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ABSTRACT

In the evidential system of Uzbek, the speaker has different grammatical options in marking the source of
information, such as -ibdi, ekan, emish, etc., although it is not compulsory to mark this category in the
utterance. In addition to these established markers, new markers have developed into evidentials, and they
encode specific sub-categories of evidentiality. In this study, after a brief overview of grammatical markers
of evidentiality in Uzbek, the marker chog is examined with a syntactic and semantic approach based on a
corpus of selected texts. Its development into an inferential marker is evaluated with special attention to
sources of evidentials.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the languages of the world, speakers can express the source of information acquired in
different ways such as by seeing, hearing, inferring, tasting, etc., by various grammatical or
lexical means. Considered a functional category by linguists, the source of information is

* Corresponding author. Johannes Gutenberg-Universitit, Institut fiir Slavistik, Turkologie und zirkumbaltische
Studien (ISTziB), Abteilung Turkologie Hegelstrale 59, D-55122, Mainz, Germany; Eskisehir Yolu 18. km,
Bagkent Universitesi Fen Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyati Béliimii, D320, 06790, Ankara, Tiirkiye.

E-mail: melikeuzum@gmail.com
’j Journals

= to you by MTA Konyvtar és Informacids Kozpont olvasdék | Unauthenticated | Downloaded 03/29/23 09:58 AM UTC


mailto:melikeuzum@gmail.com
https://doi.org/10.1556/2062.2023.00568

110 Acta Linguistica Academica 70 (2023) 1, 109-138

examined under evidentiality with a general subdivision into direct and indirect evidence, which
include the subcategories inference, hearsay, perception, and assumption in most of the world
languages (Aikhenvald 2004; Cornillie 2009; de Haan 1999). Evidentiality is not only related
to the nature of evidence but also has a deictic component, expressing the speaker’s presence or
absence during the reported event (de Haan 2001, 216).

The relationship between evidentiality and epistemic modality in classifications and analyses
of these categories has been explained with different approaches, but in this study, different from
Palmer’s (2001), evidentiality is accepted as a category separate from epistemic modality, with an
extensional epistemic value. This approach follows the view that evidentiality allows an
epistemic reading in some utterances and may have epistemic overtones, depending on the
nature of evidence (see van der Auwera & Plungian 1998; de Haan 1999; Johanson 2000a,
2000b, 2021; Cornillie 2009; Rentzsch 2010, 2011; Aikhenvald 2004).

Turkic languages are among those languages that use evidentials optionally in an utterance.
In this language family, evidential markers can be lexical items or grammatical forms, depending
on the specific evidentiality system of different branches of the language family. In general, the
main grammatical markers of evidentiality identified in Turkic languages by Johanson (2018)
are -GAN, -IBDIR, -MIS, ARKAN, and ARMIS. Although evidential categories in Turkic lan-
guages have been investigated in various studies, many aspects of evidentiality in individual
languages still call for an investigation. For instance, in Uzbek, the existence of multiple options
for the speaker (ekan, emish, -ibdi, etc.)' and the use of newly formed evidentials at the end of a
sentence (such as chogi, bolip, shekilli, etc.) needs to be discussed in terms of the emergence of
evidentials and development of the system (see Johanson 2003, 278; Rentzsch 2015, 26-27).

In this study, I focus on the marker chog% in order to conduct a detailed analysis. In
dictionaries, chog is registered with translations such as ‘1. as if, it seems; 2. approximately,
about’ (1. aftidan, shekilli 2. taxminan, qariyb, chamasi, Akobirov et al. 1981, 380; 1. KaZzetsja,
kak budto, pohoze na to, ¢to; 2. Priblizite'no, okolo, Borovkov 1959, 528). However, note that
dictionary definitions of evidentials and the difficulty of matching with an equivalent in another
language or the same language are separate topics of discussion, which are beyond the scope of
the current study. In the present paper, after a literature review, the use of chogi will be analyzed
syntactically and semantically with a corpus-based methodology and evaluated with regard to
the marking of evidentiality. The data have been collected from the modern Uzbek literature.
The research questions that guide the analysis are: What are the syntactic and semantic features
of chogi? Can this item be defined as an evidential? How can the origin and development of the
marker be determined etymologically? How can this marker be evaluated in terms of a gram-
maticalization process with a semantic approach? The major objective of the research is to
present new findings on the development of evidentials, as well as semantic and syntactic
properties of the markers of evidentiality in Uzbek, through the investigation of the use of
chogf. In line with this purpose, the findings will contribute to the general linguistic study of
evidentiality and will provide further data on the appearance of the evidential system in Uzbek.

'Compared to the evidential markers commonly seen in Turkic languages, -GAN does not primarily have an evidential
function in Uzbek. According to Johanson (2018, 514), it presents the event from a postterminal perspective but it can
be read with slight evidential connotations depending on the context, e.g. Yozgan ‘S/he has written’.

*Yaman (2012, 73-76) evaluates shekilli as a lexical epistemic marker and states that it marks inferential and subjective
modality.
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Taking into consideration the literature on the sources of evidentials, I have identified the
uses of chogi that meet the semantic and functional properties in the development of deictic
elements and also show that elements of subordinate clauses can become an element of the main
clause. Following these principles, I argue that temporal uses of chog’ are crucial in the devel-
opment of the evidential marker.

2. METHODS AND CORPUS

The present study was designed as a corpus-based analysis. The samples selected from a corpus
of Uzbek literature are presented in the official Uzbek Latin alphabet. First, the usages of chog'i
identified in the corpus were analyzed with a syntactic and semantic approach. Next, the in-
terpretations of the usage of this item in daily life were discussed with native speakers of Uzbek.
To determine the development of the marker, the views on the use of related items in Old Turkic
and Chaghatay, the Middle Turkic predecessor of Uzbek, were evaluated.

In the theoretical framework, the studies, and opinions of Plungian (2001) and Johanson
(2000a, 2000b, 2003, 2018) about evidentiality were taken as a basis for analysis. The term
inferential has been used including the concepts of assumptive or presumptive, which are based
on general knowledge or common sense as a type of inference in the literature (Palmer 2001;
Aikhenvald 2004). Accordingly, inferential uses are discussed on the basis of three different
types of evidence: observable evidence, i.e. traces or signs of the event in the proposition, general
knowledge, and personal knowledge.

3. LITERATURE REVIEW

In the literature, the appearance of evidentiality in languages is discussed in the context of
typology and language contact. The development of evidentials is explained with historical reasons
in typology studies. According to these studies, evidential systems can develop or disappear, and
existing evidential systems can change because of language contact (Matras 1995, 95-98, 119-120;
Johanson 1996, 1998; Lazard 2001, 360; Aikhenvald 2004, 288-302; Friedman 2018, 126-129). In
these discussions, Turkic languages play an important role due to the existence of grammatical
markers of evidentiality and they provide the opportunity to investigate the topic in historical
texts. The sources of evidentials have been determined on the basis of the available data, and the
scarcity of studies focusing on the diachronic development of evidentials has been pointed out in
previous studies (Aikhenvald 2004, 287-297; Friedman 2018).

The first evaluation of evidentiality in Turkic languages is based on Divanii Lugat-it-Tiirk: ol
mayna kdlmis ‘He came to me, but I did not know of it’; bardi ‘He went, and I saw him go with
my own eyes’ (Dankoff & Kelly 19821985, 412).” Since this text is from the 11th century, it is
considered one of the oldest sources illustrating the appearance of an evidential system (Aikhen-
vald 2018; Friedman 2018). By referring to these historical texts, the contrast between -DI and
-mlS is attested in Turkic. According to this opposition, -mI$ expresses inferential and reported/
hearsay sources, and -DI marks direct access to the action. This division is widely accepted in the

3Johanson (20004, 65) is of the opinion that -DI is unmarked in terms of evidential value in East Old Turkic.
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literature (Slobin & Aksu 1982, 186-187; Aksu-Kog¢ & Slobin 1986, 159; Palmer 2001, 47) and
even diachronically, Friedman claims that usages in the Orkhon Inscriptions written in the
8thcentury support this view (2018, 127). However, Johanson argues that the contrast between
an indirect experience (indirect evidence) -mIs and direct experience (direct evidence) -DI is not
applicable in Turkic. Rather, in this opposition, -DI represents a neutral value, so Johanson
(2018, 512, 519) considers the use of -DI as unmarked in terms of evidentiality.* According to
this view, the opposition between marked and unmarked seems more appropriate in Turkic
languages (Johanson 2000a, 2000b, 2018). The most persuasive argument to verify this claim is
the use of -DI in the narrative of history and for unwitnessed actions (Biiyii-dii-n “‘You have
grown’) (Lazard 2001, 363; Johanson 2000a, 2000b, 74, 2003, 282-283, 2018, 519). Building on
these conceptualizations, I argue that -DI does not necessarily contrast with direct and indirect
evidence, taking into account its use in unwitnessed situations such as historical events, but this
item can be used when speakers do not want to express the source of information.

Indirectivity with grammatical and copular markers in Turkic languages, their semantic
domain and their relationship with modality, and their acquisition, have been discussed from
various perspectives in previous research (Johanson 2000a, 2000b, 2003, 2018; Csato 2000;
Straughn 2011; Aslan Demir 2013; Rind Pawlowski 2014; Demir 2012; Simon 2018; Karakog
& Herkenrath 2019; Tuglac1 2020). Evaluating Turkic languages from a comprehensive perspec-
tive, Johanson (2018) presents a classification dividing Turkic systems of evidentiality into three
groups. In this classification, he considers Uzbek in the same group with Kazakh, Uyghur, and
Turkmen under the “system type 1”. The general features of this system are the presence of two
copular particles (ARKAN: tends to mark perceptive and inferential uses, ARMIS: tends to mark
reportive use), and an inflectional past IBDIR which always expresses indirectivity (Johanson
2018, 517). With a different approach, Aikhenvald (2004, 29-31) classifies Turkish and many
Turkic languages as the type of A2 (non-firsthand knowledge versus everything else) suggesting
that information is acquired by hearsay and inference of all types. Comparing the two classi-
fications, while Aikhenvald determines a place among the world languages with a general aspect,
Johanson provides a detailed classification focusing on the Turkic languages. However, specific
uses seen in Turkic languages are not included in Aikhenvald’s classification. In some occur-
rences of evidentials, it is seen that even if the proposition is marked with indirectivity, it can be
read as direct evidence depending on the actionality (aktionsart) or context, e.g. Turkish Otur-
mus or Uzbek Otiribdi ‘S/he has sat down or is sitting’ (simultaneously with the point of
observation or hearsay) (see Johanson 2000a, 2000b, 65). Additionally, in the context of the
first person, evidentials can also express notions such as lack of awareness or consciousness, and
inability to control the event (Johanson 2018, 520). For this reason, such uses are excluded when
Turkic languages are evaluated under non-firsthand versus ‘everything else’.

As can be seen in Johanson’s classification, Uzbek has developed a more comprehensive
evidential system compared to other branches of the Turkic languages (e.g. the Southwestern
branch with Turkish -mlIs, imis), resulting in the existence of more than two grammatical
markers in Uzbek.” However, chog¥, as discussed in this study, shows that the system has been

“It can refer to the future, the present, or the past (Rentzsch 2010, 272-273).

*Johanson (2018, 517) emphasizes that the different tendencies in the use of these markers in Turkic languages can
sometimes be limited to dialects or individual speakers.
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changing, and new items have begun to be used as a result of grammaticalization. For this
reason, new developments in the Turkic languages and the question of whether markers are used
for different subcategories of evidentiality calls for further investigation.

4. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

4.1. General overview of evidentiality in Turkic languages

Linguistic area, language contact, and typological features of languages are important in terms of
the development of evidentiality. Looking at the area where Uzbek is spoken, Central Asian and
Inner Asian regions are accepted as important centers for developing evidentiality through
transmission or diffusion, and as an important area to study the diachronic development of
evidentiality (Friedman 2018, 126). Regarding language contact, evidentiality is considered as an
attractive category for diffusion due to the importance of the source of information in commu-
nication (Johanson 2002, 99). As an example of this, Johanson (2018, 522) states that Northern
Tajik,® taking Uzbek as a model, has developed a comprehensive evidential system through a
reinterpretation of existing forms.” The widespread uses of -mIs also demonstrate this phenom-
enon. Therefore, Turkic languages, in particular, play an important role in the spread of evi-
dentiality among other languages (Aikhenvald 2018, 163).

In the Turkic languages, the source of information is expressed by referring to it as indirectly
received (including the first person®) by a conscious subject or recipient, and indirectivity can be
expressed by different means within a certain system (Johanson 2018, 511). Moreover, although
the markers primarily indicate the source of the information in the proposition, they have
connotations such as surprise and doubt because of the semantic features of non-confirmative
items (Friedman 2018, 132).

Evaluating Turkic languages, Johanson (2018, 511-512) divides the evidentials into three
subcategories: reportive uses, inferential uses, and perceptive or experiential uses.” In perceptive
uses, indirectivity markers indicate that the effect of the event or situation emerges, manifests
itself, becomes visible, or is grasped through one of the senses, and thus becomes accessible to
the perception of the receiver.'® In addition, Johanson draws attention to the fact that there is a
distinction between reported and non-reported in Turkic evidential systems. For instance, the
speaker’s preference between ekan (non-reportive; inferential, perceptive) and emish (reportive)
is related to the tendency of markers to point to the source of information, either reported or

*While evidentiality is very rare in Persian, Tajik, which is a Central Asian variety of Persian, has a comprehensive
evidential system (Soper 1987, 59-61, 80-82; Johanson 2018, 522). A similar system is also seen in languages outside
this area, such as Bulgarian and Armenian (Lazard 2001, 361).

7 Aikhenvald (2018, 162) calls the copying of the evidentiality marker from another language direct diffusion, and the
semantically and functionally equivalent of an element in another language indirect diffusion.

8In Turkic languages, the indirective markers can also be combined with the first person, e.g. Uxlageep-beve qolauxv-
ibmangyp ‘Apparently, I fell asleep’. The semantic domain that arises in the use of the first person can be the subject of
a separate study on first person effect in evidentials.

°Other views also include mirativity markers (Lazard 2001, 361).

"It should be noted in this explanation that the speaker expresses evidence indirectly regardless of whether he has direct
or indirect access to the effects, traces, consequences of the event (Johanson 2000a, 2000b, 65).
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non-reported in Uzbek.'" In this context, it can be argued that chog, which is the focus of this
paper, developed into a non-reportive marker.

Morphological markers expressing indirectivity in Turkic are either postterminal suffixes or
copular particles. The first type of marker contains MIS, GAN and IB-DIR (<*B tur-ur). Post-
terminals directly attached to verb stems indicate past events of present relevance with an
aspectual way of envisaging the event after the transgression of its relevant limit (Johanson
2000b, 29, 32-33, 2018, 513). However, high-focal postterminals focus on the aspectual orien-
tation point and establish a relationship between this viewpoint and the event, therefore they
focus more on the results of the event than on the event itself (Johanson 2000b, 109, 2021, 651).
This feature is significant to explain the deictic characteristics of evidentials which are related to
time and place of the evidence evaluated by the speaker. The postterminal view implies that the
speaker was not present consciously while the event was happening. Therefore, high-focal
postterminals tend toward indirective readings or develop into indirect markers through rein-
terpretation. In other words, due to a point of view focused on the results of the event, high-focal
postterminals can gain evidential function as the content of the event remains valid after the
transgression of the relevant limit, although the speaker does not witness the event while it takes
place (Rentzsch 2011, 117).

The second type of marker is exemplified by clitics such as ermis, erken, {-(y)-mIs} or i-mis
(Johanson 2018, 515).12 The main difference between these markers is that aspect suffixes always
have an aspectual/tense reading as well, while the copula particles are neutral to aspect/tense
(Csat6 2000, 37; Rentzsch 2010, 277).'2 Considering the appearance of these markers in histor-
ical varieties of Turkic, -DI and -mIS$ are testified in Old Turkic, while -GAn and IP-DIR take on
the function of -mI¢ in later stages (Johanson 2000a, 72-73). The evidential values of these
markers are different as well. Furthermore, speakers can also use lexical markers'* in the same
utterance together with morphological markers (Aikhenvald 2004, 3). This double marking is
common in Uzbek, which may be related to the fact that markers can indicate different sub-
categories of evidentiality. In the analysis section below, double marking will be briefly addressed
in examples.

""In addition to these markers, lexical markers can indicate that the information is obtained reportedly, inferentially, and
perceptually, or a lexical marker can contribute to the clarification of meaning in combination with the grammatical
marker.

2Eriedman (2018, 127) states that in Chuvash, evidence is marked with -sA, which is related to the hypothetical
conditional marker in Turkic languages. In more detail, Johanson (2018, 514) reveals the evidential function of -nI
as indirective postterminal used in narrative styles while considering -sA as the Upper Chuvash counterpart of it.

3Rentzsch (2011, 117) draws attention to the fact that -mis, which does not have to be interpreted as evidential in
Turkish, is used in Baburnama with evidential content as part of its semantic core. On the other hand, -(V)ptur with
postterminal content requires evidential interpretation. In Turkish, -mi$ as a postterminal indicates that the relevant
limit of the event has been passed, e.g. Ol .miisposr- ‘S/he died or is dead’ (see Johanson 2021, 625). However, such
uses can also be interpreted as an indirect statement of perceptive evidence: “Evidence is perceived by a conscious
subject”. If used alone, its function becomes clear in context but the combination of -mI§ (+POST—EVID) -ImIs$
(—POST+EVID) in Turkish clearly confirms this view.

11 the literature, lexical markers can refer to particles, prepositions, and conjunctions as units (Wiemer 2007, 175). The
criteria in this study to accept a marker as a lexical unit are that it scopes over the whole sentence; it has a lexical
meaning; and it functions as a sentential adverb syntactically.
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4.2. The source for evidentials

In world languages, evidentials tend to be formed by the grammaticalization of verbs. However,
as mentioned above, in Turkic languages, evidentials usually develop from postterminal aspect
forms. Regarding the general situation in world languages, while reportive evidentials appear in
relation to verbs such as to say, etc., perceptual evidentials can develop from the verbs to hear, to
feel, etc., and, albeit to a lesser extent, also other semantic domains, such as deictic elements
(Aikhenvald 2004, 271-276). With inferentials, there is a tendency to develop from verbs related
to visual observation, or from postterminality (Willet 1988, 61; Rodriguez-Somolinos 2017,
112-113). In addition, nouns, participles, future markers, deictic and locative markers have
evolved into inferentials (Aikhenvald 2004, 284-285; Friedman 2018, 136)."> The deictic prop-
erties of evidentiality can be highlighted when looking at their development from different
sources, because the evidentials serve the function of indexing an individual who conceptualizes
evidence in a specific time and place, depending on how the recipient acquires information
(Mushin 2000, 928).

Considering the origin of chog® (+i Poss3sG > chog%) and its uses in the utterances, this
marker developed from an item with deictic content and it indicates the inference based on the
speaker’s observation of signs.

4.3. Inferential use

Inferentials rely on reasoning and deduction of facts (pure reflection, signs), not on direct
observation of an action; the basis of knowledge is an abstract thought and available evidence
(Johanson 2000a, 2003; de Haan 2001, 193). Under the general definition, Aikhenvald (2004, 2-3)
determines two different types of inference, depending on whether the evidence is clear or not
(the degree of the relation of the evidence to the event or situation, the degree of accessibility,
etc.) and on the degree of reasoning: 1. Inferred evidentials refer to available evidence, which can
be observed, 2. Assumed evidentials rely on reasoning based on general knowledge or on common
sense (ultimately conjecture).

The logical conclusion or reasoning in inference can be considered essential for both types,
as the evidential evaluation does not result from observing the event in the proposition but from
knowing something or observing another state associated with it. In these situations, speakers
can mark the proposition with inferential or assumptive (presumptive) (Plungian 2001, 352).
Furthermore, evidence in reasoning may be related to reported (hearsay, quotative), visual or
non-visual information in different contexts (Willet 1988, 57;'° Aikhenvald 2004, 163-165).
However, speakers indicate that the proposition is inferential/assumptive: It is obvious that... or
as far as the speaker (recipient) understands/understood...

Languages that have large evidential systems can mark inference separately based on results,
pure reflections, or signs, as well as assumptions. If there is only one marker, this marker covers
the meaning of both categories (Aikhenvald 2004, 174). These two types can be evaluated

There are different sources of reportive evidentials: the information reported by a direct witness or non-witness, the
information based on oral culture, traditional or general knowledge (Willet 1988, 57-96; Palmer 2001, 40-41; Lazard
2001, 365). Moreover, epistemic modality markers can gain evidential value.

16Involving either observable evidence (results) or a mental construct (reasoning).
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separately in terms of epistemic reading, as they involve observed evidence or lack thereof (see
Kittila 2019, 1273-1274). The observable evidence here should not be confused with the perceptive
uses included in Johanson’s (2000a, 65-66) classification. In the use of chog¥, it is obvious that the
recipient does not refer to perceptual evidence (cf. Issiggina ekan ‘It is hot” evidence is based on
touching, see Tuglac1 2020, 183). On the other hand, signs and traces can be distinguished
between observed evidence types (Plungian 2001, 354). According to this distinction, propositions
marked with chog’ indicate the presence of signs (I can observe some signs of P), while evidential
postterminals indicate the presence of traces (I can observe some traces of P, results, or a conse-
quence of P). The difference between these two types of evidence is related to the temporal
proximity and the form of evidence. Signs occur at or close to the time of the speech, and the
propositional event is present at the time of speech. That is, the signs and the propositional event
are simultaneous, or they have temporal proximity. Traces occur after transgression of the relevant
limit of the event and the speaker perceives these traces of the propositional event. Therefore,
there is a distance between the propositional event and the speaking time. In other words, the
propositional event based on traces implies a retrospective dimension.

In future studies, inferentials as a common subcategory of modality and evidentiality
merit further attention. Since inferentials indicate the existence of certain clues or evidence,
they are associated with evidentiality, and they are also associated with epistemic modality, as
they are based on weak evidence and the speaker’s subjective judgement. Especially inferentials
are evaluated with different approaches under modality and evidentiality (see Palmer 2001,
28-29; Johanson 2003, 274-275; Aikhenvald 2004, 18, 23; Panov 2020, 39-40). The views of
van der Auwera & Plungian (1998, 85-86) and Cornillie (2009, 48-49) can be cited briefly to
determine the place of inferentials in the evidential system and epistemic modality. Van der
Auwera and Plungian consider the overlap of the categories of epistemic modality and eviden-
tiality in this subcategory. However, Cornillie is of the view that markers have various readings
besides their semantic core, and evidentials do not primarily mark epistemic possibility. Here,
indirectivity and the uncertainty or probability caused by it must be considered. In this regard,
it must be noted that chog’ is interpreted with a relatively low epistemic value, since the
evidential evaluation is based on clues and signs. However, as will be shown in the course of
this paper, the item displays a stable evidential reading; this is why it is considered in the context
of evidentiality here.

5. FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

The marker chog’ expresses “synchronous inference” and “reasoning” (I can observe some
signs/pure reflections of P; I have some experience and information about P) according to the
corpus.'” Since these two concepts overlap in the same marker, they are evaluated under
inferential evidentiality.'® In the synchronic inference, speakers directly observe another

7 According to Plungian’s classification, in contrast to evidentials like chog', which marks synchronic evidence, post-
terminals in Turkic languages, which are used as inferentials, can be considered as “retrospective inference”: I can
observe some traces behind after the event.

"®While Palmer (2001, 24-25) defines the deductive modality based on observable evidence and the assumptive modality
based on general knowledge, Aikhenvald (2004, 3) makes similar definitions for inferred and assumed evidentials.
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situation that provides the evidence and utter the proposition interpreting the event. The
evidence in question can be “pure reflections, signs, logical conclusions” about the proposition
(see Plungian 2001, 354; Johanson 2003, 274). Furthermore, an epistemic reading emerges
from the interpretation of evidence. Other reasons supporting this view are related to the
origin of the marker, its core meaning and semantic extensions of it, and its reading in terms
of epistemic possibility based on evidence. Additionally, chog‘ is mostly used in the third
person, which is common for inferential uses (see Johanson 2018, 520). Unlike markers that
develop from postterminality to evidentiality, it can be considered as a different encoding of
indirectivity: synchronous inference (chog) vs. retrospective inference (evidential posttermi-
nals). For these reasons, I argue that chog is an inferential marker within the evidential
category of indirectivity, but epistemic possibility is established with reference to its exten-
sional meaning.

5.1. chog’i as an inferential

In propositions, the marker chog indicates evidence based on the recipient’s general knowl-
edge (including personal experience), or signs emerging from another situation related to the
propositional content where the evidence is not clear. These uses can be interpreted in two
ways: 1. “The speaker has observed another situation that s/he interprets as pointing toward
proposition”, 2. “The speaker simply knows something that suggests that the proposition is
probable” (Plungian 2001, 352). Additionally, the utterance containing chog‘ will illustrate the
polysemy and simultaneous functions of evidentials. In this context, first, I evaluate, examples
to show its use as a noun with an inflectional suffix that can be read on the meaning ‘time’,
then examples of clauses for its use with deictic functions and propositions where it is used as
an inferential.

(1) Bahor  chog*i, navroz  yaqin-lash-ayapti, o‘yna-b
spring  time-POSs3sG  navruz  close-DV-INTRA3SG  play-cvB
kel-a-miz.

come-PRS-FUT.1PL
‘It is spring time, Navruz is approaching, we will play.’” (BX, 70)

In the above utterance, the noun chogti is used in a noun phrase together with bahor ‘spring’,
resulting in the meaning of ‘in the spring, spring time’. In the texts, shu chog(da) is also
used as ‘at the moment” (BX 25, KK 67'%), which is derived from the different meanings of
the word’s sememe (a semantic unit of meaning) (see Section 5.3). Such uses coincide with the
polysemy of evidentials, which Aikhenvald mentions among the sources for evidentials. These
meanings of chogi can be interpreted as ‘particular time, moment, bang on time’ or as a particle
referring to a specific point, in which its function resembles locative markers, which are com-
mon in Uzbek.

Shu chog'da Zebining ko‘nglidan og'ir bir tog ko‘chgan edi. ‘At that moment, a weight lifted from his shoulders’ (lit.
A heavy mountain had moved from Zeb’s heart). (KK 67)
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In the following, the use of the item in adverbial clauses will be discussed. Semantically, the
clauses including chog* are used to construct a hypothetical clause in a counterfactual statement
in (2), an expression of wish in (3), and a statement marked evidentially that indicates inference
in (4). In terms of factuality, these uses are nonfactual statements because the speaker expresses
an unreal state of affairs or a false proposition (Hengeveld & Wanders 1997, 255). In these
nonfactual statements, the adverbial clauses are composed of an aspect marker + chog(i) and
relate to the main clause as a whole, so the construction can be accepted as a structure that
combines with the main sentence. Additionally, chog‘ functions as a grammatical morpheme in
this structure (see Thompson et al. 2007, 238).

(2) Men o'l-ar chog*i-da ham  siz-ga bir
I die-DN moment-POSS3SGLOC ~ e€ven  you-DAT NONDEF
tuhmat  to‘qi-r-mi, deb  go'rg-qan e-di-m.
slander make.up-A0R3sG-Q conj  fear-posT COP-PST-1SG

‘T was afraid they would slander you even at the moment of the death.” (OK, 153)

The use of -ar chog'i-da in the example refers to a specific point in time because it composes a
referential signifying utterance (Hall & Caponigro 2010, 553-554). It should be noted here
that its use with -ar is not very common.>® The structure allows referring to the event itself
exactly by placing the event in a certain time and space. This close relationship between
space and time is typical for this structure, which is equivalent to the when (or time)
clause in English (Hall & Caponigro 2010, 556). The important point in its use in adverbial
sentences is that it operates like high focal aspect markers which focus on the aspectual
orientation point and establish a relationship between this viewpoint and the event (see
Johanson 2000b, 109).

The following examples will illustrate the use of -gan + chog'ingda and chog‘ in non-finite
sentences. As can be understood from these two uses, chog*is combined with -DA in the second
person, but not systematically so in the third person. Therefore, the noun must have started to
be used like a particle in the 3rd person, with a possessive suffix but without the locative in the
adverbial clause, because this combination connects the agent to the time and place of the event.
On the other hand, Kononov (1960, 379) states that such uses can occur with or without the
possessive suffix as -gan + chog'da/chogimda.*" This may be related to indicating the orienta-
tion point of the event in the subordinate clause, while the subject points to the agent.

In Turkic languages, non-finite sentences formed with -(X)rdA, -AGAndA, -(X)$dA, etc. are
considered “synchronic” or “intraterminal”, while -GAndA expresses postterminality in the
adverbial clause in terms of aspect (Aydemir 2020, 54-56). In the examples below, -gan chog'i
is used like -ganda in Uzbek (see Oztiirk 2005, 84).

200 ztiirk (2005, 76) states that the use of -ar in Uzbek is uncommon, and in some uses it functions as a derivational
suffix.

2Similarly, vaxti (ki) ‘when’ (< Persian vaqti ke) sentences appear in Azerbaijani, but with a different syntax. Aydemir
(2020, 73) gives examples of this copied conjunction under the example of subordination. The use of this structure in
Uzbek is different from Azerbaijani. However, similar lexemes are preferred for the same function. Kononov (1960)
gives the construction of such sentences in Uzbek, showing different choices as -gan/-(i)s + zaman, chog’, vaxt, payt,
zaman. As can be seen, what is needed is ‘time’ or a lexeme with similar meaning.
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3) Sen men-i  o'ris-lar-ga ushla-b ber-d-ing!
you I-acc Russian-PL-DAT hand.over-cve  give-psT-25G
Iloyim, qari-gan chog“ing-da tentak bo,
dear.God become.wrinkled-pTcP  time-POSs25G-LOC silly ~ be.amp.opT
ayol-ing-ni uch talog  qo', el-ga
wife-POsS25G-ACC three taloqg  put-IMP.OPT people-DAT
ermak, xalg-qa shalog bo'l-ib o1,
laughing.stock community-DAT dishonorable be-cvs die.iMp.OPT

ollohu akbar!

God greatest

‘You handed me over to the Russians! Dear God, be idiotic when you get old, divorce
your wife (by uttering the word talog three times, as Islamic law prescribes it), be the
laughingstock of people, die as a fool of the people, God is the greatest!” (OQD, 18)

4) Odam o’tir-ma-gan-i uchun-mi  uy birmuncha  sovuq
man live-NEG-NMLZ-POSS35G ~ POSTP-Q home quite.a.few cold
ekan. Sa’dulla  oyog“i-ni sandal-ga tig-d-i.

COP.EVID Sadulla foot-pPoss3sG-acc  fire.table-DAT put-pPST-35G
“Mehmon  kel-a-di, deb ayt-ib  qo’y-gan chog’,
guest Come-PRS.FUT-3SG  CONJ say-CVB put-POST PAR

olov sol-ib qo‘y-ipti-ku.”

flame make-cvB put-EVID.POST-PAR

‘The house is quite cold (perceptive), probably because no one is living in it. Sadulla
put his foot in the sandal (fire table). “Just when it was said a guest will come, he
must have started the fire.” (EO, 52)

In these utterances, chog'i/chogingda ‘when, just when’ indicates relative time (relatives
Tempus, previous, after or synchronous) (see Johanson 1991, 104-105). Considering in terms
of postterminality by combining -gan and chog® (like focal aspect), in this structure,
the aspect marker determines the viewpoint and the structure, while chog% < chog+i locates
the event in a specific timepoint and place (at that time), associating with the agent in
(hypothetical) statements. These uses are similar to those in Aikhenvald’s studies. Aikhen-
vald (2004, 275) states that in the development of deictic elements into evidentials, it is
expected that items indicating a specific point in time, demonstrative pronouns and the third
person pronouns develop into different types of evidentiality, and that they are the sources
for evidentials. For this reason, I consider such uses of chog(i) in adverbial clauses a phase of
grammaticalization. The linguistic element has become related to the time and place of
speaking (synchronous) while locating the event in a certain time and place. Furthermore,
adverbial clauses play an important role in the development of chog, in that they convey the
meaning of imagining the event from a focal viewpoint, and provide the semantic domain to
associate all these meanings with the speaker by subjectification. Pragmatically, the main
clause also affects the meaning of the clause formed with chogi. Depending on the main
clause predicates, adverbial clauses attribute to hypothetical situations, so the adverb clause
can be read as a hypothetical situation.
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In the following utterance, the inferential chogi will be discussed.

(5) Sadulla: Nazar-im-da, noo’rin savol ber-d-im
Sadulla opinion-POss1SG-LOC baseless question give-PST-15G
chog'i. Ogir  bot-d-i-mi...

EVID heavy hurt-psT-356-Q

‘Sadulla [thought]: In my opinion I have asked an inappropriate question, obviously (my
inference is based on signs). Is she upset?...” (EO, 12)

The above example shows the use of chogi combined with the lexical marker nazarimda ‘in
my opinion’. The recipient states that he is making a judgement based on evidence and his
commitment to the proposition is marked by using a separate marker. This type of combi-
nation which includes a confidence marker and an inferential is called a harmonic combi-
nation (Halliday 1970, 330-331;*> Hyland 1998, 150; Palmer 2001, 35). The epistemic
marker that can be used in this context is restricted by uncertainty and doubt. This kind
of marker appears when the speaker wants to reinforce or reduce her/his commitment to the
proposition. Therefore, the epistemic extension of evidentiality comes to the foreground
when epistemic markers are used together with the evidentials that express inference (see
Aikhenvald 2004, 165). The recipient refers to the presence of signs and their factual value
associated with the proposition at the time of speaking. If only the epistemic marker were
used, the source of the information that forms the basis of the judgement would not be
specified. In this utterance, the use of nazarimda® and chog'i can be considered to express
the existence of evidence supporting belief and it can be said that chog increases the degree
of epistemic certainty of the utterance.

All uses of chog' in the utterances examined can be divided into synchronous inference and
reasoning depending on the type of evidence (Plungian 2001, 354). Propositions based on gen-
eral knowledge or experiential knowledge are evaluated as reasoning, while others are evaluated
as a synchronous inference based on signs. In its scope, it also carries deductive/inferential and
assumptive modal meanings (see Palmer 2001, 8-9).

(6) Soldat-lar u yoq-bu  yoq-qa yur-ib
soldier-pL DEM side-DEM  side-DAT walk-cvs
tur-ish-ibdi.** Sekin qoch-a-miz.
AUXV-COOP-EVID.POST slowlyrun-pPRS.FUT-1PL
Xotir-im-da y0'g, soldat-lar ikki-uch kun-dan
memory-POssISG-LOC ~ nonexistence  soldier-pL two.three day-ABL
keyin  Yangishahar-ga qayt-ib ket-d-i chog’i.
after Yangishahar-pAT return-cvs gO-PST-35G EVID

2t is important here that Halliday (1970) draws attention to the use of nonverbal (lexical item) with different patterns,
and that they are not equivalent to each other.

ZExpressions like ‘In my view’, etc., are also considered to be related to evidence, based on belief, and having a low
degree of factuality (Chafe 1986, 266).

24Johanson (1995, 93, 97) gives this as focal intraterminal.
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‘Soldiers are moving back and forth. We leave silently. I don’t remember, as far as
I know, the soldiers returned to Yangi Shahar in two or three days (my inference is
based on my personal knowledge).” (BX, 201)

In this example, the recipient makes reasoning on the facts that s/he knows, that is, from his
personal knowledge. The statement ‘I don’t remember’ before the utterance marked with an
inferential confirms that inference is based on his own knowledge. In the following utterance,
the inference is based on personal experience. Here, “experience” is the recipient’s own knowl-
edge in relation to general knowledge, but it has been used as a concept that includes the
limitation of the recipient.

(7) Bil-ma-d-im... Xumson-dalig-i-da har o’n besh
know-NEG-PST-1SG Xumson-DNOM-POSS35G-LOC each fifteen
kun girilla-b xabar kel-ib tur-ar-di, chog’i.
day rush-cvs news come-CVB AUXV-AOR-35G EVID

‘T don’t know... Obviously, in Humson, rumors come out every fortnight (my inference
is based on my experience and knowledge).” (BX, 35)

In example (7), the recipient deduces by reasoning from his own knowledge. Unlike the usages
that will be given below, it does not refer to the existence of signs, but bases the proposition on
the repeated experience of the same situation. However, it can be said that some signs prompt
inference here as well. The aspect marker -(a)r, with which it is combined, is also effective in the
emergence of this meaning.

Examples (6) and (7) can be associated with an assumption, which is a subcategory of
inference, since the speaker’s previous knowledge, general knowledge, or experience in similar
situations can be the source of information (see Aikhenvald 2004, 175). Furthermore, they can
be paraphrased that the speaker knows something, which suggests that the proposition is
probable (see Plungian 2001, 352).

(8 -Shu jussa-ngiz bilanikki  kishi-lik, y0’q, uch
DEM body-poss2pL POSTPtwO  person-DNOM no  three
kishi-lik norma-ni bajar-a ol-ar-mikin-siz?
person-DNOM output-acc  fulfil-cvs MOD-AOR-MOD-2PL
—Pul-i to’la-n-sa bo’ldi, har qanday ish-ni
MONey-POSSISG ~ pay-PASS-HYPO okay any kind work-acc
epla-b ket-a-ver-a-miz, deya dangaljavob  ber-d-im.
manage-CvB gO-CVB-AUXV-PRSFUT-IPL  CONJ fearlessanswer give-psT-15G
Po’lat Damirovich men-i pul  uchun 0’z-i-ni tom-dan
Polat Damirovich I-acc money POSTP self-P0OSs3sG-aAcC roof-ABL
tashla-ydigan chapani-lar-dan  deb  o’yla-d-i chogi
throw-pTCP hustler-pL-ABL coNJ think-psT-35G EVID
yo dil-i-ga boshqa bir niyat-ni
or heart-poss3sG-pDAT  different NONDEF intention-Acc
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tug-d-i-mi, har qalay:- Bo’pti, biz rozi, - de-d-i
knot-psT-35G6-Q in.any.case fine  we consenting say-PST-35G
biroz yumsha-b.

little calm-cvs

‘~Can you really fulfil the rate of output of two people, no, the output of three people
with this body? —All we must do is pay, and we will do whatever it takes, I said
fearlessly. Obviously, Polat Damirovich thinks I am one of those people who throw
himself off the roof for money (my inference is based on the signs), or does he have
another intention in his heart, in any case, —Fine, deal, he said calmly.” (MG, 49)

In the above dialogue, the recipient expresses his inference based on what was said, behavior, or
gestures with chog'. The situation expressed in the proposition is simultaneous with the time of
speaking. In the continuation, he utters his subjective evaluation (doubt and hesitation) with a
question structure that does not expect an answer. This usage exemplifies synchronous infer-
ence, unlike the two types of usage given in examples (6) and (7). As is obvious, the existence of
signs and inferences based on them are expressed by associating with the time of speaking.
Similar usages are given in examples (9), (10), (11), (12).

9) Husan men  bilan tortish-ish  be-foyda

Husan I POSTP discuss-vN  PREF-benefit

e-kan-lig-i-ni, 0z-i yoq-la-gan taraf-ni
be-NMLZ-DNOM-POSS35G-ACC self-poss3sG direction-Dv-PTCP side-acc
hech qachon ber-ma-ydigan

never whenever  give-NEG.PTCP

chiran-chiq-lig-im-ni fahm-la-d-i chog’,
struggle-DN-DNOM-POSS1SG-ACC understanding-Dv-PST-35G EVID
inda-may qoy-a  qol-d-i.

say.a.thing-pTCP  Stop-CVB AUXV-PST-35G
‘Obviously, Husan realized that it was useless to argue with me and I would never
support his side (my inference is based on signs) and stopped talking.” (MG, 5)

In example (9), the speaker receives Husan’s silence and other behaviours as signs and makes his
judgement based on these. There is no clear evidence, so the recipient needs to conclude logically.

(10) Arza-ning  bir yer-i-ga zakot-chi-ning
petition-GEN NONDEF place-POss3sG-DAT  zakat-DNOM-GEN
ot-i tush-ar ekan,  necha qayta  so‘ra-sa
name-POSS3SG put.up-AOR3SG EVID some time ask-ayro
ham  bil-ma-d-im un-dan keyin  aft-i
also  know-NEG-PST-1SG ~ DEM-ABL after face-P0Ss3sG
13ashara-si-ni uq-dir-ib e-d-im,
appearance-poss3sG-ACC  understand-cAus-CcvB  be-PST-15G
tusmol-la-b bittasi-ni  yoz-d-i, chog’i.
reckoning-Dpv-cvs someone-ACC write-PST-3G ~ EVID
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‘He said that somewhere in the petition the name of the zakat payer was written.
I didn’t know even though he asked repeatedly, after that I described his face and
he guessed someone and wrote it (my inference based on signs).” (MCh, 34)

Similarly, in example (10), the speaker accesses observable evidence and makes logical inferences
based on his observations. It should not be confused with prediction or estimation here. The
existence of evidence is essential in inference. As seen in the example, the plot, the situation he
finally observed, can all be interpreted as signs. Unlike in the perceptual use, the recipient does
not refer to perceiving something, the recipient performs a mental operation based on observ-
able evidence. In this context, the propositional event (guessing someone and writing) cannot be
observed directly and clearly, but instead, the signs reflecting the event are available to the

recipient.

(11) - Oho, 0‘ho, sabil, - de-d-i Rahim  pul-lar-ni ter-ib.
coughing.sound dang say-PST-35G Rahim money-pL-acC  gather-cvs

- Xudo bu-lar-ni ham kob  ko‘r-d-i chog’,

God PRON-PL-ACC also much see-psT-35G EVID
akun, Qo’qon-ing biz-ga to’g’ri  kel-ma-d-i, ish
brother Qokand-256 ~ PRON-DAT right  come-NEG-PST-35G job
top-il-mayde, pul  soch-il-ade, och qol-a-miz
find-PASS-NEG-CVB money waste-PASS-CVB hungry stay-PRS-FUT-1PL

chogi,  Sharif?

EVID Sharif

‘~ Oh, oh (coughing sound), dang, said Rahim collecting the money. - Obviously,
God sees all this too much for me (my inference is based on signs), brother,
Kokand doesn’t suit us, while a job can’t be found, money is wasted, we will be

hungry in here (my inference is based on my personal and general knowledge),
Sharif?” (MCh, 137)

In the first use in example (11), the presence of evidence is added to the judgement based on
belief. The speaker has the belief that God can take away what is too much for humans.
According to this belief, when something is asked from God, he is asked not to see much.
The use of chog'i here is associated with the falling of coins. The falling of the coin is interpreted
as a sign, and the recipient expresses his judgement based on this. In the second usage, the
recipient refers to his general knowledge about the town of Kokand. In short, the recipient
deduces based on signs and general knowledge, respectively.

The use of chog after -di in the examples above can also be attributed to the fact that
evidential ekan can be read with speculative and sceptical modal meanings in some utterances
(see Johanson 2018, 523). Considered as unmarked evidentiality, -DI is used in generally
accepted expressions with high factual value in terms of modality and evaluated as indicative
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mood (see Karakog 2005, 25-31;% Rentzsch 2010, 267-269; Johanson 2018, 522). However, in
these usages, it is seen that the suffix -di forms declarative sentences with neutral values to take
an evidential marker. Additionally, the aspect marker -di is also a suitable choice for revealing
the meaning in terms of being able to observe the signs in the use of chog'i by marking the recent
past (Oztiirk 2005, 50-51; Landmann 2010, 53).

(12) Narigi  xona-da hech  kim-ning ovoz-i

far house-Loc  no who-GEN sound-POss3sG
eshit-il-ma-d-i. Feruza Ulug’bek-ningkiyim-i-ni
hear-PASS-NEG-PST-35G Feruza Ulugbek-GEN clothes-POss3sG-AccC
almash-tir-yapti chogi, ha ha, aman mana, bo'ldi-bo'ldi,  deb
exchange-CAUS-INTRA3SG EVID  yes  righthere okay.okay CONJ
qo‘y-a-di. Sa’dulla horg'in tovush  bilan so‘ra-d-i.
put-PRS.FUT-35G Sadulla tired sound  POSTP ask-psT-35G
- Mehmon-lar ~ qani?

guest-pL where

‘Nobody’s voice could be heard near the house. Obviously, Feruza is changing
Ulugbek’s clothes (my inference is based on signs), yes, yes here, that’s it. Sadulla asks
wearily. — Where are the guests?’ (EO, 128)

In example (12), the signs indicating the presence of evidence for the speaker (narrator) are the
voices. There is no sound first and then sounds are heard. This context makes it clear that the
recipient does not obtain the evidence directly, because he doesn’t see or hear anything uttered
in the proposition, and he interprets certain signs. Additionally, the combination -yapti chog'i
refers to the propositional event and evidence being placed at the same time.

According to Aikhenvald (2004, 253), Turkic languages (and other languages such as Eastern
Pomo, Baniwa, etc.) may have no evidentiality choices in dependent clauses. However, eviden-
tials can be used in non-finite clauses that contain a proposition in themselves. Such sentences
marked -mI$ in Turkish are governed by gibi (Johanson 2018, 520-521). Below, an example of a
similar structure in Uzbek with chog will be examined. In the utterance, the combination of
chog'i after a participle + ekan is different from the other uses discussed so far. The interpre-
tation was also discussed with and confirmed by native speakers.

(13) Sukunat-ni ona-si buz-d-i:
silence-acc mother-poss3sG ~ break-PST-3SG
- Ota-ena-si bor-mi, nima ish qil-a-di?
father-mother-ross3sc  existing-Q what job do-PRSFUT-35G
Ota-si-ning xayol-i-da ham shu savol
father-Poss3sG-GEN mind-POss35G-LOC also DEM question

ZKarakog (2005, 25-31) explains the sceptical uses in Nogay with examples and states that the structure question particle
+ eken and person + eken (e.g. -mAn eken) is seen. Additionally, it reveals how the order affects the meaning by
showing that indirectivity appears in the expression when the person statement comes after the eken. A similar use is
also seen in Uzbek. There is a difference between ekanmi and mi(e)kan: ekan EVID + mi Q; mi Q + (e)kan (sceptical
and rhetorical connotations)

= to you by MTA Konyvtar és Informacids Kozpont olvasdék | Unauthenticated | Downloaded 03/29/23 09:58 AM UTC



Acta Linguistica Academica 70 (2023) 1, 109-138 125

charx  ur-ayotgan ekan  chogf, yalt et-ib Sa’dulla-ga
wheel  flash-pTcP  EVID  PAR sudden do-cvs Sadullah-pAT
qara-d-i. - Bor ota-ena-si... Ena-si
look-psT-35G existing  father-mother-poss3sG mother-poss3sG
bog‘cha-da ish-la-y-di... - Ota-si-chi?
Garden-1oC work-DV-PRS.FUT-35G father-poss3sG-PAR
- Ota-si bir xizmat-chi-da...

father-poss3sG NONDEF service-DNOM-PAR

‘His mother broke the silence: — Does she have parents, what do they do? As if the same
question flashed through his father’s mind, he suddenly glanced at Sadulla. - She does
have parents ... Her mother works in the garden ... - What about her father? - Her
father is a servant ...” (EO, 65)

In the utterance that exemplifies the use of evidentials in non-finite sentences, the use of -(a)
yotgan ekan chog'i can be thought of as an equivalent of -(I)yor-(i)mls gibi in Turkish. The
participle -(a)yotgan indicates intraterminality, while ekan chog’ refers to evidence with exten-
sional epistemic meaning. When evaluated in terms of context, similar to other uses, the
observed situation related to the evidence is given after the statement is marked with an
evidential. This way of expression is similar in the Turkish language, so it can be said that there
is a tendency to use this structure: cf. Tr. Aklindan bu soru gegiyormus gibi°® aniden Sadullah’a
bakt1.”” Therefore, the situation (carrying signs) observed and composed of this structure is
connected to the evidential statement. An important point to note here is that the utterance
marked with ekan refers to different types of evidence due to the characteristic feature of the
marker. Double marking of the information source is also seen in world languages depending on
certain systems (Aikhenvald 2004, 93). It can be paraphrased as ‘T access to evidence (ekan), and
that is observable (chog) which ...”. It is possible to express a similar meaning without ekan in
finite sentences: Otasining xayolida ham shu savol charx urdi chogf. In regard to epistemic
modality, such uses are considered to have low reliability (see Chafe 1986, 263, 267; Willet
1988, 61-62).

As a result, the use of -(a)yotgan + ekan chog'i can be evaluated as an inferential which the
recipient can use when the evidence (sign) is not clear and when he prefers to express the
evidence in a non-finite sentence combining the situation observed.

**The marker chog’i has common properties with the item gibi in Turkish < OT kib ‘1. shape, 2. similar (Oghuz)’ -i
Poss3sG in different aspects: it adds the meaning ‘at once, immediately’ to the subordinate clause; it functions as
evidential in finite sentence referring to observable evidence (Dankoff & Kelly 1982, 359, 1985, 102). After nom-
inal relative clauses, the postposition gibi refers to the short time elapsed between two events, as the noun chog
means ‘the moment’: O gittigi gibi ise basladi. ‘S/he started work as soon as s/he arrived’. Additionally, it is
considered as a bound morpheme with meanings ‘similarity, sameness based on the appearance of something’ in
Turkish (see Hirik 2017).

*’There is the use of -ganday in a similar sense in the corpus. However, in these uses, the recipient does not refer to
evidence, but indicates that a condition correlates to another situation by comparison. The combination -ganday is
used with bodi in the statements which have evidential meaning: Kimlardir nimalardir deganday bo‘ldi. ‘It seems that
someone is saying something’ (cf. Barak suv quyganday jim bolib qoldi. ‘Barak was as silent as water.” MQ, 24).
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(14) - Nega xomush to‘xta-d-ing, Qobil? Akun® jarchi-ng nima  deb
why  silent  stay-psT-2sG  Qobil brother caller-poss2sG what  cony
vaqir-la-y-di? Qobil javob-siz bosh-i-ni
croak-DV-PRS.FUT-3SG Qobil answer-pDNoM  head-Poss3sG-acc
chayqa-d-i. -Gapur,- de-d-i Sharif.
shake-psT-35G speak say-PST-35G Sharif
- Mirzo Anvar,  osiy Anvar,  de-yapti chogi? Qobil  yana
MirzoAnvar ~ sinner Anvar Say-INTRA3SG EVID  Qobil again

Javob  ber-ma-d-i.

answer give-NEG-PST-35G

‘-~ Why are you silent, Qabil? Brother, what does the bellman shout? Qabil shaded his
head without answering. — Speak up, said Sharif. - Mirzo Anvar, the rebellious Anvar,
he says, obviously (I'm retrieving it from what’s been said)? Qabil did not answer
again.” (MCh, 139)

In this context, the bellman announces that a friend of Mirzo Anvar will be executed. Sharif
hears what the bellman says, but does not fully understand it, and this dialogue takes place after
the announcement. The recipient reports his inference from the weak evidence (signs) in an
unexplained situation. The important factor here is the meaning ‘T am reasoning from the signs/
evidence or as far as I understood’. It takes place within the context that highlights the epistemic
interpretation of inference. It is seen that the speaker asks a question and does not get an answer
and then he utters his own inference (‘as far as I understood’), but the narrator may have used
the question marker here to emphasize the lack of information.

Considering examples (5) to (14), the recipient expresses that s/he deduces propositions
based on evidence. The signs referred to by the evidential marker may be related to hearing or
seeing, but the way of accessing evidence is indirect (general knowledge, signs), and the event in
the proposition is not observed. Another point, the speaker has a certain level of personal
involvement while deducting because s/he draws herself/himself into the deictic sphere of the
event by using observable evidence (de Haan 2001, 217-218). Obviously, propositions marked
with chog'i exemplify some of the features of inferentials: reasoning based on the certain signs,
relying on abstract thought (Johanson 2003, 274-275), based on observing other situations or
general information®® in cases where the evidence is weak (Willet 1988, 53; Aikhenvald 2004,
2-3). In addition, all utterances are hypothetical situations through this marker (supposed
occurrence) (see Willet 1988, 61).

5.2. The place of chog’i among evidential markers

Within the framework of the semantic domain, the difference of chogi from other markers in
the evidential system in Uzbek can be evaluated comparatively. Considering the usages in

28Used for oshna in Bukhara dialect (Fayzulmas’a 2016, 180).

*General knowledge is discussed under the concept of ego evidence as a separate category of evidentiality consisting of
the speaker’s personal knowledge. According to this view, it is usually associated with direct evidence (Kittila 2019,
1273-1275).
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-mls Inferential, perceptive, and reported evidential, mirativity, meaning “unprepared mind” (Slobin &
Aksu 1982, 187; Johanson 2003, 282), assumption, future-oriented wishes (Erkman Akerson &
0zil 2015, 227).

Reportive evidential, mirativity and hesitation (Ozmen Veld 2006), inference, reported and other
subcategories of evidentiality (Aksu-Ko¢ 1986, 251), hesitation and surprising (mirativity)
(Underhill 1986, 16), only evidential function not covering aspect and tense (Csatd 2000, 37).
-(Dmlis gibi Evidentiality in non-finite sentence (Johanson 2018, 521), disagreement marker (see Aikhenvald
2004, 183).

emish Reportive evidential (Johanson 2018, 517; Straughn 2011, 108; Tuglaci 2020, 184), dream (OBQ,
32).

-ibdi Perceptive, inferential (Johanson 2018, 515), reportive, perceptive (mostly visual) and inferential
evidentiality (Tuglaci 2020, 179-180).

Perception, mirativity, speculation and sceptism in questions (like dr-ki(n)) (Johanson 2018,
516-517, 520, 523), inference, assumption, and hearsay (Kononov 1960, 272-274;30 Straughn
2011, 90, 158).

chog i Inference and assumption based on logical conclusion, signs, pure reflections, personal
knowledge.

ekan chog ‘i Inference from weak evidence in non-finite sentences.

imis

Turkish

ekan

Uzbek

Figure 1. General features of evidentials in Turkish and Uzbek

Uzbek, Johanson (2018, 517) states that ekan and emish tend to express inferential/perceptual
evidence and reported evidence, respectively. This distinction is the most obvious one among
evidentials, and it also applies to chogi which is not used for reported/hearsay evidentiality.
However, it is remarkable that the evidential ekan can indicate different types of evidentiality
(inferential, reported, perceptive) and has strong evidential connotations in certain situations,
such as surprise and speculation. For this reason, the source of information is not clearly
communicated to the receiver with ekan.

In Figure 1, the general tendencies and connotations of evidentials in Turkish and Uzbek are
given based on the corpus and opinions in the literature.

While the placement of a speech act in time and place creates a factual statement of the
situation, removal from them reveals the meaning of accessing information indirectly (non-
confirmative). Thus, it is often seen that evidential markers evolve from postterminals and refer
to evidence associated with the results of an event: -ibdi, -mIs, -gan. However, Lazard (2001, 363)
states that this is not always the case, based on the markers of mirativity, and that they can refer
to the present tense in Tajik. As seen in the comparison given in Figure 1, Csaté (2000, 37) also
clearly states that imi$ has no time or aspect value. In line with this information, it can be said
that the marker chogi does not carry postterminal aspect content as an evidential and it
expresses synchronic evidence in the speaking time.

Evidentials are seen to mark different subcategories of indirectivity, so they can be combined
with lexical markers to make the meaning clear. In the uses of -(i)b(di) and ekan, the inference is
made explicit with lexical markers such as demak, and reported evidential is disambiguated with
(Odamlarning) aytishicha, etc.: Aytishlaricha, tuyalari semiz, yaltirab turar ekan (BX, 33)
‘Camels are said to be fat and shiny’; Demak, bugun tushda «nonxo‘rak»ka uyga kelmas ekan,
deb oylayman ichimda. ‘Apparently, she won’t be coming home for lunch today at noon,
I thought to myself.” (BX, 21); Demak, Salima yuvib, tozalab qo‘yipti-da (EO, 55) ‘Apparently,
Salima have washed and cleaned.’
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There is one example of the use of a lexical marker of evidentiality in combination with
chogf in the corpus. In this example, the lexical marker demak is also of the type that supports
the inferential use. There is a letter in the context, and it is not clearly given what it says. The
speaker observes the sadness of the person reading the letter and makes the following inference
based on the gestures and a few words that are uttered by the other person.

(15) Demak, u boshqa  birov-ga turmush-ga chig-yapti
apparently PRON other someone-DAT marriage-DAT get-INTRA3SG
chog’i.

EVID

‘Apparently, she marries someone else.” (my inference is based on signs) (EO, 34)

As stated above, emish in Uzbek stands out with its use in reported expressions, unlike the
others. On this subject, Willet (1988, 58) points out that there is a tendency to use separate
markers in the sub-categories reportive and inference, but if there is only one indirective marker,
it will cover both. What draws attention in Willet’s studies is that if a language has three or four
markers, these markers function mostly as reportive and inferential. Turkish has -mI$ and imis
for indirectivity, while Uzbek has more options. Regarding the general situation in languages,
the development of this marker as an inferential can be associated with the general tendency of
evidentiality in languages. As a preliminary finding, I argue that Uzbek needs such particles to
distinguish inference from other types because it is clearly seen in the corpus that speakers
indicate inference based on synchronic signs by choosing chog'i. Considering the sources of the
inference, contexts based on general knowledge or signs acquired by hearing or seeing were
determined. In addition to the relation or overlapping of inference with epistemic modality,
some of the evidentials are also interpreted as “evidence-based prediction” (see Aikhenvald 2004,
275-276). The main issue in these uses is that the speaker points to the evidence, and other
semantic fields are included extensively. For this reason, while explaining the function of chog¥,
this possibility content should not be ignored in terms of the meaning it adds to the proposition.
One might also consider the question of why inferential markers are needed. In response to this
question, Willet’s (1988, 61) view also describes the situation in the identified samples. He
explains the nature of inference stating that “inferentials arise from the need to assign causes
to observed situations”. In the examples, many things can be acceptable as signs in context.
However, especially the situation given following the proposition marked by chog’i contains the
evidence for the propositional content.

In the examples examined, chog is used with intraterminal viewpoint in usages based on
general knowledge, while in others it is used with -di, an item which locates events in the recent
past and does not have evidential value (declarative sentence). The relation of the combination
of -di, -gan and -(i)b with chog' in finite sentences can be evaluated as follows. In Uzbek -gan is
considered as a present perfect marker that expresses the postterminal viewpoint and the
connotation of evidentiality sometimes arises in its usages (Bodrogligeti 2003, 694; Johanson
2018, 514). In the literature, a difference is pointed out in terms of confirmativity between these

30Evalua‘fing its different uses, Kononov (1960, 273-274) states that ekan is used in situations where the reliability of a
fact cannot be determined. In its inferential uses, he gives the equivalents ‘inferred, apparently (Vidimo...,
okazyvaetsya...)’.
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three markers: -di (+Confirmative, —POST),** -gan (@ Confirmative, +POST) and -(i)b
(—Confirmative, +POST)>*? (Straughn 2011, 157). In the utterances examined, it can be argued
that -di is preferred because it is unmarked in terms of evidentiality, rather than confirmative,
and therefore provides the basis of a declarative sentence to mark with evidential. This neutral
value and indicative mood do not report any limit values such as observing after the action is
over (see Rentzsch 2010, 272-274). Therefore, the combination of -di and chog'i can be analyzed
as the evidential added to the declarative sentence. It is important to note that there is no aspect/
tense distinction in languages for inference, and only the event from which the inference is made
must occur to provide evidence before the moment of speaking. In Uzbek -di satisfies this
condition (Aikhenvald 2004, 261, 264-266).

5.3. The origin of chog'i

Evidentials can develop from different sources through grammaticalization. The use of chog;,
which is asserted as the root of chog’ in Uzbek in different meanings and functions, makes it
difficult to determine its origin. In this study, chog' is accepted as the continuation of ¢aq™
which is attested to Old Turkic.

In the entry ¢ag with the Turkic origin, Doerfer (1967, 25-28) gives it the meaning ‘time’>*
by showing the development of “Zeit allgemein’ (time in general) < ‘MaB einer Sache’ (measure
of one thing). The word gives rise to an abundance of special meanings. First, in Old Turkic,
Doerfer evaluates it as a particle, considering its use in the Suvarnaprabhasa, and gives an
etymology ‘eben, genau dies < recht bemessen dies’ (Eng. ust, exactly this < rightly measure
this’). Likewise, Erdal (2004, 343-344) considers it as a preposed empathic particle and points
out its temporal use in the meanings ‘exactly, just, no other’ with time adverbs (¢ak amti, etc.
‘right now’, Suvarnaprabhasa 612, 20; caq bo koluta y(e)md Sakimuni ... ‘Right at this moment,
now, Sﬁkyamuni’, Dasakarmapathavadanamala). Doerfer cites the view of Zajaczkowski (1958)
to compare these usages with the ‘MaB; angemessenes quantum und Zeit; Angemessenheit’
content of the measure. In the Divanii Lugat-it-Tiirk, Dankoft & Kelly (1982-1985, 264) also
identify a particle that means “the essence and exact identity of a thing”.

Regarding the emergence of these two uses, Clauson (1972, 403-404) states that the word ¢ag
‘time’ replaced ¢:d ‘time’ because of language contact with Mongolian.’® Noting that this word
may have extended the meaning of (i) ¢ak, he provides the subentry (ii) ¢ak: Adv. ‘exactly,

*In Uzbek -DI is considered as definite past tense, the speaker expresses with it that he is sure of the occurrence of the
action in the past (Bodrogligeti 2003, 667).

*2Straughn (2011, 157) points out that ekan is nonconfirmative and sometimes refers to the past. For this reason, he
states that the focus of evidentiality is not “past tense” but nonconfirmativity. Non-confirmative -(i)b can mean non-
firsthand information, surprise, doubt, and non-awareness.

33The item under investigation is transcribed in various forms such as caq, cag, cak, ¢ag, cag, ¢ak in the literature. While
the original transcription of the sources is maintained in this article, I assume that all of these items belong to the same
etymon “¢aq.

**While he draws attention to common usage in the meaning ‘time’, he also states that it meets different units of time
such as ‘time, measure of time, point in time’.

*°In Turkish, a lexeme ¢ag is used only for extended periods of time evienme ¢ag: ‘marriage time/age’, okul ¢agt ‘school
time/age’, etc.
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precisely’ e.g. ¢ak ortasinda ‘bang in the middle’.>® Its appearance in Turkic languages is
approached the same way by Clauson and Doerfer, but Doerfer’s etymological explanation is
convincing.”” By associating the meaning of ‘time’ with its origin, Doerfer accepts this word as
Turkic with its semantic extension and verifies its earlier usages in Turkic. In addition, in this
study, it can be argued that as a result of collocation, the particle caq gains the meaning of ‘time,
moment’.

In Chaghatay, a derivative caghg®®/k (cag ‘0lgi’, Eng. ‘measure’) with the meaning of ‘as, like’
(the equivalent in Turkish gibi) is given by Eckmann (1988, 90): oliim ¢aglig uyat ‘shame like
death, lethal sense of shame’. The use of ¢agli¢ with the meaning ‘as, like’ can be associated with
quantity, however, it also has the meaning of ‘being the same as something’ pointed out in DLT
(cf. 6t-ca ‘like fire’ < 6t-¢a ‘in the mass of fire’, Doerfer 1967, 28). There are more postpositions
used in a similar function in Chaghatay: bigin, dek, kebi(n), teg, etc. (Bodrogligeti 2001, 72, 73,
75, 77). On the other hand, other uses in Old Turkic continue in Chaghatay: bir yerni ¢ag qilip
atmaydurlar ‘they do not shoot at any particular place’ (Baburnama, Doerfer 1967, 25); ...osol
zaman oq kim aftab olturur cag edi. “... just as the sun was setting’ (Thackston 1993, Part I,
p. 123). Considering these uses, it is seen that ¢ag ~ ¢ag adds a particular place and time
meanings depending on the items with which it affects pragmatically. Its use of quantity is also
related to the meaning of ¢aq ‘the essence of something or exactly’ since the speaker relates the
properties of one thing to another by picturing it in her/his mind.

These different uses appear as chog(+i) in Uzbek, too. Evaluating its function and meaning,
Bodrogligeti (2003, 337) states that as a “quasi-postposition”, it is used as chogTi (derived form
of chog* ‘time, season’) with cardinal numbers in the meaning ‘about, approximately’ to express
an approximation based on a guess or a personal assessment. The explanation given by Bod-
rogligeti is debatable. Regarding the polysemy of the word, it seems more appropriate to accept
the primary meaning of the word as ‘the essence of something’. Doerfer’s approach offers a
broader perspective, however, he noted that it is difficult to distinguish between the reading
‘time, moment’ and the reading ‘measurement of something’ in some usages, so there are
different readings for ¢ak amti ‘period, time, exact’ in Old Turkic (see Doerfer 1967, 25;
Caferoglu 1968, 58).* It is noteworthy that this particle is used with time adverbs in Old Turkic.
Based on this, because of collocation, ¢ag, which was treated as a particle, may have acquired the
meaning of ‘time” and become lexicalized.

Bodrogligeti (2003, 1041) also places chogi among “particles of doubt”, interpreting their use
as giving the meaning of utterance based on appearance rather than on the factual status of an
action. However, he gives two examples for this function, and one shows the same function with
quasi-postpositions: u biroz qo‘rqdi, chog'i ‘It seemed as if he was afraid a little’; o ttiz mingga chog'i
‘close to thirty thousand’. According to these explanations, chogli and chog'i can be used together

**He compares its meaning with bang on, which is used to mean ‘precisely right, etc.’ in English.

*Similar semantic extensions are seen in French for the word mesure ‘measure’: time measurement; absolute, relative
measure, capacitance, size, length measurement; angle, force, amount, etc. (CNRTL)

*¥Thackston (1993, 849) gives the meanings ‘time’ for ¢ag and ‘flourishing, hale’ for ¢aglg: Misr u Sam korgin munta
caghyg yer nisan bermdydiirlar. ‘“Travelers who have seen Egypt and Syria cannot point to its equal.” (Part I, p. 102-103).

* Another view is that chog’i developed from the meaning of ‘measure’, but the actual meaning of the word is ‘time’
(Rahmatullayev 2000, 436).
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with numbers. This shows that the marker chog is not used with numbers systematically. The fact
that its use with numbers was not found in the corpus of this research led us to ask the question in
which stage it included the possessive suffix. Doerfer (1967, 26) gives the possessive structure
in Uzbek with the meaning of ‘its measure’ without any example. However, this usage occurs in
structures that are read as ‘time or moment’ and it is a component of the adverbial clause as a part
of expressing unreal situations. For this reason, I argue that while it refers to the event itself, the
situation at that time in the meanings of ‘time, moment’ in nonfactual statements, it has also
developed into an item denoting that the situation is nonfactual (irrealis) at the time of speaking.
As is known, a nonfactual situation occurs in the mind, so it is accessible only through imagina-
tion (see Palmer 2001, 1). In short, the main sentence is a non-factual statement and the use of
chogf in this context has been effective in the development of its meaning.

5.4. Grammaticalization of the particle

Grammaticalization, in general terms, is the linguistic change that occurs as a result of a change
in the morpho-syntactic states of bound and free morphemes. This change affects the meaning
and function of the morpheme (Eckardt 2011, 1; Traugott 2008, 234-235). From another
perspective, grammaticalization is defined as the transition from a lexical category to a func-
tional category (Haspelmath 1999, 1044). In the narrow sense, this term refers to the linguistic
item becoming more grammatical, indicating a directional process of change (Himmelmann
2004, 25-26). It is seen that the chogi discussed in this study has developed into an evidential
through both semantic and syntactic changes (i.e. by undergoing a change in function). The
word chogi developed from ¢aq [‘time, moment’ < ‘the essence and exact identity of a thing’].
The linguistic area of which Uzbek forms part has a motivating role in this development. In the
studies on Southeast and East Asian languages, it has been observed that such particles in this
area encode epistemic modality, evidentiality, mirativity, etc. at the end of the sentences (Panov
2020, 24). The widespread use in the linguistic area and the typological features of the language
provide the appropriate environment for such developments to occur in Uzbek.

Syntactic and semantic criteria can be used to explain the grammaticalization process of
chog4i as an evidential: the position of the marker in the syntax, the aspect-time markers it is
used with, the meaning it adds to the sentence, and its scope (wide scope < narrow scope). In
terms of syntax, its position in the sentence indicates that chog is in the same position as other
evidentials. It can be defined as a particle due to its systematic use at the end of a sentence,
changing the function of the possessive suffix by the fossilization of the word and its adaptation
to different conjugations of the verb in accordance with the finite structures. The most impor-
tant feature is that the marker is used in a position to scope over the whole sentence.

The use of chog'i in non-finite sentences appears to be the second stage of this development
(cf. Turkish -diginda, -dig1 zaman ‘when’). This usage shows the relation of deictic and locative
markers with evidentiality because, similar to tense-aspect markers, the source of evidence is
located by the speaker at a specific time and place (Aikhenvald 2004, 275). It is necessary to
specify the stage of becoming associated with the speaker, considering varying degrees of sub-
jectification as the development from neutral meaning to speaker-related or speaker-oriented
meaning in grammaticalization (Traugott 1995, 32).

As mentioned above, an important point of grammaticalization is that an item of the sub-
ordinate clause acquires new status with a wider scope covering the entire clause (Aikhenvald
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2004, 275-276, 281-284). Thus, the function of the linguistic unit also changes both semanti-
cally and syntactically. As a result, it becomes an evidential marker, which evolves from referring
to the time and place of the event to the time and place of the evidence. Regarding its uses, it is
not fused with tense and person, so it implies only that there is evidence (synchronous signs)
accessed at the time of speaking. Considering formal types of evidentials, it behaves as a non-
bound marker combinable with lexical markers (see example (15)). Its lexical content formed
the basis for its development from lexical meaning into grammatical meaning, but its gramma-
ticalization process can be evaluated as on-going (see Bybee & Pagliuca 2011, 69, 75). Addi-
tionally, its position cannot change in a similar way to copula particles that mark pure
evidentiality.

6. CONCLUSION

The corpus analysis and the findings show that, as a result of the grammaticalization of the
structure chog+ Poss3sG, chog'i has evolved into an evidential marker that encodes inference. It
has been shown that it is used to mark inference based on synchronous signs and general
knowledge or personal knowledge through reasoning. It also has an epistemic reading, resulting
from a lower certainty of inferentials. Semantically, all utterances combined with chog are
hypothetical situations.

The stages in its semantic and functional development can be described as follows: First,
chog® (OT ¢aq) which was seen as an item used with time adverbs, was lexicalized with the
meaning ‘time, moment’ < ‘the essence and exact identity of a thing’ (encompasses the charac-
teristics of the event or situation at the specified time). In the second stage, it was used in
adverbial clauses pointing to a certain point of time (deictic usage) as a part of nonfactual
statements or unreal situations expressed in the main sentence. In the last stage, it developed
into an evidential by subjectification. In this process, it was grammaticalized with the third
person possessive suffix to highlight a specific time determined by the speaker, and gained a
wide scope. In fact, the deictic function is common to all of these usages.

chog* NOUN + i POSS35G

a particle used with time adverbs> a component of adverbial clause > evidential (with extensional
epistemic meaning)

In the development of the evidential, it has become associated with the time and place of
evidence located by the speaker, while in pointing to the time and place of the event it is similar
to the when clause. That is, the emergence of chog'i as a marker of evidentiality is related to the
deictic component, and this type of development into an evidential is accompanied by desu-
bordination and subjectification. Regarding its deictic component, the recipient at the same time
and place observes another situation which provides the evidence as a basis of the inference, but
s/he does not witness the event uttered in the proposition itself. However, the role of the main
sentence (nonfactual) in this development cannot be ignored. Considering the relationship
between adverbial clause and main sentence, while chog+i was a component of the adverbial
clause in a nonfactual utterance, it has come to scope over the whole sentence in a nonfactual
utterance by grammaticalization. Both the sentence types here are supposed occurrences, not
factual.
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general knowledge

observation

experience (synchronous signs)

(personal knowledge)
possibility
(epistemic domain)
reasoning

inferential marker chog'i

Figure 2. Evidential value of chog’i with epistemic extension

Figure 2 illustrates the different sources of marking inference and possibility as an exten-
sional meaning through the marker chogi. However, as has been shown in this study, it is mostly
used to mark the existence of synchronic signs, and the speaker is present at the same time and
place as an observer of the evidence.

In the use of chog' in finite clauses, the characteristics of inferentials are clearly seen such as
moving from signs related to the event expressed in the proposition, based on the speaker’s
reasoning while the event itself is not observed. The feature that distinguishes it from inferential
uses of other evidentials is that chog’i refers to synchronic signs and general or personal knowl-
edge. I argue that its evolution is motivated by the need to express synchronic indications of
evidence in communication. The development has occurred in accordance with the character-
istics of indirectivity in the Turkic languages. In addition to its evidential function, other
functional domains of the original word chog* (derived from ¢aq) continue in Uzbek: its use
in the sense of ‘time, moment’, its use in adverbial clauses, or meanings of ‘ability, strength, etc.’
which are said in the literature to be a semantic extension.
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ABBREVIATIONS

ABL ablative

ACC accusative
AOR aorist

AUXV auxiliary verb
CAUS causative
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CON] conjunction
COOP co-operative

COP copula

CVB converb

DAT dative

DEM demonstrative
DLT Divanii Lugat-it-Tiirk
DN deverbal noun
DNOM derived nominal
DV denominal verb
EVID evidentiality

FUT future

GEN genitive

HYPO hypothetical mood
IMP imperative
INTRA intraterminal
LOC locative

MOD modality

NEG negative
NEG.AOR  negative aorist
NMLZ nominalizer/nominalization
NONDEF nondefinite

OPT optative

oT Old Turkic

PAR particle

PASS passive

PL plural

POSS possessive

POST postterminal
POSTP postposition
PREF prefix

PRON pronoun

PRS present

PST past

PTCP participle

Q interrogative clitic
SG singular

VN verbal noun
CORPUS

KK: Abdulhamid Sulayman Cho‘lpon (1936, 2000). Kecha va Kunduz. Toshkent: Sharq Nashriyoti. 288 p.
MCh: Abdulla Qodiriy (1929). Mehrobdan Chayon. Semerkand: Oz Neshir. 248 p.
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OK: Abdulla Qodiriy (1922, 1926, 2004). O‘tkan Kunlar. Toshkent: Sharq. 384 p.

EO: Mamatqul Xazratqulov (1995). Eshiklar ochiq. Toshkent: G'afur G'ulom nomidagi nashriyot-matbaai-
jodiy uyi. 197 p.

OBQ: O‘lmas Umarbekov (1970, 2018). Odam Bo'lish Qiyin. Toshkent: Yoshlar Nashriyot uyi. 213 p.
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