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Evidential mastery

John B. Haviland
CIESAS-Sureste and Reed College

conflict by ordering their words, either in the household or at the courthouse; the
Jk’opajel, “talker (for one)’, a person whose skill in speech makes him ap
appropriate “mouthpiece” in dealing with authorities both within the community
and in the wider world; or the rotil-me il ‘ritual adviser, lit,, father-mother’ who
guides ritual officeholders through the procedures of their years in office, most
notably instructing them in how to speak appropriately with both human and
superhuman interlocutors. In this paper I try to characterize one aspect of “speech
skill” in Zinacantan, in the context of a wider study of Zinacantec linguistic

“Honey, I shrank the linguistic competence”

When we teach linguistics to novices, we typically inflict a variety of idealizing

removing from the scope of our inquiry into language a set of considerations or
phenomena, leaving behind a hopefully more tractable linguistic residuum,

shell. In a further move, we typically abstract away behavior altogether—
rejecting as impure mere “speech” or real “discourse” for example. We eliminate
by fiat variation in the resulting knowledge (or “intuition™) in order to focus our
empirical attention on “jdeal” speaker-hearers, with perfect knowledge, infinite
memory, etc., a fiction rendered more palatable by resorting to abstract, algebraic
models of “well-formedness.”

How poor (and how remote from the empirical realm that I, for example,

work with in my interactions with Tzotzil speakers) is the resulting linguistic
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datum! Instead of, for example, a situated language aesthetic, the sort of
appreciation for good or proper talk that the best speakers—those to whom, if we
are lucky, we apprentice ourselves—quite enthusiastically try to teach us, we are
instead reduced to rarified (and often painfully elicited or carefully massaged)
“well-formedness judgments”. Instead of an explicit and frequently well-
articulated metatheory of practice (for example, about speech efficacy, or
“persuasiveness’”)—what one can or must do largely or exclusively through talk—
one concentrates on what one “can” (or cannot) “say” (and now not in an even

remotely Austinian sense).
There are, of course, alternative, richer views of the linguistic datum,

which I myself prefer. One typically compact expression is that of Silverstein
(1985):

“The total linguistic fact, the datum for a science of language, is
irreducibly dialectic in nature. It is an unstable mutual interaction of
meaningful sign forms contextualized to situations of interested human
use, mediated by the fact of cultural ideology™ (1985:220).

Here each linguistic datum implies three interlocking perspectives. First there is a
structural perspective (roughly, a grammar of form); second there is a pragmatic
perspective on the “appropriate” and “effective” uses of linguistic forms; and
third, an ideological perspective about “language use as a means to an end in

interaction” (Silverstein 1985:222).
Given such a wider perspective on the minimal linguistic fact, it becomes

necessary to relate linguistic competence not just to an elaborate filter on formal
combinatorial possibilities and their mappings onto alternate algebraic
representations, a kind of structural lowest common denominator for all speakers
of a linguistic variety, but to the virtuoso, skillful, effective, and beautiful
performances of the best—i.e., the most competent—speakers.

My compadre, the “Master Speaker”
Let me introduce my compadre and teacher mol Mariano. I first met him, in

1966, as a ritual officeholder in Zinacantan, occupying a high-ranking position in
the third level (out of four) in the hierarchy of j-pas- ‘abtel ‘lit., doers of work’
who perform essential religious functions in the community during year-long
terms in office, and to which system all male Zinacantecs are supposed to aspire
(Cancian 1965). As a j-pas- abtel and later as a fotil-me il ‘lit., father-mother’ or
ritual adviser to other cargoholders once he had finished his own distinguished
career in the hierarchy, mol Mariano was a recognized expert in the ritual
procedures of Zinacantec religious performance—largely devoted to the care of
saints in the elaborated calendar of yearly fiestas in the community. A central
part of his expertise lay in his ability to marshal words: the parallel constructions
of religious prayer, and the elaborate courtesy of ritual visits between
cargoholders and other specialists such as musicians, cooks, cannoneers, helpers,
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and other totil-me iletik. Still later, when he becam h
€ a ch’uyl-

one of six ‘
. men chosen to serve for life as the most 7ol ‘holy elder’—

sibling set, father-i
s -In-law to a munijcj .
and compadre fre municipal president, much sought-
affairs or to help g;‘:?tlz;.put him in a position to advise othe% ki:ﬂer godfathc?r
rather a reteller of d ¢ disputes. Finally, I came to know him o e . T
In all of these o ;ia}?ls, a theme to which I will return at the eisda fqrﬁ?mer, or
central. My focuf Ci 16;18., mol Mariano’s abilities as a T ot this Q,aper.
AR lating o In this paper will be his expert, ¢ Ster speaker” are
on of evidence to a variety of purposes > SXpressive, and delicate

Social anchors in grammar

Let me first pre )
are treated S Hséxﬁ;r}:g b;flglgc facts of the Tzotzil evidential system, some of whij
Jakobson’s standard for(mulZ[" 199(51)9-5111 terms of syntax evident’ial noeti?)n;Vthh
i i : ; 1on 7) followi ’ —on
indexical relationship wi ollowing Whorf (19 L
1p with a “narrated (1956), signaling an
speech event whic e b speech event” E™ distinct f;
snoendling for asp:cg%vfl(:;z ev1dendce” or, in the standard case égir:tedrfo(lrgn.enlt
narrate L [T s glCa
extended to wh . events” in the current
on the part of atth{:akObS(l)(n calls “status,” in particular an epist::ﬁf.e ch event, and
i Speaker (or other ;7 ic commitment
material—have other participants) to aspect :
level are a varietthreefSlon_S of realization in Tzotzil. At thepleasst ot iy hauated
often accurring a}; ?1 exicalized expressions and particles with sg;a:rlmgtlcallzed
grammaticalized ve b]e edges of utterances. There is further a oian i Sop ©
lend them eVidentigl sﬂofspeaku.lg, which explicitly frame “qUOte”Si?tzs of semi-
integratcd into clausal syntax. oot R, &7 “Second position” clties, fully
and abstract expressi Syr;tax’. s“bSFOUPs of which provide the most -y fu“_}’
latter less lexically tra(r)ll;po evidential categories. These devices espeSy .Stﬁma;llc
arent types, hav 3 . » cially the
work on Tzotzi] B . € resisted systematic an is i .
- : ¢ (see Silverstein 19 of suc
evidential devices is j : . in 1981), and part
1€es 1s inextricably linked not just to Strp;ligh)t]f(l:f\f,zuze th:i: use of
rd and easily
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characteri;ed .semant-ico—referential or pragmatig ' values but to highly represents) to the .
contextualized interactive facts. My warrant for detailing these structural matters discourse. The °“.g°’“f.% flow of talk, and the interp]
is'found in recent compargtive treatments of evidentigl systems (Chafe and calls “links”- fgr é::;m tlhxs sense, discourse sequencerrf :ry W?lf Presuppositions in
Nichols 1‘986; Hill and Irvine 1992), who urge that. [}]mport.ant ....for future preceding ta’lk . Mple, an relates the current utterance t at SChegIOff(lg%)
study . . . is the ethnography of the use . . . of grammaticalized evidential systems” preceding turn ’i d.mc_mg surprise; a'q similarly point bO i(’me Immediately
: o : : : fale i c > Indicating knowj S backward
(Hill and Irvine :22). In previous work I link evidentials in Tzotzil to ) To suggest the ﬂivor (V)‘;}rtlfeagreement. S toward 2
these extra-claysal Inventory of evid
elements, I have j 1dential notions ex
, included rough pressed by
glosses for som

“other interpersonal elements in language (honorifics and similar
conventional implicatures, diminutives and augmentatives, or other
linguistic devices ...[which indicate] without really saying, how a speaker
feels, or where he stands with his fellows) . . .[I]t is precisely when
speakers get down to such ordinary business that the properties of
language as a tool begin to appear--that it stops, in Wittgenstein's phrase,

‘idling”.” (Haviland 1987)

orient ]
o Moo
mm
Can you real] a
; y €. i 4
m think tho 2 (ie., obviously not...)
m Perhaps it is the
case that..
because i
i | S
cont i
m g Mra to expectation or suggestion
surprisingly the
case that. ..
pwes ke (pues it is the case
que, that

Table I: Phrasal proclitics (partial)

The Tzotzil system is semi-grammaticalized, with epistemically loaded
“2nd”

particles and clitics in 3 structural positions: clause initial and final, and
position. Here is a single utterance from mol Mariano’s conversation with his

(1) An yu~un me chopol un a‘a
WHY because INTENS bad then AGREE .
‘(Responding to what you just said) the fact is that (I myself really think)

it is bad, then, (agreeing with you, and I knew it all along).’

nephew that illustrates all three positions. !
i

!

1

!

|

Here an ‘why...!" is a phrasal proclitic, me ‘speaker as principal’ is a “second
position” evidential clitic, and a’a ‘agreement’ a phrasal enclitic. However, the
relative uselessness of both these brief glosses (and even of the free gloss of (1))

.al charac]e] 1zation Of these ele”l
3 g ]

more systematic analysis is required. .
yWithout t iny to ivz a full account of the Tzotzi! clause (see Aissen To Ch?raCtenze an element as ;
s : : : v Syntactically precise cha > accrumng to “second position” imnl;
19873 and especially 1992) we can still characterize with some precision the Tzotzil, the incumb I:fictenzatlon of what can occypy « ”ﬂ 1mplxes a
positions involved for these evidential elements. Both the phrasal proclitics and either the first le;niczlnt of dﬁr;t” position can be a wopg Orpayphrlrst ?OSItion. In
. word of a compl ase—for examp]

allowin for ¢ s mplex noun phra . mple,
0 o S€, or t

g nsiderable flexibility in where “second posi};?oir,l’tlrle.tpounhphrase_
clitics show up in

enclitics are essentially extra clausal, coming either before or after other elements
with structurally defined positions. For example, the phrasal evidential proclitics an utterance although h
; again the precise detajs i
; ils will not conc
ern us here. Bein
. . g

precede the interrogative particle, as well as topicalized preposed WH-words,

which otherwise come clause initially.
, . , ) the latter, ¢t
(2) an 21 g:lfrightened ﬁliems e esting ;sl:r?] form a small, closed set. Moreoyer thei .
. o 4 Imately linked to perspectives j » their contribution to utterance
and aspectual frames, es in the clause, notably its illocution
ary

‘Why, has the child become frightened?’

Similarly the evidential enclitics follow other elements which occupy clause final
positions, such as the phrasal right-edge marker un in (1). Iconically appropriate
to this essentially extra-clausal positioning is the pragmatic force associated with
these evidentials: they relate the utterance in question (or the epistemic move it
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. i“d;ed‘! with a note of positive encouragement?
] perhaps
k;zk e pues, then, as a
- consequence,
obviously, as
expected...
un pues, period ()
? clearly,
e obviously, hf)w
could you think
otherwise? .
: indeed, I agree I already knew it
;"lebi’ 2: Phrasal enclitics (partial)
D2 ]
C (D1) E — E)x )
> : nan ox ‘other | la ’ they
onox ’ x oy
)‘Cglready’ ‘anyway, all | ‘perhaps time
the same,
always’ Ty
13 T b 3+ t’ Van
to ‘still” | no ‘jus e haps
+
interrog.)’ —
interrog.
ka
‘indeed,
as I
suspected’

Table 3. Tzotzil “second position” clitics

) ingle slot.
: i t, however, a sing
sE g Tzotzil clause is not, lEmenity
o d position” in the in nearly complem
The ii::lntespts (linking those elements that artf: (;ir]ffrelrentyclitics in normal
lusiead, siug d comparing fixed pairwise ordering o ied by even smaller
distrlbum;ln, ar1hat there are several distinct posm;)ri;,hocfc_;ﬁ “cryptotypes” with
SpECel) Show typical repertoire o GEMat, BLyDS h senmnte
igmatic contrast sets—a typ . that help distinguis .
paradigma . ch like those ) ts with fo
e “ tances” mu ‘already’ contrasts
SistribnUonal reastes hus, for example, xa ‘a " oF me
5 2 i Engllsh. (T us, ‘srincipal other than Speaker or
adjective classes in before either /a ‘principa ) ther.)
A rays occur before ting with each other.
"WHLI', mot L, Alazgs o , latter two also contrasting wi in
‘ rincipal’—the la marize the layering
speaker same ta}s pall olf) the relevant arguments, l'et me Tu(r;;s the most fraquent
wou pres'in“mfond position” as in Table 3, which inclu
within Tzotzil “se

itics i i tec speech.
second position clitics in modern Zinacan p
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€Xpress evidentia] Categories of a classical Jakobsonean Sort.  The two clitics
which occur with overwhelming frequency in this position are la—sometimes

is, in addition, the form ma which replaces e in the interrogative contexts, |
have also included the relatively infrequent g ‘so, as | Suspected, I now realize; 1
Suspected, and now confirm [or perhaps am surprised to find disconﬁrmed]’
(probably derived from an inflecteq form k-qj < hear, think’) since jt appears to

Laughlin’s glosses reflect characteristjc uses of these particles—/q g
particularly appropriate to narratives (he writeg that la is “yseq primarily in
narrative Speech--e.g., gossip, folk tales, dreams--indicating object or action not
directly perceived, or information for whose veracity the speaker assumes no
responsibility” [1975:201]), and me is frequently heard with polite imperatives—
but they miss the essential Paradigmatic contrast encoded in thjg evidential sjot.
In effect, the opposition between /4 and me is one of illocutionary source; in
Goffman’s familiar terms (1979) la asserts that the “animator” or current speakers
is distinct from the “principal,” or authority behing the words: “these are other’s
words.” In g narrative context, the effect is to distance current speaker from the
authority behind the declarative Proposition. By contrast, me asserts that animator
and principal are one and the same; the effect is emphatic: “thege words are my
words.” In the context of an imperative, the effect is thus one ofemphasizing the
speaker’s desire that the command be carried out; hence, the gloss ‘please.’ The
contrast js Systematic, as the following constructed €xamples show, with
declaratives (3-4), imperatives (5-6), and interrogatives (7-9).

3) Chbat la ‘He’s £oing (so someone says).’

4) Chbat me ‘He’s going (I assert it!).

(5) Batan la “Yoy are to go.’

(6) Batan me ‘Pleage go!’

N M chabat la? “wij You go (someone asks)?’

) Michabar me? ‘Will you 80 (for goodness sake, go already!)?’
O Kuma ora chabat? ‘When (the hell) wil] You go?’
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In terms of the standard Jakobsonian definition, /a is a ciear “evidential”
in that it indexes a displaced (non-current) speech event, whether real or
fictionally projected, what Irvine (1996) calls a “shadow conversation” in which
someone other than the speaker animates an utterance—an assertion, a question, a
command—to which the current utterance is indebted. Me on the other hand
involves a marked reflexive reference to the current act of speaking (by contrast
with a similar but unmarked utterance with no evidential ornamentation): using
me emphasizes that 1 am animating my own thoughts, intentions, desires,  etc.
(Ma further compounds the contextualization by indexing the co-presence in the
utterance of an interrogative element.) Ka, though infrequent, apparently indexes
a prior expectation that is somehow confirmed, perhaps suprisingly.

(10) Taka xabat. ‘So, you're going (after all, I had heard that you might).’

Framing verbs and epithets
Before turning to my compadre’s use of evidential elements in ordinary

conversation, let me flesh out the picture of a few further, related Tzotzil
resources. | have claimed that the ‘hearsay’ clitic /o indexes a virtual “narrated
speech situation” E™ distinct from the current moment of speech, but without
specifying details of the implicated interlocutors or their actual talk. Indeed, as
we shall see, part of the interactive virtue of /a is its anonymity, its noncommittal
invocation of quite unspecific others. By contrast, me focuses attention on the
current act of speaking, investing it with an emphatic relationship to the speaker
herself, her intentions, state of knowledge, desires, etc. In addition to these semi-
grammaticalized €videntials, Tzotzil speech is liberally sprinkled with explicit
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xi.‘he says/he goes’,
x-i-chi ‘T say/l go’
Xx-a-chi ¢

2 ‘he told him’, ..

U k-al-oje ‘T would h : i
; ave said

thought’; x-k-al-tik ‘(as) we

yflel ‘apparently’; y-av-
SInce it is the cage th
e . at...”; k'el-av-jj 4 i
v-a'j s‘o, listen’; k- -tik ‘as we know (ZOk fere
X-a-na’ ‘as you know’- a- >
1 i 8

il ‘now that You see it:

verbs of speaking which, in various degrees, frame talk and knowledge of events
directly in terms of different kinds of participant structures and perceptive
modalities. Without going into details, I list some of the relevant framing verbs in
Table 4. Each verb provides a miniature scenario to characterize the relative
states of knowledge, expectation, and talk among interlocutors. Each verb is also
at least partially grammaticalized in Zinacantec Tzotzil, in the sense that the
verbal paradigms are somewhat reduced both morphologically and
phonologically, and that each verb gives rise to a series of frozen and
conventionalized expressions that begin to exhibit particle like syntactic
autonomy.

For example, the three explicit verbs of speaking have slightly different
properties. Chi ‘say’ is formally intransitive, although it is always accompanied
by a “quoted” utterance (which may be articulated speech, a sound, a gesture, or
even a movement); it is aspectually defective, occurring only with the unmarked
aspectual prefix x-; and it is phonologically reduced in the 3rd person form, xi,
which also means ‘thus, this way.” The transitive u¢ ‘tell’ also involves a
“quoted” utterance, but its two formal arguments are speaker and addressee; the
verb also occurs only in unmarked aspect. The transitive a/ ‘say’ has as its

genres and styles of speeci.from Spatish
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jlo'-tzo® ‘[shit eater] how terrible!” th
hi:tnfsgefxmadﬁys use to weed their fields (In Tzotzi]
e , Y TN _ ; line numbers fr Z1l transcripts, Mariang i

porkiriva (porqueria) [disgusting thing] how disgusting! conventions are descri ; om the original transer » Mariano js M
escribed in Appendix NSCript are preserved: M,

1.) ed; glossin

g

Table 6: Some female epithets

(11)  “The thieves arrived by car 4’

“Thieves”: Zinacantec “Small talk” 108 M; g g

In order to connect my compadre’s masterful speech with these Tzotzil evidential PREP tiigk IJ;: 1= k't 1i jrelerr -
devices, 1 draw exemplary material largely from a videotaped conversation They say the thi CP- arrive ART robber _SL
between nol Mariano and one of his nephews, in forest lands not far from the 109 N; nompre de ;e‘;es arrived in a vehicle

village of Nabenchauk. The nephew has been hauling newly hewn pine boards name  from ngs

from a wooded plot up to the path, in order eventually to transport them by truck 110 M; ],”_ {’he name of God!

back to the village. Talk has turned to thieves who steal firewood, pine needles ’ ; ;s Ilj

(which are important in ritual), and tools. Mol Mariano recounts the loss of a hoe
and of two hand pumps used for applying herbicides from property both nearby
and in lowland fields. Both men tell of similar cases involving others, complete
with narrated dialogues and laments. Evidential elements of various sorts are

Yes, so they say.

hout the conversation, as subsequent fragments will show. na . § story. In line 110
a conversation—growing , e a. ’ § “yes” is given
out of a casual encounter 5 5 COmﬁIenlc;jzslzzbmg another theft—a hoe that his son’s )
between acquaiptances his protagonist gside a pickaxe—Mariano explicitly (i fworker had left hidden in
who are nonetheléss not _ ettt o res, with the framing verb y; ‘he said.” | ?Pn-specnﬁcally) voices
closely enough related to it is the worker ?t?lrted speaker (subject of the framing v: bm§ 4.16, moreover, it is
share more than the most : the hoe where th € 3rd person subject of the verh - ; tb x7) is his son, whereas
superficial of intimacies— re the thief could find it. Javan "lay_face_up’) who left
is in the native calculus of ‘ (12)  Voicing via framj
ways of speaking 43 M; mukul ta nthYcairpls 3 s
< ‘ quintessentially ~ “polite” ﬁidden PREP weed © :;Y
e ; } 3 Tzotzil. The conventional o 1t was hidden in the weeds,” he sai
etiquette of such talk is patent in a number of discursive features: massive K e - dna
repetition, conventionalized expressions, and a certain enforced vacuity about Boy!
topics: the weather, the cornfield, the costs of things. Interactively, Zinacantec 45 u; é_ i _
“small talk” also requires a mutual “drawing out” between interlocutors, who 3E- WithUk ig_ piko xi
frame agreement in conventional ways, and engineer epistemic alignment largely “With the pick ,{DleaX? say
through the use of evidential elements of the kind we have seen. Moreover, 46 ali piko P _eaxete, he Si’d'
a

evidentials implicate “shadow conversations” and thus “shadow participants,” ART pickaxe -CL there alr .
eady

about whom face-to-face interlocutors can also negotiate moral and affective ;g_ i:;’a‘f‘ komel (DIR) xi
stances. « _tace_up staying
- . — . The pick ; ; Bay
“[T}he grammar of evidence picks out, presupposes, or implicates voices Athughplyf,/;gfei]heﬂm leﬁ 1[.]yl'ng exposed.” he said
or faces (on both the speaker's end and that of his interlocutors): those who Mariano will assiduous| uman - principals, careful conversati i .
do and don't, can and can't, [should or shouldn’t] know” (Haviland 1987). the frozen and phonologigsﬁ a tOddlstance themselves from no:':/ae;_sft_s dllke ol
o ally reduced i ; -veritied source
rvox ‘lit.,, God ha o expression lojryox . S,
In mol Mariano’s conversation with his nephew, for example, he describes witness. S seen 1t’ attests to the epistemi Jrvox, derived from Y-il-oj

. . cc i
the theft of an important and costly farming tool—the herbicide spraying pump ertamty of a supernatural
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(13)  Supernatural witness
165 M; batz'i pendejo 1li Jj'elek' -e
real stupid ART robber -CL

The thieves are real jerks.

166 N; animal chopol s- Jjol
extremely bad 3E- head

They have very bad heads.
167 y- il =~oj ryox (> lojryox)
3E- see -PF God

God is my witness!

A recurring theme in recent studies of evidential systems is the
relationship between evidence, moral positioning by interlocutors, and

responsibility (Hill and Irvine 1992).

“Evidentials offer a delicate resource for manipulating a constantly

ommon ground between speaker (in his or her various faces) and

shifting ¢
pistemological but

interlocutors, a universe of discourse that has not only e
also moral character. Evidentials encode not only what a speaker knows

or how he knows it; but also what [interlocutors] can be taken to know, or
should know, or apparently (perhaps culpably) fail to know” (Haviland

1987).

Mol Mariano tells his nephew that he has had considerable trouble with thieves in
the nearby fields, and his nephew, who has already complained about the same
problem, uses the Tzotzil formula for “I told you so” (literally, ‘hear what I am
saying, i.e., that’s just what I'm telling you’, using both the verbs a ‘i ‘hear’ and al
‘say’) to suggest that he already knew all about the problem.

(14) Ttold youso
7 M; Dbatz'i ep s- pas -0j -b- -on palta
real much 3E- do,make -PF —-BEN- -1a fault
1i° ta j- na -e

here/this PREP 1E- house -CL

They have caused me lots of problems here at my house.
8 N; av- a'i ch- k- al -e (> va'i chkale)

2E- hear ICP- 1E- say -CL

You see what I told you?

Because evidentials have to do with belief, they also involve disbelief,
doubt, absolute certainty and agreement, as well as absolute disagreement. They
are thus appropriate vehicles for “assessments” (Goodwin 1986) with which
interlocutors react to and evaluate each other’s pronouncements. Moreover, since
Tzotzil evidential elements often implicate “shadow conversations,” in the mouth
of a master speaker they are powerful tools for representing shadow personalities:
the assessments of narrated protagonists give subtle clues to their attitudes,

EVIDENTIAL MASTERY
361

ices (which may be. i
, their epistemi affuctive
T epistemic and affecti
Y also resources well-designed to efce;rt:s/e
S

( > g’ ’
pOhteneSS and its blaCk Sheep COUSlIlS IUdeness mOCklIl scorn lndltfelence,

and so on).

ng) Chin!
8 M;  lek mol asaluna
good large hoe

Itw 1

19 't was a nice large hoe,
jun ek'el i- pat
one axe CP- go

And a si
20 N; chin ngle axe was stolen,

Damn!

theﬂ:s, by puttlng CIIIOthHal W Old la”led hy a
S, f
Illouth——-lll thlS Case, hlS own mOuth

(16) “Dam i
ned thief,” [ s
58 M;  jee ' e
5 Hmph!
buta j'elek' -¢
~ ke - i
r;zre robber -¢r, bo;e :SP- :i;— oo
e damned thief!” [ said to myself. i

i Certainty‘and uncertainty, the sy
i nipulable for Interpersonal ends
€ nephew uses the conventional e;(

Co;:l;;?dsed Substrate of evidentiality, are also
sider the following exchange, in which

Illdlall Chlapas Ha\/llalld 1 988 BIOW“ a“d Lev nson 9; b ; [)aS m
» S1 .).
(l ) uncer ta”lt) (felgHEd) as pOIIte“eSS
98 M; aylb to Oora ch~ tal 1i

how_many sti1) hour 1cP- -

come ART truck

un -e
PT -CL
e & ;4f wl;(;t\time Will the truck come?
~tik  mi ch- ta) ta chib
1D ora

1E- know -pr,
INC O 1CP-
W) s come PREP
ho knows if it wil come at 2 o'clock e hour
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ished through

imilarly polite is what one might call vacuous agreement, acl:lcomspll\s}i‘: massi%e
Similar yipcl)xlation of “indeed”-style evidentials as ' wef ?n )
ggenv:rl:antignal repetition (see lines 223-228 in the following frag 2

(18)  Peaches

0 M 1i* nox k- ak' to . ig Egiita
22 ; i - give stil -
this only 1E- gi : .
;freét j- mok ta Jj- <chabi

- r
3E- inside 1E- fence ICP 1lE- care_fo

j insi ence, to have a look at
I'll just have a little walk around inside my fe [

aa
o Yes.
222 M; turasnu
peach
the peaches. . .
223 batz'i i- 1laj ta chuc

real CP- finish PREP squirrel

They are really getting finished off by squirrels.
N; ch- 1laj é‘a
22 ICP- finish indeed .
Indeed, they are getting finished.
225 M; c¢h- 1aj

ICP- finish
Getting finished. i
226 N; ch- 1 aj yu van

ICP- finish after_all
Getting finished, of course.

227 M; ey
OK
Alright.
228 N; jidd
Yes.

ici ntioned
Mariano and his nephew consider the theft of herbicide ptun::}:sa,‘ rg::s tioned

i hey constru

i i nd together they

i strative fragment above, ar ik ¢ Blesrlie
by thehﬁtr'St lllllclenario in which, had the thieves encountered not ;Lus: the tools but
hyp'Ot e' 1(:rls as well, things could have turned out much worse. ; g‘o Si;ions ental

;‘helr'ownombines w’ith repetitive agreement to align the rhetorical p

raming ¢

interlocutors.

(19)  Could have been worse G otey  -ux
i ja’ j- na
e ?a E;G iE- know CONJ there -IRREAL
;4nd I don't know if (the owner) had been there...
120 y- ajval
3E- lorxd
(the owner)
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121 mi - na’ pi gy X-

NEG 1E- know Q NEG asp-
ch- k- al -e
ICP- 1E- say -CL

milvan komel(DIR)
murder Staying

1 don't know if (the thieves) might not have just killed him and left
him, I say.
[
122 N; yu'n ja' ch- milvan
because ! ICP- murder
Well, they would have killed him.
123 1i pentejo un -e

ART stupid pr =CL
Those bastards,
[

124 M; ch~ milvanp che'e
ICP~ murder then
They would have killed him, indeed
milvan a‘a yu'van
ICP- murder indeed after_all
Indeed, they woulg have killed him, what else?

125 N;  ch-

The world of the sou] and the face of the earth
There is another context in which a skilled raconteur |

his mastery of evidentials: in dream narratives, | Zinacantan, dreams are
powerful and prophetic: they are the source of often obscure byt important

" Bl Premonitions and the site in which
T P supernatural gifts (the ability to
cure, or to play music, for
example) are bestowed by the
ancestral deities. Unlike the
waking world, known as ta sha
balamil ‘on the face of the earth’,
dreams are the realm of the soul,
which can detach jtsef from the
sleeping body, and travel far and
wide, having its adventures,
Although, ones soul is
recognizable, it constitutes an

~ authority of its own distinct from
onself: its experienc ified with the evidentially distancing

ike my compadre displays

Thus, for example, w
careful to distinguish what he
and experiences in dreaming,

hen mol Mariano tell

s his dreams, he is normally
himself sees or experi

ences, from what his soul sees
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What my soul sees
antz -etik

la lamal

te Xa
there already QUOT gathered around woman -PL
yilel un
it_appears PT
It appeared that there were women gathered there, LA.
72 M; oy la te kujkuj ch'en yilel un
cave it_appears PT

exist QUOT there low
1t seemed there was a very low cave there, LA

Similarly, even what my soul hears and says in dream requires evidential
qualification.

(21) “Ah,” I said, supposedly.

k'usi oy te xi

46 M; k'el -o
look ~-IMP what exist there say
"Look what there is in there,” he said.
48 aa x- k- ut la

yes ASP- 1E- tell QUOT
"Ah," I told him, LA.

Finally, at the end of this troubling dream, in which Mariano was offered

suspicious food, shown where a witch prayed to sell people’s souls, and was
finally shown a prone man, said to be Christ, comes the punchline. Mariano’s
soul recognizes that it was being deceived. Still, the moment of revelation itself

also receives the evidential /a.

(22) Adead pérson, LA

85 M; pero bu x= a- ta
but where ASP- 2E- find
But what would you find?

86 anima la
soul QUOT

1t was a dead person, LA.

(Socio)linguistic spaces in modern Chiapas and new “Master speakers”?
The Tzotzil region and, indeed, all of indigenous Chiapas is experiencing
dramatic language shift, as Indian communities along with the languages they
speak are being rapidly displaced. War, religious and political fragmentation, as
well as profound changes in the social organization of work have all contributed
to the rise of new, mixed, sometimes wildly multilingual communities—in both
sparsely settled areas of the state and on the fringes of urban centers. Although
there have been cyclic rises and falls over two centuries in the percentage of
speakers of Indian languages bilingual in Spanish, the past two decades have seen
a rapidly increasing reliance on Spanish on the part of Indians, as “traditional”
forms of control over indigenous populations and their labor that, in the second
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two epochs of the [a
nguage on the bagj . Compari
and patterns ) 1€ basis of Colonia] ¢ paring the
[ of public oratory in mode (male) szggg’e:;sé orll the l())ne hand,
, also observes g

ac There is little
in .the mold of my
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NEG negative particle
PF perfective suffix
(23) Saying googbzg o kik che'e PL nominal plural suffix
e Eigre c;rry -IMP perhaps then PLINC Ist person plural inclusive suffix
So, carry (more wood), perhaps, then. _ ) PREP preposition
’ i . te  ta 3- kuch klkh . ] PT particle
N—_— an g \; gcy there ICP 1E- carry perhap i Q yes/no question particle
s carrying. ! uoT uotative clitic /g
Why, I will perhaps keep carry ! Q
{ i~ ba -tik 3
4 - k'opont iE— celf -PLINC f References
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Factive and counterfactive clitics in Q’eqchi’-Maya:
Stance, status, and subjectivity

Paul Kockelman
University of Chicago

Introduction

> I mean the semiotic means by which we indicate our evaluation of, or
orientation to, states of affairs. In natura) languages, this indication usually turns
On various modes of either valye (moral obligation, epistemic possibility) or
intentionality (desire and memory, fear and disgust). Stances, then, are inherently
reflexive; they indicate psychological qualities of the speaker, and evaluative
Tesources of the speech community, in relation to the world spoken about, By
‘second-order Stance’ I mean the stances speakers take towards their own and
others’ stances, While any stance js inherently reflexive, second-order stances are
a condition for speakers to be relatively reflective about stances themselves. In
particular, second-order stances are intrinsic to various modalities of personhood
such as empathy, introspection, and choice. For these reasons, (second-order)
Stances provide g critical tool for social and linguistic theory: an €mpirically
tractable means to examine the irreducible relation between semiosis, identity,

This essay js part of a larger project (Kockelman 2002) in which |

encoded: a set of clitics in Q’eqchi’-Maya which mark features pertaining to the
grammatical categories of status and negationp, | detail the grammatical form and
semantic meaning of members of this set, focusing on factive and counterfactive

commitment event and the narrated CVent, not the degree of ontological
disjuncture between the commitment event and the speech event.
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