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Abstract

The article presents a study on evidentials use in dream reports collected from online dream journals. First,
I discuss the relation between the categories of stance and evidentiality. Specifically, | define evidentiality for
the needs of this research as a semantic category that labels the source of information in the English language.
Evidentiality encompasses perception, reportative evidentiality, and inferential judgment. The role of
evidentials in rendering the dream experience is considerable due to the quasi-perceptual and specific
experientiality of dreaming. Therefore, the core categories of evidentiality were singled out for this study, such
as revelative, sensory and sensory-inferential, reportative, non-sensory inferential and mirative (marking
unexpected information). The sample was then manually processed to count the relative frequencies of the
means rendering these subcategories of evidentiality. The main findings reside in the role of revelative
evidentials in marking the status of dream vs. real narrative spaces. Additionally, the classic assumption about
the visuality of dreams was confirmed by the high number of visual perceptual evidentials, while audial and
other perceptual mode instances are much fewer in the sample. Finally, the choice of evidential subcategories
in dream reports is conditioned by the narrators’ need to account for vague recollection of dreaming experience
with the preference for simpler inferential forms. In turn, the category of mirativity (i.e. labeling of unexpected
information) is discussed as a prospective research avenue due to its rich potential in subtle yet informative
marking of the speaker’s reaction to the information communicated or to the channel of obtaining it.

Key words: evidentiality, evidentials, stance, dream reports, narrative.

1. Introduction
The linguistic characteristics of dream reports reflect the subjective nature of the dream experience
that is neither real nor created deliberately. Formally, retold dreams are narratives of personal
experience. In the latter, the narrator recounts and evaluates events that (allegedly) happened to them
(Fludernik, 2002, p. 239). Dreaming (and remembering a dream) constitutes the narrated event that
accounts for the narratives eventfulness. At the same time, dream narratives expound the dreaming
mind’s production, which constitutes subjective psychological reality but not the consensus reality
(the state of affairs generally accepted as reality). Dreaming is a mental state that occurs periodically
during a person’s sleep and is characterized by hallucinations, delusions, cognitive distortions,
emotional bursts and amnesia (Hobson, 1988). This experience diverges from known scenarios that
can be expressed by linguistic means without particular difficulty (Blechner, 2001, p. 9, 25).
Specifically, dream narrative should be distinguished from an arbitrary fantasy since the dream events
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are subjectively perceived as real in dreaming but not anymore in retelling. Therefore, dream narrative
renders a specific epistemological status of events in that the state of dreaming is “real” while the
dreamed scenario belongs to the subjective reality. The epistemology of dreaming prompts a selection
of evidential means and patterns that narrators employ to render their reality-dream perception and
mark the status of the events.

The linguistic research in the latest decades has seen an interest to the means of expressing
subjectivity and positioning the agent in discourse. The researchers use the term ‘stance’
(Englebretson, 2007; Du Bois, 2007; Baynham, 2011; Ushchyna, 2016, 2018, 2020; Morozova, 2011;
Georgakopoulou, 2013; Johnstone, 2009; Karkkéinen, 2003) to refer to a broad conceptual model that
may encompass subjectivity, evaluation, affective and attitudinal components, and epistemic position
of the agents in discourse (Englebretson, 2007; Du Bois, 2007). For this study, the epistemic
positioning is the primary area of interest, with a specific emphasis on evidential positioning means
that denote the source of information or the epistemological status of events described (Mushin, 2001,
p. xi). Evidentials and means of epistemic positioning of the narrator found in dream reports constitute
the subject of the research. In the first place, the relevance of the study of evidentials in dream reports
is due to the need to fill in the current gaps in research on the means of evidentiality markers in
languages that do not have a grammatical category of evidentiality. English has no morphological
means of encoding evidentiality; it is expressed exclusively lexically. Secondly, the study’s novelty
is conditioned by the special status of dreaming events that determines the unique discursive stance
of the speaker retelling them and prompts them to select evidential and epistemic means, accordingly.

The aim of the study is to identify the patterns in the use of evidential and epistemic means
employed to render the dreaming experience. Achieving this aim involves the following objectives:
1) to pinpoint the evidentials that mark the oneiric nature of the narrated experience and 2) to compare
the frequency of different groups of evidentials/epistemic markers in dream narratives. The material
of the study is a corpus of 65 narratives of dreams (19859 words) randomly sampled from the dream
journals published in the public domain on the website dreamjournal.net (DreamJournal).

2. Theoretical background of the study
Given the existing prolific research on the category of evidentiality in different languages, the next
section discusses the scope and definition of the category in the English language, explaining how the
category is approached in this study.

2.1. Correlation of the concepts of stance and evidentiality
In this present study, the category of evidentiality is interpreted broadly as the English language
semantic category that contains information about the source of the message and its epistemic
evaluation by the speaker (in other words, the degree of confidence in the truth/valid status of the
information reported) (Arrese, HalBler & Carretero, 2017; Chafe, 1986, p. 262; Langacker, 2017;
Mushin, 2001; Englebretson, 2007; Du Bois, 2007; Biber & Finegan, 1988, 1989; Kérkkdinen, 2003).
In the recent studies, linguists define evidentials as grammatical and lexical means that encode
information about the way knowledge was obtained, the relation of this information to the speaker’s
knowledge about the world, and the speaker’s assessment of this information as true or reliable
(Mushin, 2001, p. xi; Arrese, HaBler, & Carretero, 2017). This definition makes the category of
evidentiality operationally independent and yet theoretically close to the concept of stance.

In turn, the concept of “stance” covers a wide range of phenomena, including the evidentials.
Multiple phenomena such as subjectivity or epistemicity may be studied under the umbrella model of
stance, which makes an all-encompassing definition of stance problematic. According to the
researchers, stance should be considered as a dynamic discursive action (stancetaking) (Englebretson,
2007, p. 3), taking a position on the content or manner of expression (Du Bois, 2007). Such action
may include the expression of views, attitudes, evaluative judgments, affective or epistemic positions
(the degree of confidence in a statement) by grammatical or lexical means (Englebretson, 2007,
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pp. 14-17) or contextually (Du Bois, 2007). Means of subjective positioning include markers of
epistemic modality and evidentiality, vocabulary with evaluative connotations, and affective markers
(Du Bois, 2007). Conceptual and pragmatic bases of evidential and epistemic coding of information
give grounds to consider the latter as manifestations of stance (Kédrkkdinen, 2003; Mushin, 2001,
p. 29). The fact that stance is studied as a dynamic discursive action correlates with the cognitive
approach to the study of dream retelling, which requires taking into account the process of
conceptualization of this complex subjective experience and its integration with the speaker’s
knowledge of the ‘real” world.

2.2. Definition and classification of evidentiality subcategories
While there is a limited classic interpretation of the concept of evidentiality as an exclusively
grammatical category present in a small number of languages of the world, a broader approach to
evidentiality now gains popularity. It postulates that evidentiality should be considered a semantic
category that can be expressed grammatically, lexically, and paraphrastically (Mushin, 2001, p. 17).
In this study, | depart from a broad definition of evidentiality.

As a linguistic category, evidentiality reflects the status of knowledge and is directly related to
epistemic assessment/stance. The basis of evidentiality resides in the speaker’s identification of the
source of the reported information, but the vast majority of modern researchers recognize that, as a
linguistic category, evidence is closely related to epistemic modality and also accounts for the
subjective positioning of the speaker/narrator (Arrese, Halller, & Carretero, 2017; Boye, 2012;
Cornillie, Arrese & Wiemer, 2015; Langacker, 2017, pp. 18-19; Mushin, 2001). Evidentiality reflects
the subjective perspective, “speaker’s imprint” in the discourse, and allows the positioning of
information in the context and in relation to the speaker (Mushin, 2001, pp. 1-15). Consequently, the
category of evidentiality includes both the indication of the source of information (direct perceptual
or reporting (reported from the words of a third person) evidentiality) and the expression of an
epistemic assessment (Chafe, 1986; De Haan 1999, 2001; Langacker, 2017, pp. 18-19; Willett, 1988,
p. 57; Aikhenvald, 2004), which is the approach this study embraces.

The category of evidentiality is semantic in English. Classical evidentiality subcategories are
a) direct (attestative) evidentials — visual, auditory or other sensory, b) indirect evidentials —
reportative, and c) inferential evidentials (judgment, probability assessment or deductive assessment
of the status of information) (Willett, 1988, p. 57). Aikhenvald identifies visual and other sensory
(direct), inferential and deductive (indirect), reporting, and quotative (which conveys a third person’s
speech verbatim) evidentials (Aikhenvald, 2004). These subcategories are the key ones, while the
debate among scholars is mostly about inferential subcategory and the possibility to classify it under
evidentiality®, modality®®, or epistemicity® (see Notes for definitions).

3. Method

For the purposes of this study, | combined the classifications of the evidentiality subcategories
suggested in the literature (Aikhenvald, 2004; Chafe, 1986; Rooryck, 2001a). As a result, I single out
the following key categories of evidentiality: revelative®, sensory® and sensory-inferential®,
non-sensory inferential® (which splits into speculative (personal assumptions) and modal inductive
and deductive (Chafe, 1986), reportative®, and mirative® (marking unexpected information
(Aikhenvald, 2012; De Haan, 2012)). The selection and grouping of categories is conditioned by the
material that demonstrated the contextual sensitivity and ambiguity of most markers, which required
manual annotation of all categories.

4. Discussion
The following section presents the relative frequencies of the evidential subcategories found in the
dream reports sampled for this study and discusses the implications of the evidential patterns for the
conceptualization of the dreaming experience.



112 ISSN 2218-2926 Cognition, communication, discourse, 2023, # 26

4.1. Revelative evidentiality
The central evidentiality subcategory for dream narratives is revelative evidentiality, which
encompasses direct mentions of the oneiric source of information. Revelative evidentiality (a term
introduced by Jacobson) is defined as information linguistically marked as created in the mind of
a subject without directly obtaining information from the outside world, which includes dreams,
visions/revelations, hallucinations, inspirations, etc. (Kratschmer & Heijnen, 2010, p. 333). In this
study, this category includes expressions with the lexeme dream (in the dream, this/the dream, to
dream of), which quantitatively constitute the most common evidentiary marker (11.9% of all
identified evidential groups in our corpus).

This high number is unsurprising even considering that many entries in the dream journal omit
an opening commentary stating that the narrated story is a dream. Such a prerequisite would be more
common in oral communication, but with dream journal entries, the status of the narrative is evident
from the profile of the platform hosting the story. The narrators’ choice of evidentiality means is
conditioned by pragmatic factors (Mushin, 2001, p. xi), therefore, the lack of need for a dream journal
to indicate the oneiric nature of the experience makes the revelative evidentiary markers excessive.
However, the high frequency of the lexeme dream also accounts for this narrative genre. In support
of our assumption, Mushin draws attention to the conventionality in opting for an epistemic position
to discuss the experience of a certain type among representatives of the linguistic community
(Mushin, 2001, p. 57). Secondly and more importantly, the labeling of certain information as oneiric
experience is caused by the need to juxtapose it to the comments about real life. Such evidential
markup helps to construct and interpret an oneiric narrative.

Conversely, in dream narrative, some information is marked as real. A typical way to label it as
such is by the expression in real life or extra-narrative commentary (often in brackets) frequently
featuring words actually and true. In the sample of dream reports analyzed in this study, 4.5% of
markers distinguish dream events from comments that emphasize their difference from the real life
of the narrator:

(1) Ireally liked the fact that | had a cat and it kinda scared me. | thought about the responsabilily
of having so many of them under my care (in real life, the only pets | ever had were some
bombyx mori my mom’s coworker got her when I was like, 8). (DreamJournal, n.d.).

In example (1), the narrator comments on the absence of cats as pets, and resorts to an explicit
indication of the status of events for easy understanding of the narrative.

Hence, the markers of revelative evidentiality in dream narratives serve to signal the status of
experience and to distinguish information about sleep and reality. Without references to the latter, a
dream narrative is often impossible. Furthermore, Ronald Langacker sees evidentiary means as
propositional grounding strategies that account for the epistemic assessment of the existential status
of a profiled event and epistemic control (Langacker, 2017, p. 20). This definition may be applied to
characterize the process of conceptualization and verbalization of the dreaming experience as the
narrator always relies on their knowledge of the real state of events and the assumed knowledge of
the world of the addressee. Therefore, comments about real life are indispensable in dream reporting.

4.2. Sensory and sensory-inferential evidentiality
Sensory evidentiality constitutes an important category for the oneiric narrative because the
experience of dreaming is sensorily specific. Subjectively, dreams are perceived as if a person sees,
hears, or feels them; however, the dreaming experience is not perceptual (Blechner, 2001). This
paradox inspires the interest in typical means of describing the dreaming experience.

4.2.1. Visual sensory evidentiality. The results from our sample confirm the classic
perception of dreaming as a predominantly visual experience. Visual sensory evidentiality
dominates dream reports: direct references to a visual source (see, notice, spot; I look at .. . and /
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when I look at .. . there’s) account for 8.9% of cases in affirmative predicates and 2.5% of cases in
negative predicates. Similarly, the structure X looks + adj, past participle, like is common (10.4%)
in the sample.

The visually marked dream experience can constitute both schematic and detailed, vivid
imagery. The finding is well-situated in the context of a recent discussion of dream imagery
schematicity by Fortescue (2017). The author points out to the dream imagery operating the
perceptual information stored in memory in the form of gestalts of phenomena, for instance, faces
and voices, or as their specific fragments or characteristics (Fortescue, 2017, p. 83). However, dreams
do not only operate schematic gestalt items but also produce vivid mental imaginary. In waking,
perceptual information stored can be visualized “in the mind’s eye” (p. 83), and the detailed
descriptions from our sample allow hypothesizing that it is fair for dreaming as well.

Indeed, schemas abstracted from experience and stored in memory blend and morph in
dreaming (Fortescue, 2017), which is widely referred to by the narrators retelling their dreams.
Researchers since Freud have drawn attention to dream-typical mixed representations of concepts
(‘condensations’ (Freud, 1900/1996; Blechner, 2001) and ‘interobjects’ (Blechner, 2001)). Such
elements suggest that the visual component of dreams is schematic, and that a person’s holistic gestalt
perception of dream elements take over individual visual details of the image that could be recalled,
asin (2):

(2) 1 guess the lady was right because a new movie started, and I was both observing the film and
a part of it. The film starred these two men who were friends. One looked like a mix of a
younger Tom Baker (from his Doctor Who days) with an older Keanu Reeves to me, so | will
call him Keanu Baker (DreamJournal, n.d.).

However, other examples suggest that mixed objects/concepts (‘interobjects’ according to (Blechner,
2001)) may also exhibit a high degree of detail in visual descriptions, such as (3):

(3) The first one was like a bear but it looked feline. It had long fur the color of a lion’s but
sometimes the way the sun incided on it made it look colorful like a prism. Sometimes it was
like it came from a 6-year-old’s drawing but the fur always looked real and shiny
(DreamJournal, n.d.).

Thus, the presentation of oneiric experience by means of visual evidentiality dominates the English-
language narratives of the dream experience. This finding might appear quite intuitive from within
the European cultural standpoint. However, typical evidentiality means for describing dreaming
experiences are conventional and specific for individual linguistic communities and differ across the
world. The divergence is rooted in the variation of the social interpretation of dreaming in different
cultures (Aikhenvald, 2018, p. 173). In particular, for the speakers of the Amazon languages that have
grammatical evidentiality systems, it is characteristic to avoid direct perceptual (visual) evidence for
talking about the dream, since the dreaming experience is thought to be an indirect, third-party-
inspired vision that requires the use of reporting evidentials (Aikhenvald, 2018, p. 344). This
perception of the dreaming experience by the linguistic community is rooted in the idea that dreaming
is a message from an unknown source, not a personal experience (Kracke, 2009, p. 73). However, it
is widely known that dreams in Western culture are conventionally perceived as a (quasi-)visual
experience (Scioli, 2015, p. 6), and the results of our study support this assumption.

4.2.2. General sensory evidentiality. General sensory evidentiality (subjective feelings with
an indefinite source) is another statistically significant category in dream reports. In the sample, 4.2%
of evidential marking instances include feel and sense lexemes in the sense of a general feeling about
the situation: (feel (like), sense, have a sense, get the feeling, have a (bad) feeling, I/it feels
(like/that/adj), the feeling is that when); and several indications of physical feelings (feel (well, weak),
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a suffocating feeling, It’s like I'm floating, felt our entire house being carried away, feel his weigh on
top of me, felt soft).
Narrators describe ambiguous perception by general sensory evidentiality markers:

(4) The feeling is that when your parents are coming to pick you and you're having a cheerful
Conversation with people you like (I've been walking home from school, even though the places
are not that close to each other, but I remember the feeling well) (DreamJournal, n.d.)

Similarly, references to general sensory evidentiality allow storytellers to label subjective information
access to which is untypical outside dreaming, as in example (5):

(5) 1 could feel what all of them were feeling, like | was the whole room at once (DreamJournal,
n.d.).

General sensory evidentiality in dream narratives is the second most frequent evidentiality group of
markers that offers flexible labels to render subjective experiences.

4.2.3. Auditory and olfactory sensory evidentiality. Auditory and olfactory evidentials
are less frequent than visual ones, accounting in the sample for 1.5% and 0.2%, respectively.
Nominal references to auditory experience (voice, music, noise) were included into the study to
allow for a more definite interpretation of the finding and were also found to be rare. Such frequency
allows to conclude that dreams are predominantly visual with rare auditory or olfactory effects.
Additionally, example (6) demonstrates that auditory impressions in dreams are also often
perceived as abnormal:

(6) I hear the voice of a black woman in my head (DreamJournal, n.d.).
In general, auditory and olfactory evidentials are scarcely represented in the sample.

4.3. Reportative evidentiality
Reportative evidentiality is widely represented in English dream reports. Reportative evidentiality
(x told me, let me know, said, made a comment, warned, texted) accounts for 9.7% of all evidentials
in the sample. Quotative evidentiality, which consists in rendering the direct speech of the characters
(X said /replied/screams: / He’s like . . .” / It goes:) stands for 5.2%. These results are poorly
correlated with a low number of auditory evidentiality markers (hear), and therefore suggest that for
narrators, quotations may be a simpler form of describing the interactions with dream characters rather
than reporting direct speech, while their aim is to render the general scenario of events.

There remains the question of whether to consider the narrator’s own lines as reportative
evidentiality. In my research of dream narratives, I consider the narrator’s agency and its perspective
different from the “I-perspective/agency” of dreaming. Indeed, what the narrators said in the dream
is often described as an unexpected, external experience for the “waking agency” retelling the dream.
Therefore, |1 propose to consider self-reportative evidentiality as one of the subcategories of
evidentials in dream reports, accounting for 9.2% of evidentiality markers.

Reportative evidentiality in dreams is conspicuously marked by the narrators’ confidence in the
information communicated by dream characters. Narrators are not generally inclined to doubt the
truthfulness of characters’ messages, or, in rare cases, immediately label messages as lies. It is specific
to dreams because for a conceptualizer who recounts dreams, it is not relevant whether the characters
told the truth or lies, since they do not have their own agency and are only projections of the narrator’s
oneiric (sub-)consciousness. This clearly distinguishes the narrative of dreaming from the narrative
of personal experience, where reportative evidentiality usually needs to be either robust or render
doubts about the veracity of a third party’s message.
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4.4. Non-sensory inferential evidentiality
Non-sensory inferential evidentiality occupies a special place in the system of evidential coding of
the dreaming experience since it allows one to indicate the degree of confidence in the information
or the narrator’s guesses or assumptions. Dreaming experience tends to be fragmented and blurred
in the narrators’ memory, which conditions their use of a wide range of means rendering inferential
evidentiality. Indeed, speculative subjective evidentiality verbalized by verbs with the meaning of
“reliability of knowledge” such as believe, think, guess, assume, suppose (markers of personal
confidence according to Chafe) makes 10.6%. Adverbial markers of inferential evidentiality
(maybe, probably, certainly, possibly, undoubtedly, surely, likely, apparently) are 4.5% in the
sample.

I’'m not sure (2.2%) and I’'m (pretty) sure (0.7%) are the most conspicuously recurrent markers
of non-sensory inferential evidentiality. In general, these tools serve narrators to signal the blurring
of dream memories or the obscure nature of dream events.

Modal inductive and deductive (must and might, could according to W. Chafe) evidentiality is
scarcely presented in the narratives of dreams — 2.5%. These means may indicate a lack of confidence
in the interpretation of dreaming events by the narrator both at the time when they subjectively
experienced this mental experience (but then we were concerned that my grandma might have gotten
too close to the COVID patient) and later during the recollection, conceptualization and
narrativization of this experience (It must have been by the ocean because | saw out of my peripheral
vision on the left, a huge wave coming).

Situational inferential evidentiality represented by phrases It seems, it appears, it turns out,
I could tell accounts for 5%, which also indicates the narrator’s need to refer to an indefinite source
when they do not understand the source of certain information in the dream. Situational inferential
evidentiality based on memory or previous experience is presented by the verbs of the corresponding
meanings (I realize/ figure) and accounts for 2.2%.

Among the means of expressing inferential evidentiality in dream narratives, simpler forms
dominate (namely, there is the predominance of adverbial forms or phrases like I think over modal
constructions). Such means allow narrators to build a subjective perspective and conceptualize the
fantastic mental experience of dreaming that is often recollected in a disorganized incoherent form.
Mushin approaches the concept of subjectivity as a fundamental element of the linguistic structure
from the standpoint of Langacker’s cognitive grammar, the main postulate of which is that linguistic
expression is a product of conceptualization, and not a direct reflection of reality (Mushin 7).
Mushin notes that the discrepancy between perceptual experience and inference and deductive
judgments concerns less the difference in the channel of obtaining of knowledge, and it is rather
about the degree of assimilation and integration of different types of information by the speaker
(labeling information as reliable or unreliable) (Mushin, 2001, pp. 29-30). Langacker believes that
the mental pursuit of a person for epistemic control is their desire to conceptually recreate reality
and maintain the relevance of this concept to a new experience (Langacker, 2017, p. 20).
Accordingly, the means of encoding evidentiality belong to the means of epistemic control and help
to maintain more accurate ideas about reality through the involvement of information about the
source and markers of accuracy or confidence in knowledge (Langacker, 2017, p. 29).
Consequently, constant indications of uncertainty or unreliability of judgments in dream reports
should be interpreted as attempts to establish epistemic control, while the narrated experience has
a special existential status as a subjective mental reality.

4.5. Mirativity
The evidential subcategory of mirativity is widely represented in dream narratives. Mirativity is
rendered as labelling unexpected information. It is a relatively novel category that is either
considered as a subcategory of evidentiality or a category in its own right, but close to that of
evidentiality (De Haan, 2012). Mirativity is rendered by a large range of means (Lau & Rooryck,
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2017; Peterson, 2017). Annotating for the mirative expressions was particularly challenging due to
the need to determine its markers for a study. Such selection would presuppose a large volume of
literary review and structuring work worth of a separate study. Furthermore, one would need to
methodologically account for the mirative items’ contextual sensitivity, which makes it a prospect
for further research. Finally, being an evidential category, it does not appear heterogeneous enough
in relation to other categories to compare them. Mirativity marks surprise while core evidentiality
categories discussed in the study label information according to the source of its retrieval.
Therefore, in this paper, I discuss the category of mirativity separately and only single out some of
its realization means. Mirative juxtapositions of the new experience with previous experience or
knowledge are common in dream narratives (such words and expressions as of course, in fact,
actually, at least, even, only, but, nevertheless, for some reason). Markers of mirativity serve to
compare dreaming and real experience:

(7)  Then I'm walking around upstairs to different rooms, which of course looks totally different
and bigger (DreamJournal, n.d.).

(8) Iswore up and down Tom Cruise was in The Outsiders, but I couldn’t find information online
(It’s true of course) (DreamJournal, n.d.).

(9) And of course the house didn 't really look like my house (DreamJournal, n.d.).

(10) (from a Star Trek dream) . . . the ship went through a wormhole, and I got to experience it
from a first person perspective. I said, “Whoa.” Of course the effects of the wormhole looked
like not so high resolution computer graphics (DreamJournal, n.d.).

(11) What they 're calling a tobaggan is actually a row a canoes (DreamJournal, n.d.).

(12) In my dream, she lived in a house in a small town (she actually lives in an apartment), and
| went to pick her up at her home. | probably talked to her mother at some point or something
(DreamJournal, n.d.).

The examples illustrate that of course and actually are used by narrators to correlate dreaming
experiences and understand the real state of things. In examples (7, 8, 12), of course and actually are
used in brackets for extra-narrative commentary on real life and its similarity or difference from
dreaming. Example (9) also demonstrates the expectations from the dreaming experience, where
familiar objects are perceived as such, but are visually different.

The subcategory of mirativity represented by the juxtaposition of knowledge with verbal
resources (sort of (sorta), kind of (kinda), something on the line of, like) is widely presented in dream
narratives due to the complexity of rendering subjective oneiric experience and the attempts of
narrators to adapt the conceptualization to the available linguistic means. Only the identified means
of mirativity markers of this type account for 156 cases in the sample. Indeed, the narrators are often
uncertain about the way to identify objects or intents in a dream, and use varied linguistic means to
render this uncertainty.

4.6. Knowledge of an unknown origin

The study of the evidentiality means in the sample reveals the presence of explicit or contextual
references to an unknown source of knowledge in dreams that cannot be classified according to the
classic subcategories of evidentiality and epistemicity. In 3.5% of cases, narrators refer to the general
knowledge they had when dreaming, which often contradicts perceptual information. I suggest calling
such evidence “zero evidentiality” due to the absence of an indication of the source of information
but an emphasis on the zero markedness of such knowledge in the mind of the narrator at the time of
experiencing the dream:

(13) Iwas in my sister’s apartment except it was mine and the exterior was different. Like a tropical
hotel but | knew we were in LA apparently (DreamJournal).
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“Zero evidentiality” is inherent in dream reports and relies on the human universal experiential
knowledge of dreaming.

(14) And she was actually an alien taking the form of a human (DreamJournal).

Although the actually marker was interpreted as a marker of mirativity, in example (14) it signals
new information without any reference to the source of such sense. The narrator simply has this piece
of knowledge in their sleep — the fragment does not contain any reportative references and indicates
that the woman looked like a person.

Such knowledge may be visual in nature, but is not perceptual in terms of the channel of its
obtaining:

(15) I’m pretty sure he looked like the drawing of a circus presenter. However, I don’t remember
actually seeing him in the dream, and from this point on even his voice wasn 't heard no more
(DreamJournal).

Formally, example (15) coincides with speculative non-sensory inference (I'm pretty sure) and visual
experience (he looked like). However, the narrator indicates that he did not see the character, but just
knew what he looked like.

Opposite to the means of perceptual tagging of the source of information, the revelative,
reportative, inferential, mirative, and “zero” evidentiality involve the processes of analysis, inference
and conceptualization of subjective experience. They reflect how the narrator tries to recall,
reproduce, and render their dreams by available means of language. The purpose of the narrator in
the use of such means is to establish epistemic control and create relatively coherent construction of
experience.

4.7. Summary
The frequencies of the evidential subcategories is presented below in Table 1, expressed as percent
values calculated against the number of all evidentials identified in the sample. The percent numbers
were counted to represent the result in relation to the whole sample and to compare the frequency of
the categories against other evidential types. For the category of mirativity, the category marking the
unexpected information, either no data or a raw number is provided as it was impossible to pinpoint
all instances of this novel category that still requires elaboration.
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Table 1
Relative frequency of the use
of evidentiality subcategories in dream reports
Sub-categories of evidentiality Markers Qty.
Revelative to dream, in this dream 11.9%
VS.
real life, RL, parentheses+ actually, true 4.5%
Sensory and General sensory feel (like), sense, have a sense, get the feeling, 4,2%
sensory- have a (bad) feeling, I/it feels (like/that/adj), the
inferential feeling is that when
Visual sensory see, notice, spot ; | look at . . . (and) / when I look | 8.9%
at...there’s
NEG see / notice 2,5%
X looks 10.4%
Auditory sensory hear 1.5%
Olfactory sensory smell 0.2%
Sensory, inferential, | see 0.5%
visual deduction (to see if he needed help
see this outfit was placed)
Sensory, inferential, sounded familiar 0.2%
auditory deduction
Reportative Sensory-reportative I hear/ they say / I'm told / I 've been told, x told 9.7%
me, X let me know, makes a comment / warn /
texted
Quotative X says / replies / screams: / He’s like “. . .” / It 5.2%
goes:
| say/tell* 9.2%
Non-sensory Speculative/reliability of | I believe/ think / guess / assume / suppose 10.6%
inferential knowledge I'm not sure 2.2%
I’'m (pretty) sure 0.7%
maybe, probably, certainly, might, may, possibly, | 4.5%
undoubtedly, surely, likely /apparently
Modal inductive and must, might, could 2.5%
deductive
Situational inferential It seems, it appears, it turns out, X seem(s), I 5%
evidentiality: an indefinite | could tell
source of knowledge
Situational inferential: realize/ figured 2.2%
memory, previous
experience
Mirativity Comparison with of course, in fact, actually, at least, even, only, *
experience/ knowledge but, however, nevertheless, for some reason
Matching knowledge to sort of (sorta), kind of (kinda), something on the *30
verbal resources line of
like *126
Zero evidentiality I know; it was known that 3.5%

In turn, Figure 1 features only main subcategories of evidentials with fewer details regarding their
subtypes, which facilitates visual perception of the frequency comparison.
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Evidential Subcategories

m Revelative
General sensory
Visual sensory
m Auditory sensory
m Olfactory sensory
m Sensory interferential
H Sensory-reportative
m Quotative
m Non-sensory interferential

m Zero Evidentiality

Figure 1. Visual aid for Table 1 representing only major subcategories of evidentials

5. Conclusions and prospects for future research
The study focused on the means of evidential tagging in rendering dreams, for which markers for the
evidential subcategories were identified and their frequency ratio was calculated.

In terms of frequency, the main groups of evidentiality markers that speakers use to tell about
the dreaming experience, are that of explicit revelative, sensory visual, and inferential evidentiality.

The key evidential subcategory is the revelative evidentiality, defined for English as the explicit
labelling of certain information about the oneiric experience using the dream lexical unit. The use of
revelative evidentials in dream reports is accounted for by the need to contrast the oneiric experience
with the knowledge of the narrator about real life.

In addition to revelative evidentiality, it is conventional for English-speaking narrators to talk
about their dreaming experience using direct sensory visual evidentiality and morphologically simple
forms of inferential evidentiality to indicate uncertainty in the recollected oneiric details (such as, for
example, | think, I am not sure, maybe, probably). Reportative evidentiality in dreams has no valence
of reliability or doubt, and does not include the narrator’s subjective assessment, characterizing the
waking narrator’s perception of dreams as a passive experience that does not require their assessment
of the actions of characters. Finally, a specific evidential type for dream narratives is “zero
evidentiality” that stands for a reference to unexpected knowledge about the dream scenario or
characters (I knew) without indicating the source of knowledge.

The prospects of the study include building a wider sample to produce a more accurate
calculation of the frequency of the use of subcategories of evidentiality in dream narratives and a
detailed analysis of individual groups of evidentiality means employed for rendering the dreaming
experience.

Notes

! Evidentiality is a category that labels the source of information and is semantic in the English
language unlike some language in the world where it is grammaticalized (the broad definition
used in this paper; see Mushin, 2001; Chafe, 1986).

2 Epistemic modality labels the degree of confidence in the information communicated that the
speaker expresses (De Haan, 2001).

3 Epistemicity is defined by researchers as a superordinate category that comprises both expressions
of degree of certainty and expressions of information source (Aikhenvald, 2018).

* Revelative evidentility is an evidential subcategory that consists in marking the information as
obtained during a dream or a vision (see Kratschmer & Heijnen, 2010).
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®Sensory evidentility (also called direct or attestative (Willett, 1988) is an evidential subcategory that
refers to a direct sensory perception as the source of information (see Aikhenvald, 2018).

6 Sensory-inferential evidentility marks the information communicated as an inference from the
sensory material (e.g. sounds like, see Whitt, 2009).

"Non-sensory inferential is an umbrella term that include evidential/epistemic/modal subcategories
that mark information as inferred logically rather than obtained by senses, and render the degree
of confidence in the information communicated. Non-sensory inferential evidentiality falls into
speculative (personal assumptions) and modal inductive and deductive (Chafe, 1986)
subcategories.

8 Reportative evidentiality marks information that was obtained from a third party (see Mushin,
2001). In turn, quotative evidentiality marks passages that render the third-party message
verbatim.

° Mirative marking refers to discursive signaling of the unexpected status of the information
(Aikhenvald, 2012; De Haan, 2012) and was characterized as borderline evidential with a broad
spectrum of discursive means.

References

Aikhenvald, A. Y. (2012). The essence of mirativity. Linguistic Typology, 16(3), 435-485.
https://doi.org/10.1515/lity-2012-0017

Aikhenvald, A. Y. (Ed.). (2018). The Oxford handbook of evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Aikhenvald, A. Y. (2004). Evidentiality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Arrese, J. 1. M., HaBler, G., & Carretero, M. (2017). Introduction. Evidentiality revisited. In
J. I. M. Arrese, G. Hal3ler, & M. Carretero (Eds.), Evidentiality Revisited (pp. 1-9). Amsterdam:
John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.271.01mar

Baynham, M. (2011). Stance, positioning, and alignment in narratives of professional experience.
Language in Society, 40(1), 63-74. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404510000898

Biber, D., & Finegan, E. (1988). Adverbial stance types in English. Discourse Processes, 11(1), 1-34.

Biber, D., & Finegan, E. (1989). Styles of stance in English: Lexical and grammatical marking of
evidentiality and affect. Text-interdisciplinary Journal for the Study of Discourse, 9(1), 93-124.

Blechner, M. (2001). The dream frontier. London: The Analytic Press.

Boye, K. (2012). Epistemic meaning: A crosslinguistic and functional-cognitive study: Berlin:
De Gruyter Mouton.

Chafe, W. (1986). Evidentiality in English conversation and academic writing. In W. Chafe
& J. Nichols (Eds.), Evidentiality: The linguistic coding of epistemology (pp. 267-272).
Norwood, N.J.: Ablex.

Cornillie, B., Arrese, J. I. M., & Wiemer, B. (2015). Evidentiality and the semantics-pragmatics
interface: An introduction. Belgian Journal of Linguistics, 29(1), 1-18.

De Haan, F. (1999). Evidentiality and epistemic modality: Setting boundaries. Southwest Journal of
Linguistics, 18(1), 83-101.

De Haan, F. (2001). The relation between modality and evidentiality. Linguistische Berichte, 9,
201-216.

De Haan, F. (2012). Evidentiality and mirativity. In R. I. Binnick (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of tense
and aspect (pp. 1020-1046). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Du Bois, J. (2007). The stance triangle. In R. Englebretson (Ed.), Stancetaking in discourse:
Subjectivity, evaluation, interaction (pp. 139-182). Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing.

Englebretson, R. (2007). Stancetaking in discourse: An introduction. In R. Englebretson (Ed.),
Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity, evaluation, interaction (pp. 1-25). Amsterdam: John
Benjamins Publishing.

Fludernik, M. (2002). Towards a ‘natural’ narratology. London: Routledge.



https://doi.org/10.1515/lity-2012-0017
https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.271.01mar
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404510000898

ISSN 2218-2926 Cognition, communication, discourse, 2023, # 26 121

Fortescue, M. (2017). The abstraction engine: Extracting patterns in language, mind and brain.
(Advances in Consciousness Research, Vol. 94). Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

Freud, S. (1996). The interpretation of dreams (J. Strachey, Trans.). New York, NY: Gramercy Books
(Original work published 1900).

Georgakopoulou, A. (2013). Small stories research and social media practices: Narrative stancetaking
and circulation in a Greek news story. Sociolinguistica, 27(1), 19-36.
https://doi.org/10.1515/s0c¢i.2013.27.1.19

Hobson, J. A. (1988). Dreaming. In J. A. Hobson (Ed.), States of brain and mind (pp. 31-33). Boston,
MA: Birkhéauser.

Johnstone, B. (2009). Stance, style, and the linguistic individual. In A. Jaffe (Ed.), Stance:
Sociolinguistic perspectives (pp. 29-52). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Karkkdinen, E. (2003). Epistemic stance in English conversation: A description of its interactional
functions, with a focus on | think. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing.

Kracke, W. H. (2009). ‘Dream as deceit, dream as truth: The grammar of telling dreams’,
Anthropological Linguistics, 51, 61-77. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40730832

Kratschmer, A., & Heijnen, A. (2010). Revelative evidentiality in European languages: Linguistic
marking and its anthropological background. In G. Diewald & E. Smirnova (Eds.), Linguistic
Realization of Evidentiality in European Languages (pp. 331-368). Berlin, New York:
De Gruyter Mouton.

Langacker, R. W. (2017). Evidentiality in cognitive grammar. In J. I. M. Arrese et al. (Eds.),
Evidentiality revisited (pp. 13-55). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Lau, M. L., & Rooryck, J. (2017). Aspect, evidentiality, and mirativity. Lingua, 186, 110-1109.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2016.11.009

Morozova, O.1. (2011). Stance: pozitsiya sub’yekta dyskursyvnoyi diyalnosti [Stance: position of the
discourse activity subject]. Visnyk Kyivskoho natsionalnoho linhvistychnoho universytetu.
Seriya filologiya, 14(1), 87-93.(in Ukrainian)

Mushin, 1. (2001). Evidentiality and epistemological stance: Narrative retelling. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Peterson, T. (2017). Problematizing mirativity. Review of Cognitive Linguistics, 15(2), 312-342.
https://doi.org/10.1075/rcl.15.2.02pet

Rooryck, J. E. C. V. (2001a). State—of-the—article: Evidentiality, Part 1. Glot International, 5(4), 3-11.
https://scholarlypublications.universiteitleiden.nl/access/item%3A2859546/view

Rooryck, J. E. C. V. (2001b). State—of-the-article: Evidentiality, Part Il. Glot International, 5(5),
161-168. https://scholarlypublications.universiteitleiden.nl/access/item%3A2859608/view

Scioli, E. (2015). Dream, fantasy, and visual art in Roman elegy. Madison, WI: University of
Wisconsin Press.

Ushchyna, V. (2018). Manipulative use of risk as a stance in political communication. Discourse
& Society, 29(2), 198-221. https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926517734424

Ushchyna, V. (2020). From stance to identity: Stancetaking in contemporary English risk discourse.
Cognition, communication, discourse, 20, 73-91. https://doi.org/10.26565/2218-2926-2020-20-05

Ushchyna, V. A. (2016). Pozytsiyuvannya subyekta v suchasnomu anhlomovnomu dyskursi ryzyku.
[Stancetaking in contemporary English risk discourse]. Unpublished doctor of sciences
dissertation, Kyiv National Linguistic University, Kyiv, Ukraine (in Ukrainian).

Willett, T. (1988). A Cross-linguistic survey of the grammaticalization of evidentiality. Studies in
Language, 12, 51-97. https://doi.org/10.1075/s1.12.1.04wil

Whitt, R. J. (2009). Auditory evidentiality in English and German: The case of perception verbs.
Lingua, 119(7), 1083-1095. https://doi.org/10.1016/].lingua.2008.11.001

Sources for illustrations
DreamJournal (n.d.) http://dreamjournal.net/



https://doi.org/10.1515/soci.2013.27.1.19
http://www.jstor.org/stable/40730832
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2016.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1075/rcl.15.2.02pet
https://scholarlypublications.universiteitleiden.nl/access/item%3A2859546/view
https://scholarlypublications.universiteitleiden.nl/access/item%3A2859608/view
https://doi.org/10.1177/0957926517734424
https://doi.org/10.26565/2218-2926-2020-20-05
https://doi.org/10.1075/sl.12.1.04wil
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2008.11.001
http://dreamjournal.net/

122 ISSN 2218-2926 Cognition, communication, discourse, 2023, # 26

EBIJIEHIIMHE MAPKYBAHHS
Y HAPATUBAX CHOBUAIHb
Banepis Hikonaenko
AcmnipaHTka
(XapkiBchkuii HamioHanpHUI yHiBepcuTeT iMeni B. H. Kapazina, Ykpaina /
cTaxep B YHiBepcureTi I peno0ib-Ansnu, Opaniis);
e-mail: v.o.nikolaienko@karazin.ua
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5056-271X

AHoTauis
JocnipkeHHS TPUCBSYEHE €BiJCHLIHHOMY MapKyBaHHIO y IepeKa3ax CHOBWJiHb, 3i0paHMX 3 OHJIaiH-
LIOAICHHUKIB CHOBHIAiIHb. Ha mowaTky cTaTTi OOTOBOPIOETHCA CHIBBIAHECEHICTh IMOHATH IIOCTaBH Ta
eBiZeHIIHOCTI. 30KpeMa, Uil MOTped IbOr0 MOCTiHKEHHS €BiACHIIHHICT, BU3HAYEHO SK CEMaHTHYHY
KaTeropilo B aHMIIKHCHKIA MOBi, IO MO3Hayae kepeno iHopmarii. EBiIeHUIHHICTD OXOIUTIOE TPsSMY
CCHCOpPHY, PENOPTaTUBHY Ta iH(EpeHIliiiHy eBifeHIifHICTh. Ponb eBifeHIiHOCTI Yy BepOami3aliii 1ocBimxy
CHOBHJIIHb € 3HAYHOIO Yepe3 KBa3iMeplenTHUBHY Ta crenudidHy MpUpoay IOCBiay cHOBHAIHHA. OTxe, It
IHOTO JOCHTIKEHHS OyII0 BUOKPEMIICHO OCHOBHI MiIKAaTEropii eBiJeHINIIHOCTI, TaKi SK peBEISITHBHA, IIpsSMa
CCHCOpPHA Ta CCHCOpHO-iH(EPEeHIIiliHaA, peNOPTaTUBHA, HECEHCOpHA 1H(epeHIIiiiHa Ta MipaTUBHA (TTO3HAYCHHS
HeouikyBaHoi iHpopmarii). B xomi mocmimkeHHs Bubipka Oyna 00podiieHa BpyUYHY JUIA I IPaxXyHKY BiTHOCHUX
4acTOT EBiJEHIIIMHUX 3aco0iB 3a migkaTeropisMu. OCHOBHI pe3ydbTaTH CTOCYHOTHCS PO PEBENATHBHOL
eBIICHIIITHOCTI Y MapKyBaHHI CTaTyCy HapaTHBHHUX IPOCTOPIB CHY Ta peanbHOCTi. KpiM TOro, kiacuvne
CIIOCTEPEIKEHHS PO Bi3yalIbHICTh CHOBHIIIHB IMiATBEPIKYETHCS BEIHKOI KITBKICTIO MapKepiB Bi3yalbHOI
CEHCOPHOI EBiJCHIIHOCTI, TOMI AK 3TraJoK NpO ayAialbHI Ta iHII TEPIEeNTUBHI CHOCOOW CIPHUHSATTS
y BUOip1i 3HauHO MeHIIe. HapemnTi, BUOip mifkareropiii eBiJeHIIHHOCTI y mepeKa3ax CHOBHIIHb 3yMOBIICHHUH
moTpeOOI0 OMOBiIavYiB BepOATBLHO TEpPeAaTH HEYITKI CIOrajd IpO JOCBiJl CHOBHJIHB, HPU IIbOMY, BOHHU
HaJar0Th TepeBary OLTbII MpocTHM (GopMaM MapKyBaHHS. Y CBOIO Yepry, KaTeropis MipaTHBHOCTI (TOOTO
MapKyBaHHSA HecmojiBaHOi iH(opmarii) po3riagacTbess SK MEPCIeKTHBHUNA HANpPSIM JOCTiDKEHHS dYepe3
if OaraTuii moTeHIian Al TIHOOKO KOHTEKCTYalbHOTO, MPOTe iHPOPMATHBHOTO MapKyBaHHS PEaKIii MOBIIS
Ha TIOBiTOMITIOBaHY iH(opMartiito abo Ha KaHal i1 OTpUMaHHS.

Kuaro4oBi ci1oBa: eBifieHITIHICTh, 32CO0H €BIICHINIITHOTO MapKyBaHHs, IOCTaBa, CHOBUIIHHS, HAPATHB.
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