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Abstract

This article, in an attempt to add to the growiibgrature on Old Russian reported speech, consitlers
pragmatics ofako recitativumi.e. direct discourse introduced by the partal® ‘that, how’, a multifunctional
conjunction with a variety of subordinating usebrdugh a detailed pragmatic and quantitative amabyfscorpus
data, | show that in the Old Russian Primary Chalenjako recitativumcontrasts two conflicting points of
orientation, the narrator’s and the speaker’s. 8ipgithe construction witlako, the narrator expresses a negative
and/or distancing attitude towards the contenhefdpeaker’s utterance. The contrast betweentezhspeech with
jako and reported speech withgako is shown to be more significant than the contbastveen direct and indirect

discourse.

1. Introductiod

In the OIld Russian Primary Chronicle,Rovest’ vremennykh I€PVL), reported speech
plays a focal role. According to Rachel May’s stwdiylialogue in the PVL, the chronicle
revolves around speech acts; the chronicler haea gense of the dramatic value of quoted
speech (May 1997:49). The Russian Primary Chromscdggnificantly more dialogue-heavy than
its contemporary, the Novgorodian chronfcl@ross-linguistically, the introduction of direct
speech is said to create a higher degree of inkwe, and often expresses emotional
involvement (Chafe 1982, 1994; Leech and Short };988ance on dialogue lends drama and
emotional immediacy to a text. Dramatic impact inéct discourse notwithstanding, its cross-
linguistic significance for marking narrative peaeems to be greatly reduced in the PVL by the
fact that it is used so massively throughout tlé ®Reported speech in PVL is not a simple
foregrounding tool, but one of the chronicler'saldt narrative vehicles.

In this investigation, | show that three kinds @ported speech are attested in the Russian
Primary Chronicle, two of which are introduced byalti-functional subordinating conjunction
jako ‘that 3. The most widespread type of reported speechéstdiliscourse introduced without
the conjunctionjako. Indirect discourse, always introduced by thgwoctionjako, is extremely
rare, with only six undisputed occurrences in thé Prhe third kind of reported speech is the

so-calledako recitativumi.e. direct discourse introduced jako; this construction accounts for



10% of all reported speech in the PVL. Through taitkrl analysis of corpus data, | show that by
using thgako recitativumconstruction, the narrator expresses his negatidéstancing stance
towards the content of the reported utterance. Hg aso use this construction to rank speakers

in order of importance.

2. Corpus and data collection

For my study | examined the whole text of the PWith entries ranging from year 906
to 1110, using Donald Ostrowski’s critical editi@strowski 2003), and its electronic version or
the e-PVL (Birnbaum and Ostrowski 2007). The quéadew Ostrowski’s proposed best
reading (paradosis), which is based on a family tfeMSS rather than a single redaction of the
PVL; however, the relevant differences betweenctdas are noted. Examples are marked by
column and line numbers as they are given in Ostkdsvcritical edition (which correspond to
the column and line numbers in Karskij's editionttod PVL). Quotations to mark reported
speech are not attested in the MSS, but are intemtibere for clarification purposes. In
translationsjako is rendered aghat; all translations are mine, unless indicated p#hige.

| have collected examples of reported speech atcwptd the following principlegako
recitativum was collected in all its occurrences; indirea deixis-neutral discourse wijako
was collected following three basic speech vethsoramu ‘to say’, peuu ‘to say’ and
nostoamu ‘to tell'®. This approach limits the amount of reported shemtlected, but allows me
to consider indirect discourse in its undoubteduo@nces after speech verbs, apart from other
subordinating strategies, which need to be consttiseparately. Thus, for example, instances of
reported speech following non-basic speech vesbguyamu ‘to prophesy’ anduiamu ca ‘to
swear’ were omitted, eliminating three examplegkbd cum infintivuma construction involving

speech act representation which merits a sepatatg’s

3. Types of reported speech and their introdudtiche PVL

The Russian Primary Chronicle has three typespuirted speech, distinguished by their
expression of deixis, and by the marking of theagp€s evaluative stance towards the utterance.

Expression of deixideictic elements are dependent on the discounsatisin; their

reference point is dependent on the speaker, amisdrer position in space and time.



The most prominent in the PVL is direct discounsth speaker-oriented deixis which is

introduced without ‘jako’. This type of discoursecaunts for slightly more than 90% of all
reported speech in the chronicle (with 682 exampleof 752 total examples of reported
speech). Unmarked direct discourse is exemplifiegikample (1):
(1) W npubxa kpusa3b [leuenbkbekbin .. peue eMy, "BBITYCTH Thl CBOU MYXKb, a 51 CBOH, J1a CA
oopera“
‘The prince of the Pechenegs told him [Prince Votad, “Send yourchampion and |
will send_mine so that they might fight each other” (122: 16-8).
Such discourse is usually introduced by a verlpegsh, as in example (1), though direct
discourse can also appear without a speech verb:
(2) W nosenb ochapnatu koHB: “ ATH BUXKIO KOCTH €r0”.
And he ordered to saddle a horse: “I will see loisds” (39: 5)
Though direct discourse is prominent as an oridgioall of the narrator, it also appears quite
frequently in quotes of biblical speakers or Gosi3(&xamples), e.g.:
(3) W60 I'ocioas peue: “Ilpuxoasmiaro kb MbHB He WXKIEHY BHHB .
For God says: “I will not banish the one who coneeme” (62:24)

In addition to direct discourse, PVL has six insesof indirect discoursghich involves a

change of deixis from speaker-oriented to reparteznted:
(4) ..moBbpamra 60 emy, K0 XOTATh YOUTH H
‘He was toldthat [some people] want to kill him
In addition to direct and indirect discourse, wsodind deixis-neutral reported speech, i.e.
reported speech that lacks deictic indication,egitiecause the speech features third person
pronouns and verbs that stay the same in direciraiect discourse, or because deictic markers
are absent:
(5) TloBbmama emy, siko yTpo XOTATH cs1 mroaue npenatu [leuenbroms
‘they told himthat come morning the people want to surrender to dehénegs'.
These three types of reported speech (direct,aodand deixis-neutral discourse) can be
introduced in two ways:
I verb of speech +reported speech (682 total exampi¢isem 153 quote the
Bible)

Pexoma Ko3sape, “IInarute nams nanp” ‘The Khazars said, “Pay tribute to us™



ii. verb of speech jako ‘that’ + reported speech (74 examples, of thendte the
Bible)
Ce capimaBs [JaBbiab v ONbrb...HavacTa IlakaTu s, pekyia, sko “Cero He
obu10 BH poab Hamems” ‘Hearing this, David and Oleg... began to cry, sayi

that “this has never happened in our family™.

Table 1: Distribution of reported speech types

Type of reported speech Direct discourse, Deixis- Indirect discourse,

Introduced by speaker-oriented neutral reporter-oriented
deixis present discourse | deixis present

Verb of speech without jako| + + -

Verb of speech + jako + + +

3.1. Deixis-neutral discoursReported speech with neutral deixis is usualisooluced with

jako. These utterances can be interpreted as eithetdir indirect discourse, since there are no
formal means of classifying these utterances. Sadieation of their status is often provided by
the surrounding discourse.
Deixis-neutral discourse can be introduced withakio, though this is infrequent and usually
happens with biblical quotes, or in dialogues wlaher instances of reported speech exhibit
speaker-oriented deixis; by analogy, the deixistia¢instances of reported speech read like
direct discourse (6):
(6) nangToe ;bTO ... MpU3BBa cTapbUIIMHY KOHIOXOMB, peka: “KbJe ecTh KOHb MOH, eroXxe
0bxb mocTaBMIIB KbPMUTH U Ot0CTH ero?” OHB ke peue: “YMbpIb ecTh .
‘In the fifth year [Oleg] summoned the head of #t&bles, saying: “where is my horse,
which | have ordered to be fed and kept well?” Hiel s‘[The horse] has died”.
About a third of all examples gdko with reported speech are deixis-neutral, i.e. akmclude a
changeable person deiXisndication might be given by the context. In exée(7), monks
express their views on the suitability of one ldsiucceed the head of the monastery, Feodosii;
the utterance has no changeable déiigample (8) continues the conversation of the mpnk
who propose a different candidate; the deicticrdagon ofions pykoro TBoeto ‘under your
hand’ testifies to its status as direct discourse:
(7) Bparum xxe Hem000 OBICTB, TIaromtome sko “He cbab ecTh mocTpurans’

The brethren did not like this, sayititat “He was not ordained here” (187:1-2)



(8) W nauama Opatus npocutu Credana neMecTbHHKA, CyIlla ThIia yueHnKa deomocuena,

riaroJironie, ko “ CbhCh BB3paCiab €CTh IMOIb PYKOIO TBOCK, M Y T€OE MOCTYKUITb €CTh; .

And the brethren started asking to have Stepha@#meor, who was then a student of
Feodosii, sayinghat “He has grown up heyreinder youhand, and served under you
(187:5-7)

However, many instances of reported speech witbloamgeable deixis cannot be classified
with certainty as either direct or indirect discgeirThe statistics for these constructions are
given separately for direct, indirect, and deixesmal discourse (an example is counted as
deixis-neutral even if there are indications ofptebable status in the surrounding discourse).
The conditions under which the deixis-neujsddo with reported speech appears are often

identical to those ghko recitativum

3.2. Treatment of reported speech variation imditee. Though reported speech constructions in

Early Slavic attracted scholarly attention, funoibmotivations for the appearance of reported
speech withako are underexplored in previous studies. Voloshinescdbes the Old Russian
reported strategies as involving predominantlyaicescourse: “Indirect discourse in Old
Russian chronicles is extremely rare. Reporteddpseincorporated everywhere as a compact,
impermeable block with little or no individualizati”. This technique is described by
Voloshinov as “authoritarian dogmatism” (Voloshind®29/1973: 120ff).

Direct discourse with and withojako were briefly contrasted by Lunde, who notes thiagtod
speech withoujako is slightly more salient and foregrounded thaedispeech witfako

(Lunde 2005: 49-80jako recitativumis, in its turn, more foregrounded than indireistdurse
(ibid., 17).Jako recitativums more often discussed in the context of OCS {éegerka 1989,
2001). Jako recitativums often treated in studies of OCS as an eariyfof indirect speech
(Xaburgaev 1986; Matveeva-Isaeva 1958) or a styatdgpreby reporting starts with indirect
speech and switches to direct (Gamanovic 1991:251quoted in Collins 1996: 26). Collins
(1996) disagrees with this treatment, convincirgfipwing that indirect discourse, i.e. reported
speech involving a shift to reporter-oriented dgixs attested in the earliest OCS writings.
Collins argueghatjako recitativumcannot be a form of indirect discourse, since this
construction does not exhibit a shift of deixisa& his primary interest is in indirect discourse,

jako recitativumdoes not receive extensive treatment. Collinsesrihat fako recitativum may



be viewed as a result of a tendency to make texélations explicit... [and] may be linked to
syntactic pleonasms... and redundant conjunctions asjako dd (Collins 1996:34). Collins
further suggests that theko + direct discourse€onstruction may be a calque of Gréeli or
hos (Similar views were advocated by Vaillant 196258.)

In the Old Russian texts suchRavest’ Vremennykh Ldioth direct discoursgko
recitativum and, to a lesser extent, indirect discourse thestad. It is specifically for such
original works that it becomes crucial to underdttre differences between the types of reported
speech. These differences serve narrators in th&ro@tion of narratives; for Old Russian,

Lunde remarks that the variety and interplay ofedént forms allows the narrator to create
vividness €nargeig in a text. Lunde believes that “the variety offis is reflected in a variety
of pragmatic functions” (Lunde 2004:10).

The variation of reported speech forms is regulasgigociated with shifting from the
narrator’s to the speaker’s point of view. Thed&edences are usually considered in terms of
direct versus indirect discourse: direct speecimddo convey the speech event as it occurred; it
“imitates or presents the reported speech event the perspective of the reported, whereas the
indirect form analyzes or interprets the event ftbi perspective of the current reporting
event... Among the more important contrasts [indieew direct discourse] is the shifting back
and forth between a narrator's and a charactaris gioview” (Lucy 1993:18). Indirect
discourse is statistically insignificant in the P\And shifting from direct to indirect discourse is
not an important feature of the PVL narrative stndag. What is important for indicating

viewpoint is the shift from plain direct discoutsgako recitativum

4. Direct discourse introduced @ko

An examination of the Primary Chronicle yielded tmain functions for the employment
of jako with direct discourse. The first function conceev&dentiality /epistemic stance: the
narrator/reporter distances himself from the cantéthe utterance he is reporting (for example,
the chronicler records a point of view which hesidars erroneous). The second function ranks
speakers in the order of importance. Some speakersentral to the narrative and are mentioned
by name or by personal pronouns. Other speakersoaiggnificant enough to be mentioned by
name, and yet their speech is important enougle t@ported (for example, envoys are speaking

to the prince). The discourse of such secondargksgre is often marked lgko. The two



strategies need not be considered as wholly sepdra¢ speech of secondary characters,
especially those in opposition to the main protagfors often marked by the narrator's negative

or distancing attitude.

4.1 Evidentiality/Distancingreported speech not only presents informationcantalso indicate

the speaker’s evaluative stance towards the kn@eledd its source (cf. Grenoble 1998:111).
This stance is usually referred to as ‘evidentigla term that has warranted a lively discussion
(e.g. Chafe 1986, Chafe and Nichols 1986, Willeg&8, Ifantidou 2001, Aikhenvald 2003,
2004). The literature has produced various de@ingidepending largely on the linguistic data
used in the studies. Nichols and Chafe 1986 defingentiality as linguistic encoding of the
speakers’ attitude towards knowledge or sourcésoWledge. For Aikhenvald (2004), who
conducts a thorough cross-linguistic study, eviddity is strictly a grammatical category;
applicable to languages that obligatorily stategkistence and nature of evidence for
information (Aikhenvald calls such obligatory margisystemiy. Further confounding the issue,
the category of evidentiality can pertain to a) sbarce of information (eyewitness report;
hearsay; inductive reasoning, etc.) or b) the epist stance towards that knowledge (e.g.
speaker marks knowledge as false or unreliablegoine languages, evidentiality can apply to
either to the source of knowledge or to the epigtestance towards it; other languages mix the
two. Neither Old nor Modern Russian has a morpho#lly encoded, systemic evidentiality;
however, lexicalized evidentials, i.e. linguistievices marking source of information or the
speakers’ attitude towards it, do exist both in ElwdRussian (cf. Grenoble 1998: 133-5) and
Old Russian reported speech. Specificgllo, when it introduces reported speech in the PVL,
signals the narrator’s distancing attitude towde ¢ontent of discourse and/or towards its
source. Authorial distancing is expressed whenneygppolitical intrigue, pagan discourse, and

erroneous opinions.

4.1.1 Political intrigueA fair number of examples with this constructigopear in contexts
involving political intrigue, especially deceptidihel, and enticement to murder. In example
(9), Oleg is enraged when the two Vikings hamedofgkand Dir pronounce themselves to be of

princely descent. Oleg deceives the Vikings intileverg him to bea harmless merchant:



(9) U npucrymib moabk YTbphCKoe, TOXOPOHUBH BOSI CBOSI, M TTOCHIA Kb Ackomnay u Jupy,
rimaroiis, axo “I'octue ecmbl, uaemMb Bb [ pbkbl oTb Onbra u oTh Uropst KbHsDKHMYA, 1A
npuabTa Kb poy cBoeMy Kb HaM®b' .

He advanced upon the Ugor land, having hid hisiaarrand sent to Askold and Dir,
sayingthat “we are merchants, going to Byzantium from Pri@deg and Prince Igor;
come to your kinsmen, to us”. (23:10)

Another example of political deception is (10), \wéhe princess Olga is set on avenging the

murder of her husband by the tribe of DerevlyanbeWenvoys come from the tribe, Princess

Olga tells them that she has already avenged sframal three times and no longer desires

revenge. The gullible Derevlyane fall into her teaq are slain:

(10) Peue xe umb Onbra, axko “A3b yxKe MbCTHIIA My)Ka CBOETO, Kbraa npunoma Keiepy, u

BBTOPOE, U TPETHEE, KbIAa TBOPIAXYTh TPU3HY MYKIO MOEMY, @ YK€ HE XOIII0 MBIIATH.
Olga said to thenthat “I have already avenged my husband, when they carkev,
and a second and third time when they made a wakay husband; and | do not want
revenge any more”.

By usingjako with Olga’s speech, the narrator is indicating tha reader should be aware of

Olga’s intention to trick the Derevlyane: her sgeshould not be taken at face value.

Libel is another frequent context of political igre in whichjako recitativumappears. In
example (5), Prince Svyatoslav entices Vsevoladke up armsgainst his brother lzyaslav by
presenting lzyaslav as conspiring against Vsevalutihimself:
(11) Cssarocnars ke 0b HayaI0 BEI'bBHAHKIO OPATHHIO, JKeJas OoJbias BiacTy; BeceBonoaa
00 TpenbCTH, TIarods, siko “M3scnaBb cBaTaeTh cs Ch BhcecnaBbMb, MBICTS Ha HalO”
Svyatoslav was the source of his brother’s exiishimg for more power; he enticed
Vsevolod, sayinghat “lzyaslav is conspiring with Vseslav, thinkingkdl us”.
Assassination of kinsmen is frequently a featurprofcely intrigue; utterances enticing murder
or proclaiming murderous intent are also presewididjako+direct discourse, as in (12), where
Blud reports to Prince Volodimir that his rival Yogolk is now in his power and ready to be
dispatched:
(12) U nmocwna biyas kb Bonmogumupy curie riarons, siko “ChOBICTb €1 MBICIB TBOSI, SIKO

npuseny SApomnbika kb T€0b, u npuctpon youtu n”



And Blud sent to Volodimir saying thuthat “Your thought came to pasthat | will lead
Yaropolk to you, and you will arrange to have hiitekl”.
By choosingako recitativumthe chronicler marks his negative attitude towah# content of
the utterance which reports evil intent. His attéuowards the speaker is often similarly
disparaging, as in (13), where Prince Svyatopotialkedoxansusviu 3vruiu ‘accursed evil one’
(13) CBATONBJIKS XK€ OKaHBHBIN 3BJIbIN yOu CBsiTOCHaBa... I Haya moMbeInuisTH, sxo “M30uto
BBCIO OpaTHIO CBOIO, U IPUUMY BJIAaCTh PychCKyto equHb”.
Svyatopolk, the accursed evil one, killed Svyatesknd he started thinkintdpat “I will
kill all my brothers, and will alone take on thesian rule”. (139: 18)
The narrator’s negative attitude towards the spsakellustrated also by example (14), where
henchmen are sent by Svyatopolk to murder Glebirtdeaccomplished their vile deed, these
OoKaHbHHUU ‘accursed ones’ return to report:
(14) OxaHbHUU K€ BB3BPATHINA CS BBCIISATH... OHbMB K€ MPUIIbABIIEMb U
noBbaamaBbsIuMb CBATOMBIKY, sKk0 “ChTBOPUXOMB MTOBETbHOE TOOOIO”.
The accursed ones then returned... Having returhegl,reported to Svyatopotkat
“We have carried out your order” (137: 3).

4.1.2 Distancing from non-Christian utterancésithorial distance is also prominent when

reporting pagan or non-Christian content. Speecth&ypagan magicians, wolkhvy is
represented in PVL on a number of occasions. Idam®us episode of Yan and the magicians
(year 1071), the narrator distances himself froenlitasphemous utterances of the two pagans by
prefacing their speech wijako:
(15) BeBBIIU 60 eNUHOIO CKYAOCTH Bb PocTOoBhCThH 001aCTH, BHCTACTA IHBA BHIXBA OTh
Spocnapns, rnaromoma, sko “Bb ceBbMBI, KbTO 00MIHE THPKUTE .
There was once hunger in Rostov district; two magg arose from Yaroslavl’, saying
that “we two know who is responsible for the poor hatvél75: 7)
The author distances himself from the words of pagand the religious utterances of non-
Christians, such as the Jews and the Muslim Bulgdtse story of the Christening of Rus’
(16) Ilpmmoma bearape Bbpbl boxbmuun, riiaroiroe, sk0 “Thl KbHA3b €CH MYIPb

CBhMBICIIbHB, HE Bbcu 3akoHa. Jla Bbpyu BB 3aK0oHB Halllb, U IOKJIOHU ¢ boxbMuty”.



There came Bulgars of the Mohammedan faith, sayiag‘you prince are wise and
smart, but you do not know the law. Believe in lawv, and worship Muhammad” (84:
18)
The Devil's speech (17) receives a similar treatmen

(17) Tako 60 ThIIAIIE CSI MOTYOUTH POIb XPbCThIHBCKBIN, HH MPOTOHUMbB Os111€ KPHCTHMb
YLCTHHBIMBb Bb UHbXB CTpaHaxh; ChJE )K€ MBHSIIIE CI OKAaHBHBIN, K0 “Che MH €CTh
KHUITUILE, cblie 00 HE CYTh YUMIJIM allOCTOJIH, HU MPOPOLU MPOPEKIN”
Thus he tried to destroy the Christian kin, butvas banished by the true cross in other
lands; here the accursed one thought to hintisatf‘Here there is a habitation for me,

since here the apostles did not teach, nor thehetsprophesy” (83: 15)

4.1.3 Erroneous conterh addition to political deception and pagan vigj&ko introduces

utterances whose content is presented as erronealisagreeable. In (18), the chronicler claims
that the views of other historians are wrong, amatrasts those views to his own:

(18) Wuwm xe, He Bbaymie, pekoina, sko Kbl ecTh IepeBO3bHUKD ObLTH. Allle 00 OBI
nepeBo3bHUKD Kb, TO He OB X01b Kb L[pcapiorpany, Hb cb Kbl KbHsDKAIIE BB POAY
CBOEMb.

Others, not knowing, saithat Kyi was a ferryman. If he was a ferryman, he waubd
have gone to Constantinople, but this Kyi was ag&iof his kinsmen. (9.22)
The same functiors used when the author disagrees with opinionsessgd in the utterance. In
example (19)jako precedes the discourse suggesting that no langilmag&reek, Latin, and
Hebrew should have their own alphabet:

(19) Hbuwwm xe Havama xynutu C1oBbHBCKBIS KBHUTHI, TIArONIONIE, sik0 “He mocTouts HU
KOTOpOMY ke s3bIKy UMbTH OyKbBB cBOMXb, pa3sb EBpbu u ['peks u Jlatuns..”. Ce xe
CHBIIIIABH ManeXb PUMBCKBIN, MOXYIU ThXb, WKE PBITBINYTh HA KEHUTHI CIIOBLHBCKBI,
peka: “Jla ¢ UCITBITHUTH KBHIKBHOE CJIOBO, KO BBHCXBAIATH bora BeCH s3bIn’”.

Some then started to condemn Slavic books, sdletgNo nation is worthy of having
its own script, except the Jews, the Greeks an&Rtmans...” Hearing this, the Pope of
Rome condemned those who speak against Slavic psakag “Let the word of the

Bible come truethat all tongues should worship God”. (27:9).
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Naturally, the narrator of the PVL disagrees witlhuge of the Slavic letters, and supports the
pope’s opinion on the mattefakomarks the fallacious opinion, but in contrast, tlerator does
not usgako with the Pope’s speech.
Occasionally this strategy may also be found wttirect discourse, as in (20):
(20) a HUKBTOXE AbP3HETH PEITH, IKO0 HEHaBUIUMU Borbmb ecMmbi!

Let no one dare sdfat we are hated by God!

4.1.4. Irrealis Anotherjako+direct discourse context involves utterances witosgent
describes future events. The speaker, at the mioohepeech, presumes that the events he is
talking about will indeed come to pass. On the otand, the narrator, at his point in time,
knows that these events will not occur. To indi¢hte discrepancy he precedes the direct
discourse of the speaker wjtdko, as in (21):
(21) Usicnamb ke une Bb JISxpl ¢ *MbHUEMb MBHOTBIMB M Cb KEHOIO, YIIOBast 00raThCTBHMb
MBHOTBIMbB, TJ1aroJis, axo “Cumb Hanb3y Bon”.
lzyaslav goes to the Poles with much treasure atidhis wife, trusting in his wealth,
sayingthat “With this | will recruit warriors”. (183: 3)
In this example, Izyaslav goes to Poland, planténiggcruit an army with his gold. The narrator
knows that his plan will fail: in the following les, we read that the Poles rob Izyaslav of his

wealth and banish him from their lands.

4.1.5. Embedded speedfinally, jako+ direct discourse is also used with evidentidieathan

epistemic pragmatics when a speaker’s utterantgmreports the speech of another. This
direct discourse, already embedded in direct disegus always introduced lgko:

(22) Ce xe XOLIIO ChKA3aATH, ... sDKe ChKkaza Mu ['ypara PoroBuus HOBBropoibilh, Taarosis
cute, siko “Ilocknaxb oTpoka cBoero Bb [ledepy, roau, mwxe CyTh T1aHb A0IIIe
Hosyropony”
| want to say this, which Gurata Rogovich from Noragg told me, saying thihat “|
sent my servant to Pechera, who are a people giuimge to Novgorod”

There is PVL-internal evidence that fla&o-introduced embedded direct discourse does not
convey verbatim the speech it attempts to quoteifaber of scholars have argued that direct

discourse does not convey the original messagetierpe.g. Sternberg 1982, Tannen 1989,
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Collins 2001:49-58). In example (23), David sorgur slanders Vasilko, telling Svyatopolk
that Vasilko plans to kill them both and is consmrwith Prince Volodimir:
(23) JlaBbLab ke, UMb BbpY IBKUBBIMB CIIOBECEMB, HaYa MBJIBUTH Ha Bacuibka, rmaromis

cute: “KbT0 ectb youns Opara TBoero Spombika, a HelHb MBICTUTB Ha TS U Ha Ms, U

CBJIOKHUITB €S €CTh ¢b Bomoaumupbmb? Ja mpOMBITIUISI O CBOEH TOJIOBL”.

David, believing the lying words, started slandgriresilko, saying this: “Who is it that

had killed your brother Jaropolk, and now plankilioyou and me, and joined with

Volodimir? Take care of your head”. (257: 17-21)

In (24), in an attempt to explain his criminal beioa towards Vasilko, Svyatopolk tells his

noblemen about the slander: “David told me thatiMass plotting with Volodimir, planning to

kill you and occupy your cities”. In (25) this segio repeats again, with some differences:
(24) Hayrpus xe CaTonbikb cb3bBa Oosipe u Keisine, u nosbna ums, exe 60b emy

noBbaans JlaBeias, sxo “bpara tu yomirs, a Ha T ChBbIAE ¢b BonogauMupbsMb, X0UeTh

TSI YOUTH ¥ TPAJbl TBOS 3a5TH .

On the morning Svyatopolk called the noblemen amy#ns, and told them that which

David told himthat “[he] killed your brother, and took council agaiysu with

Volodimir, [he] wants to kill you and occupy youties”. (259: 25)

(25) U peue Caronwiks, “Ilobaars mu JaBeins UropeBuds siko Bacuibko Opara Tv

yous, Spombika, 1 Te0e XOIEeTh YOUTH U 3asITH BOJIOCTH TBOIO.

And Svyatopolk said, “David son of Igor told rtreat “Vasilko killed your brother,

Jaropolk, and wants to kill you as well and to gocyour province”.(263:6)

Note the differences in wording between those thiegsions, such as the addition of Vasilko’s
territorial ambitions in (24) and (25).

The examples above support the claim that repsgiedch, even when presented as
direct discourse, does not always faithfully rectbrel direct discourse of the protagonists
(Fludernik 1993:17, Sternberg 1982). Similarly, derargues that in “fictional or quasi-fictional
texts, direct speech cannot have the intentiomittifully reproducing the words of the quote.
Rather than render verbatim some previously spoktenances, direct speech is typically
introduced with the aim of contouring a clearemwvief the speaker” (Lunde 2004, 57). The issue
of faithfulness of representation becomes more d¢exnip our case, since the original speech is

reproduced by a chain of reporters. The directadisse attributed to the character in (23) is not a
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verbatim report, if the original report had inde¢aklen place. Every time we read reported
speech in the chronicle we should recall that tirerticler hears this from an eyewitness, i.e.
there is at least one additional intermediary betwihe actual speaker and the narrator. The
eyewitness may or may not be able to render tlggnali utterance verbatim, and may not even
be concerned with having a total recall of all téteces he is relaying to the chronicler. The
chronicler, in turn, may or may not record verbatira report received from an eyewitrfesthe
issue of faithfulness might be moot, since the repaight never have occurred in reality, but
might be completely a creation of the narrator. ldeer, this report, once put into the mouth of a
protagonist, has a text-internal existence andoeareported on, text-internally, by other
protagonists (whose utterances are controlled &yé#nrator according to either of the scenarios
described above). In (24) and (25), Svyatopolk respan the content of David’'s speech to him
while omitting some details (e.g. that Vasilko @itens David as well as Svyatopolk), and adding
others (Vasilko’s territorial ambitions). The inpay between text-internal considerations
(Svyatopolk may want to present the threat of \kasds larger than originally indicated by
David) and text-external, narrator-driven consitlers, is complex and cannot be established
with certainty from the data at hand. However,dekrnally the usage géko (24) and (25) as
opposed to its lack in (23) signals viewpoint foamsl attributes originality to David’s utterance;

Svyatopolk’s retellings in (24) and (25) are prdsdras less reliable, distanced reports.

Table 2 summarizes the distancing contexiakd+reported speech and presents data on

frequency of the three types of reported speethdse contexts.

Table 2: Distancing contexts

Context No.of % of total | Direct Deixis-neutral | Indirect
examples discourse| discourse discourse

Deception, libel, enticement to

murder in a political context 17 30.3% 15 2 a

Pagan or non-Christian content 15 26.8% 9 4 2

Author presents information as

erroneous or disagrees with opinign 8 14.3% 3 4 1

Content of direct speech does not

come to pass 7 12.5% 6

Speech embedded in speech 9 16.1% 6

Total 56 100.00% 39 17 b
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As discussed above, evidential valuega&b are not systemic in Old Russian, i.e. its marking
not obligatory. The usage f@ko with direct discourse is not obligatory even ie thistancing
contexts discussed above. | found a few exampldg@tt discourse withogako with
utterances expressing political deception and pagaws; for example in (26), Volodimir offers
to conspire with Blud against Yaropolk. Despite #pparent authorial disagreement with their
actions, the exchange between Volodimir and Bludkis/ered through direct discourse without
jako:
(26) Bonoaumups: ke nocwsia kb biryny, BoeBoab Sponbidio, Cb JIbCTHIO, TJIATOJISA:

“IMonpusin My, amie youto O6para cBoero, UMbTH Ts1 HAaUbHY BB 0ThIIa MbcTO... U peue

bnyns kb mockaaneiMb Bomoaumupsme: “ A3z Oyay T00h BB ChpAbIE U BB

npusa3HbCeTBO”. O 3bJ1ast IbCTh Yenopbubckal

Volodimir then sent to Blud, Yaropolk’s general tvtreachery, saying: “Assist me; if |

kill my brother, | will respect you as a father... dBlud said to the envoys of

Volodimir: | will be with you in heart and in frigship”. Oh evil treachery of mankind!
(76: 19-25)

Direct discourse withoyako might have been chosen due to a different set of
considerations, namely ranking of speakers in tdercof importance, which will be discussed
in detail in section 5. Even though the appearafigako is not a systemic indicator of
evidentiality, it has distancing semantics whercpding direct discourse, and may be used by
the narrator to indicate his distancing and/or tiegapistemic stance towards the content of an
utterance.

5. Ranking of speakers wijhkotreported speech

The conjunctionako often precedes reported speech of secondary prosgolhese characters
are ranked as unimportant to the narrative, whigecontent of their speech is presented as
important. A clear-cut case of such ranking appeaugterances where the speakers (usually
envoys or scouts) are not stated due to theirddakportance to the narrative. Such is example

(27), where tidings are conveyed, presumably, thinanvoys:
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(27) W npune MoctucnaBy Bbcts, siko “Ilocknans T oThIls BsiuecnaBa 6para ¢b [TonoBbim”.
And tidings came to Mstislathat “Your father sent you your brother Vyacheslav with
the Polovcy”.

Similarly in (28), reported speech without chandealeixis:
(28) U mobmama Onb3b, sxo JlepeBisHe nmpuaoIIa.
And [they] told Olgathat Derevlyane had arrived.
In some examples the wordcwranuu ‘envoys’ appears overtly, though the identitieshase
men are irrelevant to the narrative. The speechase secondary protagonists is again preceded
by jako:
(29) Pbma xe nocenanuu, sxko “IlpumnoxomMb Kb HEMY, U BBJIAXOMb Japbl, U HE M03bph Ha Hi,
U noBexrh ChbXpaHuTH .
The envoys saithat “We came to him, and gave the gifts, and he dideowk upon them
and ordered to take them away”
Unnamed protagonists are often presented as segandalation to named ones that occupy the
center of narration. In the story of Yan and thékiay, Yan helps the citizens of Belozero to
get rid of two pagan magicians. In a dialogue betwie twojako precedes the discourse of the
citizens:

(30) Bb cexe BpeMs NPUKIIOUH ¢S MPUTH OTHh CBATOCIaBA JaHb EMITIONIIO SIHEBH, CHIHY
Briaruny; nosbamra emy Bisn03epbu1/1, AKO IbBa KyJIEChbHUKA n30U1a MBHOTBI JKEHBI
no Ben3b u mo lexwvenb, u npumena ecra chmo.

At that time it happened that Yan, son of Vyshatas coming from Svyatoslav
collecting tribute. The citizens of Belozero tolidhithat two magicians killed many
women along the Volga and Sheksna rivers, and deares
In the same storyako also precedes the speech of the two magiciarteegconverse with Yan
(this is also due to the pagan views as discussedation 4.1.2). Yan’s speech is never
conveyed though thi@ko construction:
(31) U peue uma: “Ypro panu noryoucra Tonuko uyenoBbks?” Onbma xe pexbinema, sko “Tu

IbpKaTh oOmIHe; na ame ucrpedbusdb u n3duesb cuxp, OyaeTs roOUHO”.

He said to them “What for did you kill so many p&ij They saidthat “they are
responsible for the poor harvest; and if we killl @lestroy those, there will be
abundance” (176: 17-21)
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The ranking function ofako is often combined with other contexts such agipaliintrigue and
embedded speech. In the Blinding of Vasilko, som@amed men libelously claim that Vasilko
of Terebovl!’ is plotting against Prince Svyatopdllavid believes these sources and convinces
Svyatopolk to maim their kinsman Vasilko:

(32) U Bpab3e coToHa BB ChpabIlle HBKOTOPHIMB MY»XEMb, U TIOUaIla riarojaTi Kb JlaBeiioBu
HropeBuuro, pekyie cuile, ko “BologuMuph ChIOKIITB Cs €CTh Ch BacuiIbKbMb Ha
CBaTombiIKa 1 HA TA .

And the devil entered the hearts of some men, lagyl started speaking to David son of
Igor, saying thisthat “Volodimir conspires with Vasilko against Svyatdpand
yourself”.
When Prince Volodimir learns about the blindingvaisilko, he says that such a crime was never
before committed in Rus’ even in the times of msestors (ex. 33, direct discourse without
jako). Volodimir summons the sons of Svyatoslav, Dad Oleg (introduced for the first time
in that passage), and relays the news to themr Témsition mirrors Volodimir’'s: such a crime
has never been committed in the family. Howevesirttliirect discourse is precededjbko,
marking the status of Svyatoslav’s sons as secgradat of Volodimir as the main character:

(33) Bomoaumupsb ke CIBIIIaBh, KO SITh €CTh Bacuibko u cirbiuiens, y)kace ¢, U BbCIlIaka

csl BelbMU, U peue: “Cero He ObIBAJIO €CTh Bh Pychckou 3emuin HU Tipu AbabXb HAIMXb,
HU TIPU OTHLMXb HAIIUXb, CAKO TO 3bJIa’".

Volodimir then hearinghat Vasilko was taken and blinded, was horrified anelcc
much, and said: “This never occurred in the Ruslsiad, not in the times of our
grandfathers, nor in the times of our fathers, sagh (262: 7-10)

(34) Ce cupimasb JlaBeiab 1 ONbr's, IeUYalIbHA ObICTA BEJIBMHU M HA4acTa IJIAKaTH CS,
pekyma,: sxko “Cero He ObLIO Bb poab Hamems”.

Hearing this, David and Oleg were very sad and begaurning, sayinghat “This never

occurred in our family” (262:19-20)

Table 3 summarizes the distributionjako+ reported speech in contexts where the speakers ar

ranked unimportant or secondary:

Table 3. Ranking of speakers wj#ko + reported speech
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Context Total % of total Direct Deixis-neutral Indirect
examples discourse | reported speech | discourse
Ellipsis of speakers 8 38.10% 1 2
Unnamed speakers 10 47.62% a
Named speakers that are
contrasted to main characters 3 14.29% 3 d
Total 21 10 2
Total % 100.00% 47.629 42.86% 9.52M%

6.0Jakotreported speech in non-distancing contexts

6.1. Biblical quotesThere are seven examplegako+direct discourse being introduced in

biblical contexts. Of those, four are directly gagtthe Bible, e.g. (35), which quotes Matthew
15, 10:
(35) Peue 60 I'ocnionk sik0 pagocTh OBIBAETH HA HeOECH O eNMHOMB TpbiibHUITL KaromeMs csl.
The Lord saidhat “there is joy in heaven over one sinner that régtén (120: 2)
In addition, there are three examples referrinBitical content without providing a direct
guote, as in (36), from a sermon of Feodosii sunmmay the laws of Lent. Those speeches are
delivered by major church figures.
(36) TI'maromammerts 0o curie, siko “bors gans ectb HaMmb 40 THUM CUIO HA OYHIIICHUE TYIIIH.
He said thusthat“God gave us these 40 days to cleanse our sodl®4.22-23)
There are two possible motivations for usaggkd: first, that this is yet another distancing
context that has to do with evidential semantia$ distancing from quoted material; second,
that this usage is stylistic, mimicking the funatadly neutral (or at least non-distancing) use of
jakoin OCS texts. The first option seems less likBlyalical quotes and contexts are frequent in
the PVL, but only a few of them uggko to introduce reported spe€cin addition, the
distancing contexts discussed above all involvegative /distancing attitude towards the
content of reported speech — this is not so wilfidal quotes. However, there are not enough

examples of this context to make a solid judgment.

Table 4 summarizes four major contexts for appearafjako with reported speech: 1)
the author seeks to distance himself from the cartethe reported speech (for the breakdown
of those contexts see Table 2)jaRo initiates reported speech of secondary agenjskd)

introducesbiblical quotes or speech of iconic church figurésis usage is most likely modeled
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after OCS texts; 4) contexts which appear not toyan additional semantic component, and
those that could not be categorized otherwise arthdegree of certainty.

Total number ofakot+reported speech constructions counted is 74. @htli4 examples
were classified as belonging simultaneously to $witypes of distancing (e.g. deception and
ranking of speakers/ unnamed). These examplesaperged twice. In addition, a single
example exists in two variants, of Direct and ledirdiscourse, in the two recensions of the

PVL. This example was also counted twice, bringhmgtotal number to 89.

Table 4. Contexts fgako with reported speedatonstructions

Total Percentage of Type of reported speech
examples | total
examples Direct Deixis- Indirect
discourse neutral discourse
discourse
Distancing from
content (see also
Table 2) 56 62.9% 39 12 5
Speech of
secondary agents
(see also Table 3) 21 23.6% 10 9 2
Biblical context or
quote 7 7.9% 4 3 0
Neutral /
uncategorized 5 5.6% 3 2
Total 89 100% 56 26 7

Out of six examples of indirect reported speechr Bpppeared in distancing contexts, one
in a ranking context, and one in both ranking aisthdcing contexts. Though there are not
enough examples to judge with certainty, this gataws indirect discourse to behave similarly

to jako recitativumin this text.

7. Conclusions
Jako recitativums much less frequent in the PVL than direct disse withoujako;

however, it can be productively contrasted to ifuinction. Direct discourse withojgko is
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significantly more frequent in the PVL than anyetkind of reported speech; it can be taken to
mean that the narrator agrees with the speakdrleast does not disagree with him/her. When
jakois used, it serves to contrast two viewpoints, tidhe speaker and that of the narrator. By
differentiating the perspective of the narratonirthat of the speaker, tlgko construction

allows the narrator to offer epistemic commentarytlee truth value, as well as the moral value,
of reported speech. Thus, the narrator is not adveagovert presence in the chronicle; his
involvement with the information he conveys is mooeplex than was previously realized.

Three factors, central for previous analyses of RUdsian reported speech, appear to be
secondary to this distribution, namely the questibbhookishness, drama versus veracity in the
choice of reported speech type, and, in generalsipon of direct and indirect discourse.

BookishnessUse of subordinatingako in all its functions is said by some scholars of
Old Russian to be ‘bookish’ (Borkovskii and Kuzrmet4963: 491, Lomtev 1956 507-8) as
opposed tawmo ‘that’, a conjunction with similar functions. Thmplicit evaluation of a
construction as bookish is that it does not hapeagmatic meaning other than indicating that a
text belongs to a certain written register. In fé#civas shown above thgtko does have a
meaning that is internal to the text, a functioattls not just a reflex of its status as a consiotic
the written language.

Though the exact diachronic developmenjaéb between the time PVL was written and
the presenis unknown to me, traces of its form and functiom greserved in Modern Russian
jakoby According to Rakhilina (1996: 299-304), ModernsRianjakobyis a conjunction which
introduces the speech of the other, and offergpéteamic commentary on this speeah:
2os0puil, wmo e2o siko vl okpyscaiom épacu ‘he said that he imkobysurrounded by enemies’
(the speaker does not believe this statement).iRakishows that the other’s utterance is judged
by the speaker as “false” in terms of its truthueand therefore the speaker’s attitude towards
the utterance is negative. It is hard to say wittiotither investigations whether this evolution
meangako did exist in speech, or that it developed epistesemantics solely through written
language. However, the data suggestsjékatexisted in Old Russian not just as a bookish,
frozen construct, but as an entity a well-definemgmatic function and history.

Drama versus veracitirect discourse, purportedly aiming to reprodacgpeech event

as it occurred, is often seen as vivid and immedetd thus authoritative (for discussion, see

Lucy 1993:18). However, a preference for directdisse in a&hronicleis unusual; in
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comparison, medieval French chroniclers prefereudito direct discourse, even though the
historical texts are often composed by authors ditectly withessed the events. According to
Sophie Marnette (1999, and 2005: 198-9), the peefm for indirect discourse in the French
chronicles has to do with projected truthfulnessepiresentation: the chroniclers present
themselves as credible withesses by recognizintfithiteness of their own memory”, so as not
to give an “impression that they could really renbemeverything that was said”. This is
congruent with our perception of historical recosmthich emphasizes objectivity, or truthfulness,
by avoiding speech representation unless it caaub®nticated from recordings. May (1997)
demonstrates that direct discourse of PVL is ofegilaced in later retellings (e.g. Vernadsky)
and translations (such as Cross) by third-persdindat speecl. As modern readers, we tend to
perceive indirect speech as more “historical” amdal speech as more “dramati®endering
historical events as they happened seems to haveitmgortant to our chronicfer his
preference for direct discourse might have hadtwith what he perceived as faithful reporting.
His usage ofako recitativumto indicate epistemic stance further supportdrtiportance of
veracity to our narrator, even though he does setindirect discourse to pursue his goals.
Indirect vs. Direct Discours®espite the fact that both direct and indirect oisse was

represented in the Early East Slavic writings, iect discourse as we know it seems to be far too
infrequent in PVL to be successfully contrasteflimction to direct discourse (even if we

include examples of reported speech yatto cum infinitivuri Paucity of indirect discourse

may be specific to PVL, or it may be symptomati@lbioriginal East Slavic writings (this awaits
further investigation). It is possible, in factathndirect discourse is not important to the P\IL.

is conceivable that the need to contrast direstdoect discourse is due to our modern
understanding of reported speech and is not metiMay the usage of the PVL. It is important to
note that the PVInarrator exploits, for his narrative needs, thetexice of variatiom types of

reported speech; the exact form of these typesnsdtss.
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Notes

! The author is grateful to Professor Alan Timbeglak UC Berkeley and Professor David Birnbaum ef th
University of Pittsburgh, who have kindly invitecerto present at the Russian Primary Chronicle préecence
held at Columbia University in April 2007. | am tidul to the pre-conference participants for thetpful
comments on the early draft of this paper. Profesatan Timberlake and Johanna Nichols of UC Beaxkelffered
insightful commentary on later drafts. The remajnmistakes are mine alone.

2 Lixachev writes: “in... the PVL, the chronicler narrates history through play-acting, [he] enlivens the action
sequence with dialogues... The Novgorodian chronicle is different. The short and energetic speeches of the
Novgorodians are rarely dialogues. More often they are monologues, announcing decisions of prince or assembly”
(Likhachev 1945: 114).

% For jako in OCS, see brief descriptions e.g. in Vaillant 1964: §258, Gorshkov 216-7, Xaburgaev 1986:238, in more
detail Vecerka 1989, 2001; for jako in Old Russian briefly Borkovskii and Kuznetsov 1963: 491, who write that
though the conjunction jako was in literary use till the 17th century, it was “primarily bookish in character” from the
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earliest times; Lomtev also advocates this view, but notes that jako was widely used in a variety of Old Russian texts
(Lomtev 1956, 507-8).

* Following those verbs, direct as well as indirdistourse can appear. A less clear context isoftagaring verbs
with jako, e.g.CusliaBs xe ce Bomogumups ... gxo Aponbiaxs you Onbra... 6bxka 3a mope ‘Volodimir, hearing
that Jaropolk killed Oleg.. escaped overseas’. & hee no instances of direct speech after heaargswvithjako.
Those contexts were excluded.

®> A number of occurrences jafko cu m infinitivuntould indeed be classified as indirect discourseyever, | am
not comfortable making this statement before mate dn this construction can be collected and apdlyFor a
similar construction in Old Frenchue cum infinitivumsee Marnette 2005. Unfortunately, speech andgthiou
representation in Old Russian have been understydigh the notable exceptions of Collins 2001 andde 2004.
® For classifying reported speech, I have only considered a shift in person deixis, since I have not found any

instances of a shift in spatial and temporal deixis in the PVL. The examples of ‘true’ indirect discourse do not have
any spatial or temporal deictic elements. Spatial and temporal deictic elements in the cases of jako recitativum do

not undergo changes.

" Though arguablysoe ‘here’; see note 5 on spatial deixis.

® There are some instances in the chronicle whereyim the ¥ person, is most likely given to reporters differen
from the chronicler, thusBs cuxe Bpemena 6victs 4k rrins BrBEpKEeHs BE ChTOMIB, €0 XK€ JETHINA BEIBOJIOKOIIA
PBIOOJTOBE BF HEBOAE, eroxe 1030pOBAXOMB JJO Bedepa, H NIaKkbl BeBepromia H B BoJy. ‘At this time there was a
child thrown into Setoml; this child was caught by the fishers in their net, and we looked on it until the evening, and
again [they] threw it into the water’ (164: 14-22)

°| have noted earlier that distancing contexts sicholitical deception and pagan content could lagsintroduced
withoutjako;, however, statistically they are more likely toib#oduced wittjako — whereas biblical content is
more likely to be introduced withojako.

1%1n my observation, Cross in his translation speaily convertgako recitativumto indirect discourse, but does
not, as a rule, convert direct discourse wittjako to indirect discourse.

™ For example, the chronicler argues with some sfbiurces about the events as they truly happ@rethe
christening of Volodimir, the chronicle assertsttRascru xxe ca s uppisBu cBararo Bacuins.... Ce xe He
CchBhAYINE MPaBo, IIar0ai0Th, KO KPBCTHIB CI eCTh Bb KpleBb, nnnw e pbma: B BacuiieBs, Apy3uw ke HHAKO
crkazarome ‘He was baptized in the church of St. Vasilii; those who do not know the truth, say thathe was baptized
in Kiev, others say in Vasil’ev, and yet others say differently’.
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