0., Priko A. 1., Crenanosa C. b. CucTeMa aHHOTHPOBaHMA B 3BYKOBOM KOPITyCe PYCCKOTO A3bIKa

«OpyH pevesoit feHb» // Marepuanel XXXVIII mexxgyHapogHoit dpumonorndeckoit Kondeperimm, mapt 2009. Cek-
1yaA: PopmanbHble MeTofbI aHamM3a pycckoit peun. CII6.: Cankr-IleTepOyprckuit rocyAapCTBEHHBI YHIBEPCHUTET,
2009. C. 66-75 (Sherstinova T. Y., Ryko A., I, Stepanova S. B. Annotation system in the audio corpus of the Russian
language "One Speech Day". In: Proceedings of the XXXVIII International Philological Conference. Section: “Formal
methods for the analysis of Russian speech”. St. Petersburg, St. Petersburg State University Publ., pp. 66-75).
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2.1. Semantic Characteristics of vrode
by and it seems

Vrode by (Ru)

Low degree of epistemic probability
[symbol: €]

Evidential meaning high degree (direct
evidence or visual]

[symbol: @]

Deictic meaning: Pointing to the source
of information

[symbol: 7]

No commitment to truth values

It seems (engl)

Low degree of epistemic probability
[symbol: ©]

Evidential meaning low or zero/neutral-
ized degree (by inference) [symbol: O]

Deictic meaning: zero

Conversational ~ Implicature:
commitment w.r.t. truth conditions

No

2.2. Syntactic status of vrode by

The working hypothesis of the following
section is stated as follows:

The English root modal must and Russian
vrode by have raising verbs like features such
as Engl.it seems.

Susi Wurmbrand (1999) shows in her
syntactic analysis that the subject of root

(2) a. Control

®) INF

modals usually behaves like a subject of a
Raising Verb (it seems). Thus, it must be
based generated lower in the structure and
has to move to a higher position for inde-
pendent reasons [35].

must and seem = both are Raising verbs

seems / root Modals: must vs vrode by

Root Modals (must) behave syntactically like

Raising Verbs

Research question: Is vrode by also a root
modal? (see Fig. 1)

2.3. Decomposition, Compositional
Meaning and the problem of truth values

For Russian Particle vrode by, it can be
hypothesized that we can decompose it into

Morphosyntax

v rode by

in manner  as

PP head of a COND Particle

Functional Level
v rode + by

EVIDENTIAL CONDITIONAL
Particle
X seems to P X vrode by P

There is of course evident and proven in
the Corpora we have considered that in Par-

b. Raising

ModP
;—""HH'H

Mod” INF

T
SUES INF
.-"--ﬂh"'\-\.
INF é\ NF
T

Fig. 1/ Puc. 1. Root modal must is a rasing verb like seems: is vrode by also a root modal? / MopanbHbli ra-
roJI must — I71aros1, 06/IafA0INIT HObEMOM, KaK 1 [JIAT0/I Seems: AB/LIETCS /I ‘BPOie Obl” TAKXKe MOJA/IbHBIM

CIIOBOM?

3y



ISSN 2072-8379 \

BectHuk MockoBckoro rocyaapCTBeHHoOro 0bnactHoro YHUBEpPCUTETA. (epvm: JInHrBMcTUKa

‘ 2022/N°6

allel texts the raising verb seem is not always
translated with the same word, e.g. vrode by,
into Russian. Rather, the equivalent can vary
and is often also subject of over- or under-
translation, as we can see in the following Ru
translation which uses the word a6conrorno

Table 3 / Tabnuya 3

‘absolutely’ instead of the better functional
equivalent vrode by or kak by which would
correspond the English original much bet-
ter. In the case, we can speak of ‘overtrans-
lation’ and a violation of the semantic level
(see Table 3).

Parallel Corpus Example National Corpus of Russian Language with an example of over-
translation of it seems with the degree adverb a6contomno ‘absolutely’ / IIpumep napain-
nenpHOrO Kopuyca Hayuonanvhvlil Kopnyc pycckozo A3vika ¢ IpuMepoM n30bITOYHOTO
mepeBofa it seems ¢ Hape4yeM cTeneHu abcontomno ‘absolutely’

I'm about to dash out of the Louvre ... a fugitive.
Sauniure's clever anagrammatic message was
still on his mind, and Langdon wondered what
Sophie would find at the Mona Lisa ... if any-
thing. She had seemed certain her grandfather
meant for her to visit the famous painting one
more time. As plausible an interpretation as this
seemed, Langdon felt haunted now by a trou-
bling paradox. P.S. Find Robert Langdon. Sau-
niure had written Langdon's name on the floor,
commanding Sophie to find him. But why?

A - 6ernewn, npecnenyembit momuiyeir. Enpa e
BBINPBITHYN 13 OKHa JIyBpa. V3 Ton0BbI He BbI-
XOJVI/IV aHAaTPaMMBbl, ocTaBeHHble COHbEpOM,
u JIsHIOHY ObIIO CTPAIIHO MHTEPECHO, YTO XKe
Haiiter Codu y 3HaMeHMTON KapTuHbl. Ecmm
Boobmle 4TO-TO Haiifier. Ho ona abcomoT-
HO yBepeHa: Jiell XOTelI, YTOOBI OHa ellle pas
IpyIIa K 3HAMEHUTOMY IONMOTHY. Bpope 6b
BIIOJTHE TIpMeMyIeMas MHTEPIIpeTalys, OffHaKO
JIsHrpoHa 6eCIOKONI Tereph APYroii mapajoKc.
IMocrckpuntyMm. Haiitu Pobepra JIsnrmoHa.
CoHbep HaINCATI eTo MM Ha 107y, Benen Codu
pasbickaThb ero. Ho k uemy?

[Mou Bpays. Koz Ja Bunun (H. Peitn, 2004)]

Source: HanimoHanbHbI KOpITyc pycckoro s3bika. Available at: https://ruscorpora.ru (accessed: 20.07.2022).

Vrode by behaves like a raising verb in the
following examples (3)-(4) from the Nation-
al Corpus of Russian Language (NKRJa)':

The compositional semantics of the com-
plex word vrode by shows a low degree of cer-
tainty about the content of the proposition
from the point of the speaker and at the same
time a distance to the opinion of the speaker.
At this point, evidentiality is only indirect
and has a deictic meaning of distance to the
truth values. In fact, in epistemic propositions
marked with a semi-evidential and semi-epis-
temic word, no truth values and no truth con-
ditions apply because the proposition does
not state a fact in real or possible words.

(3) Hy, moxpuTukoBan HavyajbHUK IIOJ-
4HEHHBIX. Tak OH Bpope ObI Ha TO U Ha-
JanpHUK. Hy, mOcYnMTan BO3MOXHBIM CHe-

! HanmoHanbHBI KOPITYC PycCKOro sA3bika. Available at:

https://ruscorpora.ru (accessed: 20.07.2022).

naTh 9TO IybnmmuHo. [la, Kak IIpaBuIIO,
pOCCMIICKMe  YMHOBHUKM  «3200JIaYHBIX
PAaHTOB» IIPEAIIOUNTAIOT BBIACHATH OTHO-
LIEHVs B TUIIM CBOMX BBICOKMX KaOMHETOB,
a He HaTpuOyHe, #a emé B NPUCYTCTBUK
NIyl 1 CHUMAromen opatun. [Asek-
cauzp Poixnus, Criop mpaBUTETbCTBYIONINX
cyobektoB // «E)XeHepenbHbIT XKypHam»,
2003.03.24] [oMmoHUMMS CHATA]

(4) B ero oTHoOmeHUM K CTyKayaM He
6pto Hu «bepHcrariHa», Hu «bepHIuTeii-
Ha» - OBUIO HeMepKHyIllee, JIarepHOe: po-
30Basl MeHa Ha CYHIONIHBIX Ty0aX CTYKada,
3aAyIIeHHOro Ioj Hapamu. Ilockpéobmimia
rpaxxpanku KacarkuHoil oH Bpofe ObI 11 He
3aMeuas. Mypapsik obwkancs. He To 4To6sI
JIMYHO, a 332 BCE Hallle MOHOJIUTHOE 001Ie-
CTBO, Belb MaJIbITY KUTb IIPU KOMMYHM3ME.
[fOpmit TaBbioB. Cunue Tionbrnass (1988-
1989)] [oMoHMMUsA CHsATA]
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3. Comparison with Turkic language type
For Turkic studies, and Kazakh and Kyrgyz
linguistics in particular, it is not typical to em-
ploy the term “epistemic modality”. Moreover,
the meanings we are interested in seem to lie
in the domains of the modality of supposition,
probability, certainty or uncertainty, reliability
and doubt, with regard to the individual se-
mantic categories of certain linguistic units.

We recognize the concepts of reliability
and probability as the key concepts in the se-
mantics of epistemic modality. By epistemic
modality we mean the speaker's qualification
of their attitude to the expressed proposition
from the perspective of its reliability. In this
case, the evaluation of the reported informa-
tion reliability is an evaluation of the likeli-
hood that the expressed content agrees with
the reality. The subject of speech analyzes how
reliable their statement is, and determines
how probable the actual connection between
the object and the characteristic may be in the
statement. Depending on how the speaker as-
sesses the degree of such probability, epistemic
modality takes the form of epistemic necessity
or epistemic possibility. The specificity of this
type of modal meanings lies in the fact that
these relations are not only established by the
speaker, but are also realized by them as the
result of their limited knowledge regarding
the analyzed situation. As for the meanings
of certainty/uncertainty and doubt, they seem
secondary to us, for they are related rather
with the emotional than with the epistemic
state of the speaker. The degree of certainty
of the subject of speech depends on how the
speaker assesses the degree of reliability of the
message. The higher the speaker assesses the
likelihood that the reported content is realis-
tic, the higher is their certainty, and vice versa.
In the illocutionary aspect, an epistemic utter-
ance is an act of supposition.

We analyzed the lexico-grammatical
means of expressing supposition in the Ka-
zakh and Kyrgyz languages and considered
the modal words listed below:

Kazakh: 6a7kim, 6anku, cuskmot, cotmatinol,
CoIHObL, NNemmi, MyMKiH, UWAMACbI, bIKMU-
man, 6onap, wieap, 6inem, -0vt Oinem, -Ka,

-KeH Oinem, -ca, -ce Kepek, -y Kepex, -&a,
-ee yKcaiiovl, -yoi mymxin and others. For
example (5), (6):

(5) BymaH BI3acBIH COMAll AMFBICHI KeJl-
rex mbiFap' [Probably, he wanted to take
revenge in this way].

(6) MyMKiH, MYHBIH 06achl >KeTIeit
K.preH >kyMm6akre o1 Tycinep® [Perhaps, he
will guess the riddle she could not find].

Kyrgyz: wvikmuviman, mymxyH, Oankum,
Ubl2aap, IKeH, UMULL; NOCTIENIO2U: CLIMATI, Cbl-
MAK, ColHaPbl, OKUOWS Yacmuybl: 20, benem,
6etim, Oene, sne. For example (7):

(7) Bankum, an ceH >KOKTO 4dabaHmap-
[iBIH OMPYI MEHEH Y/IIOT KyPYII XKaTKAHIbIP,
KoIt, >xo1To0 60160!* [Maybe she's playing
with some shepherd when you're not there,
and you'll interfere with them!].

Parenthetical words and phrases were
also considered. Here belong Kazakh paren-
theses pac, wviHbiHOG, wamacvl, MeHiyuie;
Kyrgyz parentheses menumue, merun oromud,
colsizvl, Kanvlovl, Keinu, etc., as well as their
combinations with each other and with af-
fixes, including tense forms of the verb.

In Russian, this type of modality is expressed
by way of various morphological means:

1. An infinitive used to impart a subjec-
tive coloring of indecision, doubt, bewilder-
ment, emotional hesitation, or to express
awareness of the aimlessness of an action [1,
c. 605]. For example (8):

(8) U x yemy e, 3a 4TO cebs yoOMBaTH?’
[And why, why should you kill yourself?]

2. The verbs xasamovcs, comHesamuvcs,
Konebamuvcs, etc. (9):

(9) Toma nBa xonebanack, a HOTOM, HaKO-
Hel, cienana Boi6op®. [I had been hesitating
for about two years, and then I finally made
a choice]

! Kexkinbaityrpr ©. OH eKi TOMABIK LIbIFapMasap )XMHa-

oL T. 3. Anmatsr, "Onke" 6acmacer, 1999. 400 6.
AirrmaroB Y. Keramat. VII ToM 4blrapmMasapbIHBIH ce-
TU3 TOMJYK JKbI/THArbl. Y UYHINY 6achUIbIIIbL. Buikek,
"YIIVY TOOJIOP", 2018. 491 6.

* Yexos A.II. Mcrurens. In: Yexos A.II. IloBectn
u pacckaspl. HoBocmbupck, 3amapHo-Crbnpckoe
KHIDKHOE U3JJaTe/IbcTBO, 1973. C. 73.

Hocroesckuit . M. Vpguor. Mocksa, ACT: Tpansnt-
KHura, 2005. C. 25.
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3. Modal words so3moscHo, seposimHo,
8psI0 71U, BUOUMO, BUOHO, BUOAMD, 3HAMD,
npaeo, No-eUOUMOMY, HABEPHO, HABEPHS-
Ka, modxcern Ovbimv, 00NHCHO, OONIHHO Obimb,
asocv, Hebocy, uaii, 6yomo, npocmo, noxa-
Jytl, NOBUOUMOMY, 8p0ode, edsa (mu), HA8pPsO
iy, Heyxcenu, passe and others. (10), (11):

(10) " ona, mo-BUAMMOMY, paccyx/jana
moo6HbIM ke obpasom’. [And she, appar-
ently, had the same thoughts].

(11) BosMo>xHO, 4TO 3aBTpa A He Oyny
BEPUTH U CaMOMY cebe — BOT 3TOJI CBOeIT 3a-
mmcn’. [It is possible that tomorrow I will not
believe even myself nor this note I made].

! 3amarur E. Mrl Crasponons, CraBpomonbckoe

KHIDKHOE M3/1aTe/ibcTBo, 1990. C. 113.

Table 4 / Ta6bnuya 4

Based on the above examples, we can
conclude that the evaluation implying doubt
is expressed in the three languages by verbs
and modal words, united by the seme of sup-
position.

Ch. Aitmatov was both a bilingual speak-
er and writer who wrote his works in two
languages (Kyrgyz and Russian). In the for-
mer USSR, Ch. Aitmatov’s works were trans-
lated into Russian from Kyrgyz, or were writ-
ten by the author in two languages - Kyrgyz
and Russian, or were originally written in
Russian. In this article, we want to analyze
the means of expressing modality of suppo-
sition and give examples from the works (see
Table 4), which he wrote in two languages.

Means of expressing the modality of the assumption in the Kyrgyz and Russian languages

(on the example of the works of Ch. Aitmatov) / CpercTBa BhIpa>keHUsI MOJATIbHOCTH NIPEJ-
IIO/IOKEHA B KBIPTBI3CKOM U PYCCKOM s3bIKaX (Ha mpumepe npoussexennit Y. AitrMaToBa)

Examples in the Kyrgyz language

Examples in the Russian language

Translation into English

Yopo >KyMylIKa YbIKKaHAAN 6ommy
'. (T'yncapar)

Yopo, rosopsr, sbiuen. (IIpouai,
I'ymbcapei!)

Choro is said to be out. (Farewell,
Gulsary!)

AJTBII  KYpPYWINOiiOy, OKymarn
TOTYKywTap ga 6ap mvumur. (Jpre
KajlTraH TypHanap)

ToBopsT, eCTb HOIYyTray, KOTOpPble yMe-
10T untaTh’. (PaHHNME KypaBn)

They say there are parrots that can
read. (Early cranes)

Baappl Turm KarasgaH — KOpPKYII
orypras cerakryy’. (I'yacapar)

Kasamocs, Bce 6b1Iu B cTpaxe OT 3TOI
6ymaru®. (ITpomraii, [ymbcapsr!)

Everyone seemed to be in awe because
of this paper. (Farewell, Gulsary!)

KbIpublH ©MYp Kypd Ke3u OLION
KOJIXO3 JleTeH KYDPOILITO Ka/IraHpait
cesmet aspip’. ('yicapar).

CnoBHO OBl BCs XKM3HD €r0 OCTa/Nach
TaM, B TOV YAMBUTEIbHOIL IIOPE, KOTJa
KO/X03bl Habupanu cuny®. (ITpomraii,
['ynbcaper!)

It was as if his whole life had been left
there, in that amazing time, when the
collective farms were being organ-
ized. (Farewell, Gulsary!)

BaapblH YeuMerenl OTYpyy apThIK-
6amu ro meim ...° (I'yncapar)

JIymaro, KOMMeHTapuy M3/IUIIHY ...'"°0

(ITpourait, Iynbcapst!)

1 think comments are needless ...
(Farewell, Gulsary!).

MpbIH/jaH KUIVH, MYMKYH, MajTdbl-
JApAbIH TUPUYWINIMHE KOHYT Oy-
pyTI, anaxbabIHa Ke3 caia XypyIuep,
MyH3apbIObI3ibl yrymap'. (Myncapar).

BBITH MOKeT, [I0C/Ie 9TOTO OI/IAHYTCS
Ha Ya0aHOB, Ha KUTbE Hallle, Ha HALIN
6enpr'?. (ITpomait, I'ynscapst! C. 312)

Maybe after that they will look back
at the shepherds, at our life, at our
troubles. (Farewell, Gulsary!)

THK, 2008, 6. 166. Further — Aitrmaros Y. T. I'yncapar.

cTaH, 1967, c. 298. Further — Aiirmaros Y. Ilpomait, I'ynbcapsr!

ArrrmaroB Y. T. T'yncapar. In: AsitmaTtos Y. T. UblrapMamapbIHBIH cerus TOMAYK >KblitHareL. T. 8. bumikexk, buiink-
ArrrmatoB Y. ITpomait, [ynbcaper! In: Avirmatos Y. ITpomaii, I'ynbcapsr!: moBectn n pacckasel. @pynse, Keiprois-

Ajrtmatos Y. Opra Kajitran TypHanap. In: Aittmatos Y. OpTa KaifTran TypHamap: Kuccanap Ba Xukosmap / Pyc

twmpad Acun Paupos rapxxumacu. Toukent, SIHru acp asmopu, 2016, 6. 245.

Airtmaros Y. T. Pannne xxypasmu. In: Arirmaros Y. T. Panune xypasmu; Ilernit mec, 6erymuit KpaeM MOpsi: I10-

BecT; VI fonble BeKa INTCA ieHb: poMaH / nocnecit. A. XBartosa. Jleunnrpap, Jlennspgar, 1982, c. 269.

Airrmaros Y. T. I'yncapar. b. 191.

Aisirmatos Y. [Tpomaii, [ynbcaper! C. 314.

Aisirmatos Y. [Tpomaii, [ynbcaper! C. 302.

5
6
7 Arrrmaros Y. T. T'yncapar. b. 172.
8
°  Airrmaros Y. T. T'yncapar. B. 192.

Airrmaros Y. T. I'yncapar. b. 188.

Aisirmatos Y. [Tpomaii, [ynbcapor! C. 315.

Aisirmatos Y. [Tpomaii, Iynbcaper! C. 312.
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The above indicates that modality of sup-
position in the Kazahk and Kyrgyz languages is
actualized mainly due to distribution (diverse
compatibility of morphological and lexico-
grammatical means), and in the Russian lan-
guage this occurs mainly due to the function-
ing of a flexible system of high-valence lexical
means (modal words and modal particles).

Thus, based on the analysis of the linguis-
tic means of epistemic modality in the works
by Ch. Aitmatov (in the Kyrgyz and Russian
languages), the conclusion was made that the
most common means are modal words, par-
ticles and verbs.

Axiological predicates imply the speaker’s
subjective evaluation reflecting the author’s
attitude to the presented information from
the perspective of reliability and realness. The
lexical means of epistemic modality are an
emotional way of expressing author's evalua-
tion and, therefore, are considered a manifes-
tation belonging to the level of subtext.

The analysis - A Summary

The fact that the modal particle by and
the adverb vrode form a Portmanteau word

is explained by the double Janus-headed
nature of both elements. It is assumed that
the modal epistemic particle -by is head of
the epistemic phrase (EpistP) and stands in
a lower projection headed and dominated
by Evidentiality phrase (EvidP). The adverb
vrode “in the way” is the head of the eviden-
tial phrase and the by-particle of the Epis-
temic Phrase is adjoined via Chomsky ad-
junction via head-to-head movement, then
it incorporates via substitution and the com-
plex head vrode-by is the result.

The connection of evidentiary and epis-
temic meaning (also in the sense of semantic
composition) ends up with a modal auxiliary
head by adjoined to the host, vrode. In this
sense, by is a weak auxiliary clitic and must be
moved (raised) to vrode to check its eviden-
tial features. It is confirmed by the fact that by
+ vrode behave like the weak modal auxiliary
must in English: it shows the typical syntac-
tic properties of a raising verb moving over
a subject but refering to it. The lower-lying
sentence subject of a finite verb can and must
sometimes be moved / raised via this new
modal auxiliary / raising verb (see Fig. 2, 3).

OH Bpoae OBbI 1 HE 3aMeyalt

EvidP
/\\.
SpecEvid Evid'
Evid® EpistP
"__-.-—“'-\‘.
vrode by SpecEpist Epist'
| AN
visual auditive on by MNegP
- = s /'\\ -
inferential quotative @ Neg
AN
ne TP
SN
@ T
/:/\
zamecal wP
AN
] v
/"\\‘
v VP
N
e v
N
v 2

Fig. 2 / Puc. 2. Structure of the adverb ‘vrode by" with raising of the modal particle from Epist®
to Evid® + subject movement specTP to specEpistP / Crpykrypa Hapeuns vrode by, B KOTOPOII IIPOMCXOUT
mofbéM MopabHoI yacTuisl ¢ Epist® mo Evid® + cmemtenne mogmexaiero co specTP k specEpistP
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EvidP
@  Evid'
/\
Evid© EpistP

| PN
vrode-by Epist’
.ﬁ\ sy
Epist® TP

| Natg\

by NOMsg] |

]/\
rabotaet

[3PsSg]

A

Fig. 3 / Puc. 3. Structure of the adverb "vrode by* with raising of the modal particle 'by’ from the starting po-
sition under the head of the epictemic phrase Epist® right attaching to the head of the evidential phrase Evid®
'vrode' | CTpykTypa Hapeuns '8pode 6bl' ¢ HOTHATIEM MOJA/IbHON YaCTULIBI ‘05!’ Y3 ICXOHOTO TIOTIOXKEHIUA
TI07, 3ar0/IOBKOM 9MMCTEMIYeCKOiT Pppaspr DmmcT, IPUKPEIIsIeMoit CripaBa K 3ar0/I0BKY OKa3aTe/TbHOI
¢dpaser IBun® vrode'.

*®

Hama nocmynnenust é pedaxyuio 10.10.2022
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