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Abstract

Narrative retelling is usually considered within the frame of evidentiality (verification) that
constitutes a grammatical category, such as special mood or similar, in some languages, for
example, in American Indian, Tibeto-Burman, Bulgarian, Lithuanian, or Turkish. Cf. the use of
Konjunktiv I in German: Er habe das vergessen (‘According to his words, he has forgotten’) by
contrast with the indicative form: Er hat das vergessen (‘He has forgotten’ ).

As far as Russian is concerned, the same function is usually ascribed to the so-called
“xenomarkers”, more specifically, to the particles mon, oeckamw, oe, as Well as sxobwr. Since
the speaker uses xenomarkers to distance himself or herself from another person’s stand, these
words quite often pragmatically imply a valuation, most often a negative one, of the reported
speech.

It turns out, however, that the repertoire of means used as markers of quotation or retelling is
much broader than it is generally admitted. Thus, the words ax, eom, max u max; the
construction with imperative reduplication and the conjunction oa (Ilpusszanacwy: pacckasicu
0a pacckaoicu), specific intonations of retelling, and some other phenomena can take over the

same function.
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1 General remarks

Xenomarkers (or quotatives, or quotation and rendering markers) have been attracting linguists’
attention long since. Thus, R. Jakobson in his classical work on shifters mentions the evidential
mood in Bulgarian. Bulgarian has two forms, namely direct narration and indirect narration.
Jakobson discusses a dialogue about a boat, where the form zaminala means ‘it is claimed to
have sailed” while zamina means ‘I bear witness; it sailed’ [Jakobson 1957]. It goes without
saying, that similar meanings can be expressed in different languages. Note the use of
Konjunktiv I in German: Er habe das vergessen (‘According to his words, he has forgotten”) by
contrast with the indicative form: Er hat das vergessen (‘He has forgotten’).".

Narrative retelling is usually considered within the frame of evidentiality (verification) that
constitutes a grammatical category, such as the special mood or similar, in some languages, for
example, in American Indian, Tibeto-Burman, Bulgarian, Lithuanian, or Turkish. Cf. [Slobin,
Aksu 1982; Chafe, Nichols 1986; Anderson 1986; Willett 1988; Bybee et al. 1994; De Haan
1998; DeupennmansHocts 2007]. Compare also such terms as quotative evidential, renarrative
[[Tnynrsa 2008]. It should be stated however that in the above mentioned article a certain doubt
is expressed that items in question are in fact semantically homogenous. Plungian suggests
distinguishing between renarrative evidentiality markers on one hand, and subjective quotation
modal markers (Momanu3oBaHHBIE MOKA3aTeNIM «CYOBEKTHBHOTO IIMTHUPOBaHUs») on the other
hand. Nevertheless we are not making this distinction here.

As far as Russian is concerned, the same function is usually ascribed to the so-called
“xenomarkers”, more specifically, to the particles mozr, deckamw, oe, as well as sxo6wr and
epum (evrm). Most of them are etymologically connected with verba dicendi. Since the speaker
uses xenomarkers to distance himself or herself from another person’s stand, these words quite
often pragmatically imply a valuation, most often a negative one, of the reported speech.

Special attention has been paid to deckams and mon [Otun 1966; Komomesunes 1969; Fontain

"t goes without saying that this idea can be expressed directly (Ou ckasan, umo..., Ilo ezo crosam...). In
writing quotation marks, in Russian spoken public speech the expressions, «I{uTara» and «Konen nurats»
are used. Compare also the new in Russia iconic gesture “quotation marks”, performed simultaneously with

two fingers on each hand.
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1983; Kamio 1992; Bapanos 1994; ApyrionoBa 2000; Ilecryxuna 2003, Levin-Steinmann
1997].

These two particles can function in direct as well as in indirect or experienced speech. Their
position in a phrase is relatively free. Their function, according to N. D. Arutiunova, consists in
“marking Somebody Else’s presence” («mapkupoBaTh npucyrctBue Jpyroro») [ApyTioHOBa
2000: 448]. It should be mentioned, that a speaker can present this way his or her own
utterance, which took place earlier or is planned, as well as an interpretation of a person’s non-
verbal behavior.

In [Kamro 1992] an attempt is made, to fix some semantic differences between the particles mon
and oecxamw, although these distinctive features are subtle and are rather slight preferences.
Roughly, mon is more closely connected with the original utterance, while deckams allows
unrestricted interpretation of the situation in question.

The finest description of semantic differences between oz, deckams, and also oe can be found
in [bapanoB 1994]. The meaning of these particles is considered within the framework of “the
self” and “the other” («cBoii-uyxoit») opposition and the idea of “communicative
responsibility”: «/[eckamb OoTpaxaeT HEeXeJTaHUE TOBOPSIIETO OpaTh Ha ce€0sl OTBETCTBEHHOCTH
3a 4y»XK0C (B oejIoM ujin I‘IElCTI/ILIHO), a MOJl, HAIIpOTUB, CBUACTCIBLCTBYCT O TOM, YTO 3a KaAKUC-TO
(bpaFMeHTI)I YyXXOro OIIplITa OH TOTOB pPasACiInuTb OTBCTCTBCHHOCTH C aBTOPOM IUTATBD).
[bapanor 1994: 116]. In [ILnyarsa 2008] wmon is considered as an approximate renarration
marker, deckamw — as an interpretative renarration marker, and oe implies a valuation or makes
an ironical comment.

Returning to the repertoire of xenomarkers in Russian, it should be mentioned that the word
saxoowr differs from mon and deckams in some more evident and important properties. Sxko6wi is
incompatible with direct speech, it presupposes the rendering of somebody’s words rather de re,
than de dicto. Moreover, sxo6s1 expresses a speaker’s doubt about the contents of the reported
utterance. See also [ITnynrsu 2008].

It turns out, however, that the repertoire of means used as markers of quotation or retelling is

much broader than it is generally admitted.

2. Ax

Thus, the word ax can take over the same function, cf.:
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- Bpems uoem 6vicmpo, a medcoy mem 30eco makas cKyka! - ckasana ona, He 2nsi0sl Ha He2o.

- Omo moavko npuHAmMo 2080pumyv, 4mo 30ecv ckyuno. Oovieamens xcugem y cebs 20e-Hubyowb
6 benese unu Kusope - u emy He ckyuno, a npuedem croa: "Ax, cxyuno! ax, nviiv!"
Ilooymaewn, umo on u3 I penaowvt npuexan. (A. I1. Uexos, lama ¢ cobaukoii).

"The days pass quickly, and yet one is so bored here," she said, not looking at him.

"It's the thing to say it's boring here. People never complain of boredom in godforsaken holes
like Belyev or Zhizdra, but when they get here it's: 'Oh, the dullness! Oh, the dust!" You'd think
they'd come from Granada to say the least.” (Anton Chekhov, Lady with Lapdog) [As The Lady
with the Dog, translated by lvy Litvinov, A. P. Chekhov: Short Novels and Stories, Moscow:
Foreign Languages Printing House, no date.]

Note that the word ax cannot be used in a similar utterance outside of the context of retelling,
cf.

- But xopouio cwvesounu? [Did you have a pleasant trip?]

- * Ax, ckyuno! ax, nouiw! [Oh, the dullness! Oh, the dust!]

The central meaning of the interjection ax corresponds to a specific part of the human
emotional spectrum (Cf. Tsvetaeva’s «4x», koeda uyono). The context of the reported speech,
however, loosens the restrictions on its use. Sentences with ax as a xenomarker may have two
kinds of prosodic arrangement. Ax can function as a proclitic (axcxkyyuno, axneiviie. A famous
Russian reciter Dmitry Zhuravlev intones this phrase like this), at that, the word is prolonged,
and the tone slightly rises and then falls down. 4x can also be pronounced separately, in this
case with the rising tone, and the next word is pronounced with falling intonation (So does the

other reciter of “Lady with Lapdog” Igor Yasulovitch).

3 Bom

One more interesting xenomarker was discovered in [[Tommecckas, Kubpux 2009], namely the
interjection som as a means of “expressing threat and condemnation” in reported speech, cf.:
\To’Xe Ha MeHs ’ /IoCMOTpena ,

«/\Bor!

51 1ebst /—B-BbIrOHIO-y U-13-33 +(0.2) 3Toit u3 m= +(0.2) ’u3 --(0.2) ’ /mxomsi!» [She looked at
me too: “I’ll throw you out of this school!”].

See also:
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A cmana 2osopums doma: éom, Hamawa npocuna y mens npowenus, s He npocmuaa ee... ||
started telling at home — well, Natasha asked me to forgive her, and I didn’t...] [H. ['opnanoga,
Meramopdo3si].

Interestingly enough, the meaning of som is not confined to threat or condemnation. Compare
the following examples:

A ona cuoum u moem: «Boom, s maxas mecuacmmuas...» [And she is sitting around,
whimpering: “Oh, I’'m so miserable...”];

On pacxsacmancs: «Boom, s camvui xpymoti» [He started bragging: “Yeah, I’m such a cool
guy”];

Ipusszanace.: «Boom, kax mebe ne cmuolono, umo y mebs 3a wokay [She kept intruding on me:
“Hey, what kind of a skirt is that? Shame on you!”];

A on ece obewaem: «Boom, oenveu 6yoym co ous Ha oenw, 6ce omoam [And he keeps giving
promises: “The money will be there any day, I will return everything I owe”]».

Hy u umo owce, umo ona nepsas nozeonuna? A mot 6wl eti ckazan. «Boom, s cam cobupancs
mebe nozeonums, nozopasumsvy [Yes, she called first, so what? You should have said — | was
planning to call you with the greetings myself].

Now we are going to point out the common features of ax and som as well as semantic
differences between them. Both items function as a sort of forward quote, marking the
beginning of reported speech. However, unlike moz and some other particles, these two items
do not presuppose that the speaker is going to cite someone’s speech. Normally they antecede a
brief retelling of reported speech. The word som tends to choose one or several representative
phrases at that, while ax rather conveys the general idea of the speech and its emotional
coloring. Moreover, ax stresses, that the speech in question was too emotional.

Russian has some more segmental xenomarkers at its disposal.

4 Tak u maxk

On npuwén 6 ecopoocxoe I'AH u ckazan, umo eom max u max, Kuo na ecacmponsx, neuseecmno,
koz0a eepuémcs [He came to the local traffic police office and said that Kio is on tour and no
one knows when he will be back]. [W. D. Kno. Unro3uu 6e3 nmmosuii (1995-1999)]

Ilpowino, naseproe, ysce noneooa 3aHAmuli 8 UHCMumyme, K020a OH peuwluics npogeccopy

COO6M4MI’V[b.' maxk u max, Mo, mvl ¢ eamu, Huxonau Bacunvesuu, 6 HEKomopom pode 3HAKOMbL .
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[The half of the academic year has passed when he ventured on telling the professor — Nikolaj
Vasil’evich, you and I have, um, met before][FOpuii Tpudonos. lom Ha HaGepexHoii (1976)]
In [ITnynrsu 2008] this item is considered as an explicit marker of approximate retelling. In my

opinion maxk u max rather involves the idea of well-ordered narration, step by step.

5 Buoume nu

In sentences like Own, suoume au, 3ausam! [He is supposed to be busy] a specific meaning of
suoume au 1s presented, namely, the meaning of disapproving retelling. Note, that the “regular”
suoume nu has both plural and singular forms (suoduws 1u / euoume au), while the “rendering”

suoume au — is presented only by the plural.

6 Construction pacckasicu oa pacckasxcu

The construction with imperative reduplication and the conjunction oa (Ilpussazanacs:
pacckadxcu oa pacckaxcu [She is intruding on me: tell me! tell me!]) also expresses the
meaning of disapproving retelling. In this case the speaker does not like persistence and
importunity of the author of reported speech. See also [Teopernueckue mpoGiemsr... 2010:
205]: Ha mens cmanu Opocamucsi: pacckadxcu 0a pacckajxcu um cekpem camocona [They
started asking me to tell them the secret of making samogon] (1. Une, E. [Terpos). Note that
this construction cannot be used in a similar utterance outside of the context of retelling. Cf.:
Ilpucman, kax ¢ noxcom K eopny: «Craxcu oa ckadxcu npo Amamyposa Coghpe Muxatinoshe:
omo ckopeil deno noosunem!» [He stuck to me like glue: tell Sofja Mihajlovna about Mr.
Amaturov, it will help!] [A. ®. ITucemckuii. [IpocBerienHoe Bpems (1875)]

Iloocwvinancs k Heti 00HadCObI Oyxeanmep. oail oa Oail evipyuxy Ha 0ea Ous [The bookkeeper
stuck to her once asking to lend him some cash from the box office for two days]. [FO. O.

JlomOpoBckuii. DakyabTeT HEHY)KHBIX BEIICH .

17 Intonation

In [Sako 2008: 109] an intonation pattern is described, called “the intonation of mental

activity”, i.e. situations of remembering, perplexity, sinking into daydreams, and also reported
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speech (Tems ckazana, naoo ueco-mo mam yko-onvl derams [Aunty said we should make
injections...]). This intonation pattern is described as follows: «CooTBeTcTByrOIINI aKIEHT
XapaKTCPU3yeTCad TIMOABEMOM TOHAa W CYHMCCTBCHHBIM YIJIMHCHUCM  YyIJapHOTro cCjiora
AKIICHTOHOCUTCIISI  PCMBI. Bcesa 3ayapHas 00J1aCTh POBHaA (I/IHOF,Z[a ¢ HeOOIBIINM
€CTECTBEHHBIM TAJICHUEM ).

Yanko notes, that by retelling a speaker doesn’t copy somebody else’s intonation, but arranges
his or her utterance with a specific “remembering” prosody.

However, although the prosody of retelling and remembering has much in common, these two
intonation patterns are somewhat different. First of all, retelling is often affective and emotive,
and the prosody in this case is emphatic, which is hardly possible in the case of remembering,
perplexity, or sinking into daydreams.

Secondly, by retelling, the phrase is often split into minor segments as against original speech.
Cf.:

- U umo on omeemun?

- Jla umo omsemun! «\Maama ne paspel\waaem»* [And what did he say? What could he say?
Mommy won’t let me].

From the point of view of intonation, reported speech often turns to sound rhythmical,
pronounced with seriate tone rises and falls, similar to “listing” intonation: 4 or mme u
eosopum: «\Boom, Noeesywka, xaxas evt kpal\cuusas, xax eac 30/\eym, a notil\oeemme,
noeyl\isiem, a Noaaiime menel\¢poonuux» [And he tells me: Hey lady, you’re so pretty, what’s
your name, let’s go for a walk, please give me your phone number]. See the picture below:

Figure 1.
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The phrase (Twut 2060pun:) A donocen, s e mocy ne yexams [(YoUu said:) I must go, | cannot stay
here] from the film «IIpoezmom» (“Drive-by visit”) (1982).

“Retelling” intonation distorts the original utterance so that a listener understands, that the
respective speech fragment doesn’t belong to the speaker. Thus, in the phrase Kax sac 306ym?
[What is your name?] rising tone on 306ym is in regular Russian impossible. But in reported
speech slight tone rise on this word is quite natural.

Last but not least, if a speaker disapproves the original utterance, such phenomenon as “aping”
(mepeapasuuBanue) may appear. There are different means of aping in Russian. Now we will
mention only two of them. In [Kamio 1992] S. Kodzasov’s remark is adduced, that nasalization
is often used as a means of aping.

One more means of this kind is “bleating” («Onestaue») (ma-a-a-ama).

8 Speech substitutes

There is one more interesting phenomenon, connected with someone else’s speech reporting.
Besides xenomarkers, there are some items, substituting or imitating someone’s speech.
Usually such items are senseless combinations of sounds, including iterations and rhymes and
characterized with the same intonation pattern as was already discussed. These are units like -
JIsL MOROJISL, JA-NS-ha-¢ha, ma-ma-ma, ma-ma-Ho-H3, momo-smo, mpa-is i and a relatively new
borrowing 6na-6na(-61a); A emy obwvacHaw: «Y meHns mHo20 pabomvl, a 3aempa mewa
npuesdicaem, ma-ma-Ha-u3 <as-as monons>...» [’'m telling him: I’ve got a lot of work, and
tomorrow my mother-in-law is coming, bla-bla-bla]; Te: emy craorcu, umo mot k nemy xopouwio
OMHOCUUBCSL, HO MOJILKO Kak K opyey, oaa-6aa-6na [You should tell him that you like him but
only as a friend, bla-bla-bla]. Compare also: Ilpubecaem: «A! O!» A uem s mocy emy nomous?
[He came crying “Ah! Oh!”, but how could I help him?]; Onams naexana na mensa: «Aa! Jaa!»
Haooena yaice [She started picking on me again: “Aa! Oo!” — I’'m sick of her]. Moreover there
are expressions muipui-nsipur and meip-nwip socemwv dvip. Normally such units are not reflected
in written texts, but quite often occur in oral discourse. Some of these expression are used not
only to substitute someone else’s speech, but also to denote it: Bom ceiiuac, s nporucman KX
U OyMaro 4mo-mo 8pooe - 80m s 10uapa u HeyoOayHuK, maxk 6e30apHo nposooul 8pems U cox

na pasHviM mENKam u 6cé bec MoKy u nUcal KaKylo-mo nypey Kakue-mo pacckasvl u o1a o1a
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[Just now I looked up my LJ and I’'m thinking something like 'I'm such a jerk and a looser, |
wasted so much time dreaming of different babes, writing all kinds of fluff and bla-bla-bla].

It should be mentioned that some items with a broader meaning also often function as
xenomarkers. Thus, the word spooe — a marker of uncertainty — can be used in reported speech
as xenomarker. Compare two sentences: 7ot 8pode noxyodena [You seem slimmer] [the speaker
is not sure] and Own epooe ysoauncs [They say he quit the job]. The word muna — a marker of
approximate nomination — can function in a similar way: A4 ona cmana 2oeopums, wmo myosnc
muna max 3anam [And she started saying that her husband is sorta busy]. As was already
noticed (see fox example [Byneiruna/lllmenés 1993; 1997, Apyrionosa 1999]), this meaning is
typical of some expressions with the verb zosopums (‘to say’), predicatives crwvlurno, noxoorce,
etc., and also constructions with (kax) 6yomo (6w) and some others. In [Jleryuuit 2008]
comparative constructions with conjunctions xax 6yomo, 6yomo, crosno, kax 6vi, kak 6yomo
owl, 6yomo 6wv1 are considered in detail, as a source of units with the meaning of evidentiality.
One more interesting item is a new meaning of the pronominal maxoii: A s maxas: «Kax mebs
306ym?» [And I’'m like — what’s your name?]. Sometimes it is considered as an evidential
marker, because very often it precedes direct speech [Casuyk 2011]. In my opinion it has a
rather iconic function (a speaker wants the listener to vividly imagine what happened) and does
not obligatory presuppose reported speech: A s makas nooxooicy, 6epy cueapemy u 3axypusaro.
Bce 6 woxe [And I’'m like coming up, taking a cigarette and lighting it. All are shocked].

So we tried to show that xenomarkers in Russian are numerous, various and belong to different

levels of language. They demand careful examination.
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