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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation provides an account of evidentiality of a number of selected 

verbs of perception in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). The verbs are divided into 

three categories: activity, experiential, and source-based, following Viberg (1983). 

The data shows that the activity P.Vs in MSA are rarely used evidentially whereas the 

experiential and the source-based ones are commonly used to indicate evidential 

meaning. It also shows that while the source-based verb is mostly used with an 

inferred evidential meaning, the evidentiality encoded by the experiential perception 

verbs is determined by the complementation pattern and the person of the subject 

(first or third person subject). With the non-finite complement, these verbs indicate a 

direct evidentiality when having a first person subject, and a reported evidentiality 

when having a third person subject. With the finite CP complement, they indicate an 

indirect evidentiality. This corpus-based study also examines the grammaticalization 

of these verbs when used evidentially. I argue that only the verb ra’aa of the selected 

experiential verbs is fully grammaticalized, but only when it is in the past tense and 

followed by a verbal non-finite complement. In this usage, it becomes a light verb. 

The source-based verb badaa/yabduu when indicating an evidentiality, it is 

grammaticalized into copulative verb when followed by an adjectival predicate, and 

modal verb when followed by a finite complement.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 Linguistically, the term evidentiality is used to indicate the source of information for a 

given statement; that is, whether there is evidence for the statement, and if so, what kind of 

evidence it is. This type of knowledge is conveyed differently cross-linguistically. While some 

Asian and Indigenous North American languages mark evidentiality via grammatical elements 

(affixes, clitics, or particles), others, including Arabic, English, Polish and German, mark it via 

the use of lexical elements. For example, verbs of perception can be employed in the latter group 

of languages to indicate evidentiality.  

This dissertation provides an account of evidentiality of a number of selected verbs of 

perception verbs in Modern Standard Arabic (MSA). It addresses the following questions: which 

types of verbs of perception of the three classes (active, experiential, and source-based) can 

indicate evidentiality, and how? What types of evidentiality are indicated by these verbs? Is there  

a relationship between the type of evidentiality indicated by these verbs and their 

complementation patterns? Is there is a relationship between the type of evidentiality and 

grammatical features and categories, such as person and aspect? Finally, this study also 

investigates whether the selected verbs of perception are grammaticalized when they indicate an 

evidential meaning.  

In this chapter, I provide a brief overview of the linguistic phenomenon of evidentiality 

and its interaction with other grammatical categories. Background information on Arabic and the 

methodology used in the study are also provided. Lastly, a roadmap of the remaining chapters of 

the dissertation is given at the end of the chapter.  
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1. Evidentiality and Related Issues  

 The term evidentiality as a linguistic label for the concept of ‘information source’ is 

argued to be relatively recent; however, the concept of ‘information source’ has existed in the 

literature for a long time. This concept, information source, is believed to be derived from Franz 

Boas’s work on Kwakiutl. In his introduction to The Handbook of American Indian languages, 

Boas (1911a: p. 43) stated that “in each language only a part of the complete concept that we 

have expressed in mind is expressed, and that each language has a peculiar tendency to select 

this or that aspect of the mental image which is conveyed by the expression of the thought.” 

Using the example The man is sick, he commented that ‘we express by this sentence, in English, 

the idea, a definite single man at present sick.” In Kwakiutl, however, he argued that ‘this 

example might be further expanded by adding modalities of the verb’, explaining how in 

Kwakiutl “in case the speaker had not seen the sick person himself, he would have to express 

whether he knows by hearsay or by evidence that the person is sick, or whether he has dreamed 

it.” In his grammatical sketch of Kwakiutl (1911b, p. 443), he added that ‘To the suffixes 

expressing subjective relation belong those expressing the source of subjective knowledge as by 

hearsay, or by a dream.” The four suffixes are listed under the heading “suffixes denoting the 

source of information” (p.446).  

 The linguistic term evidential as a label for the concept of information source is said to be 

first introduced by Jakobson, in his (1957) easy “Shifters, Verbal Categories, and the Russian 

Verbs.” In that work, Jakobson defined evidentiality as a verbal category that takes into account 

three events: a narrated event (En), a speech event (Es), and a narrated speech event (Ens). Four 

possible sources of evidential information are suggested: someone else’s report (quotative, i.e., 
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hearsay evidence), a dream (revelative evidence), a guess (presumptive evidence), and one’s own 

previous experience (memory evidence).  

Aikhenvald (2004) claimed that, by the mid-1960s, the term evidentiality was used to 

refer to grammaticalized information sources. Since then, interest in evidentiality has increased. 

Modern cross-linguistic study of evidentiality is widely considered to have begun in Chafe and 

Nichols (1986). Evidentiality in Chafe and Nichols (1986) is generally taken to encode not only 

the information source, but also the speaker’s evaluation of the information, i.e., epistemic 

modality. This view, however, was later contradicted by a number of researchers, including 

Aikhenvald (2003,2004), who argued that evidentiality should be considered to be a grammatical 

category on its own. This raises an important question of whether and how evidentiality is 

connected to epistemic modality.  

Through the extensive research on evidentiality, it has been shown that there are 

differences in the linguistic realization of this linguistic phenomenon cross-linguistically. While 

in some languages, evidentiality is marked via morphosyntactic (grammatical elements), in 

others, such as English, it is marked by lexical elements, such as verbs, adverbs, or modals. This 

phenomenon created another problem in the treatment with evidentiality. There are different 

ways to define the boundaries of evidentiality as a linguistic category. While Aikhenvald (2003, 

2004) recognizes that evidentiality can be indicated by lexical expressions, such as verbs, 

adverbs, modals, adverbial phrases, she restricts the category of evidentiality to obligatory 

markers of evidentiality: grammatical markers. This is because she claimed that lexical means 

are not obligatory and therefore do not constitute a grammatical category. On the other hand, 

Boye and Harder (2009) and Wiemer and Stathi (2010) argued that evidentiality should not be 
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restricted to grammatical morphemes, but rather should also cover lexical meanings because both 

types of markers share the same evidential meanings/specifications.  

What also complicates the study of evidentiality is its interaction with other grammatical 

categories, such as person, aspect, or mood, which may differ from language to language, even in 

languages with grammatical markers. This is shown in the following section.  

2. Evidentiality and Other Grammatical Categories 

 Throughout the literature on grammaticalized evidentiality, it has been observed that 

evidentiality can be marked independently by its own (set of) marker(s) or can interact with 

grammatical categories or features, such as tense, aspect, negation, person, number, sentence 

type, or modality. Based on a typological study focusing on the interaction between evidentiality 

and grammatical categories, Aikhenvald (2015, p. 243) found three generalizations. She 

emphasized that these generalizations are based on limited data, and thus they cannot offer an 

exhaustive analysis of the relationship between evidentiality and other grammatical categories.  

(i) The expression of evidentiality can be fused with another category.  

(ii) The choice of evidentiality values may depend on choices made within another 

category. For instance, fewer evidentiality values are usually expressed in non-

declarative sentences 

(iii) Exponents of evidentiality may have special meanings in the context of other 

categories.  

Aikhenvald (2015) claimed that in general, independent markers of evidentiality are expected in 

languages with analytic and agglutinative morphology, such as Nheêngatú, Kamaiurá (Tupí-

Guaraní), or Baniwa (Arawak), whereas a fused marker of evidentiality tends to be found in 
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synthetic languages, such as in Caucasian, Arawá, or numerous Arawak languages. She added 

that the majority of fused evidentiality markers involve fusion with tense and aspect.  

 Aikhenvald (2015) pointed out that the choices of evidentiality markers available in an 

evidential system may correlate with the choices available in the grammatical system of the 

language. For example, she claimed that more evidentiality markers can be found in the past 

tense than in other tenses. For example, Ramires (1997, as cited in Aikhenvald, 2015) reported 

that Tucano distinguishes between four evidentials (visual, non-visual, inferred, and reported) in 

both the recent past and the remote past tenses. However, only visual and non-visual 

evidentiality can be used with present tense, and none with future.  

 Evidentiality distinctions may also depend on aspect. For example, Hyslop (2014, as 

cited in Aikhenvald, 2015) reported that Kurtöp, a Tibeto-Burman language spoken in Bhutan, 

distinguishes between personal knowledge versus lack thereof and between shared versus non-

shared knowledge in the perfective aspect. However, only the latter distinction is made in the 

imperfective. 

 The opposite relationship between aspect and evidentiality is also observed. That is, the 

choices available in the aspect system may depend on evidentiality. For example, Oswalt (1986, 

as cited in Aikhenvald, 2015) reported that, in Kashaya, auditory and inferential evidentials lack 

aspectual distinctions (perfective/imperfective). Other evidentials, such as visual, quotative, and 

performative, distinguish between perfective and imperfective.  

 Aikhenvald (2015) also claimed that more evidential choices can be made in indicative 

clauses than in conditional, dubitative, or other modality types. She argued that this is due to the 

fact that, in many languages, the information source is irrelevant for statements that are epistemic 

in nature or about the future. She reported that, in Estonian, the reported evidential is not allowed 
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with conditional modality. Aikhenvald stated that this is, however, not always the case. In some 

languages, such as Quechua, all evidentials are allowed with evidential markers.  

 Like other grammatical categories, evidentiality interacts with the mood of the sentence. 

Aikhenvald (2015) claimed that more evidential choices are available in declarative sentences 

than in interrogative, imperative, or exclamative sentences. She noted that, in languages such as 

Tariana and Tucano, there are no evidentials in exclamative clauses at all.  

 Furthermore, Aikhenvald (2015) argued that more evidential choices are available in 

positive sentences than in negative ones. She noted that some evidentiality may be neutralized in 

negative clauses. For example, she stated that more evidential choices can be made in positive 

clauses than negative ones in Kalmyk.  

 Finally, the evidentiality choices are also correlated with the person and number of the 

participants. For example, Oswalt (1986, as cited in Aikhenvald, 2015) reported that, in Kashaya, 

the performative evidential is used only with first person. Other evidentials (visual, auditory, 

inferential, and quotative) can be used with all persons.  

 Evidentials may acquire an additional meaning when they interact with the grammatical 

categories described above. For example, Aikhenvald (2015) argued that non-visual, non-

firsthand, and reported evidentials may acquire meanings such as lack of intention, control, 

awareness, or volition when used with a first person subject in some languages. The dependency 

between evidentiality and the grammatical categories is addressed in Chapter 2.  

3. Language Investigated 

This study focuses on the evidential usages of selected perception verbs in MSA. Arabic 

belongs to the Semitic branch of the Afro-Asiatic (Hamito-Semitic) family of languages, which 

also includes Ethiopian, Aramaic, Hebrew South Arabian, and Syriac. It is used by more than 
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200 million speakers in 20 countries (Ryding, 2005). In the literature, researchers distinguished 

between two varieties of standard Arabic, which both are referred to as al-ʕarabiatu al-fuṣḥa’a 

or a-lughatu al-fuṣḥa’a ‘pure/eloquent language’. These two varieties are classical Arabic (CA) 

and MSA. The CA is viewed as the standard version of Arabic that evolved from the 

standardization of the Arabic of the Qur’an and old poetry (Aoun et al., 2010). Ryding (2005) 

noted that the era of CA started in the sixth century and continued until around the 12th century. 

She pointed out that the variety of Arabic from the 13th to the 18th centuries is generally known 

as “middle Arabic” (p. 3). During this time, CA remained the language of literacy, but the 

spoken dialect of everyday life developed into multiple regional varieties. However, those 

dialects were not documented and were not given any literary status or grammatical legitimacy.  

MSA is the current standard variety of Arabic and dates back to around the end of the 

18th century (Ryding, 2005). MSA is considered to be the formal language in Arab world today. 

It is used in all types of written media, such as newspapers, journals, books, street signs, 

government letters, etc. It is also the language of education, public communication, and news 

broadcasts on radio and television.  

4.  Verbs of Perception and the Data (Methodology) 

It is impossible to investigate the evidentiality of every single verb of perception in MSA. 

Therefore, I took a sample of the most common perception verbs referring to the five sense 

modalities. For the visual perception verbs, I focus on the verbs nadhara ila ‘looked at’, shahada 

‘watched/saw’, ra’aa ‘saw’, and badaa ‘looked/seemed’. For the auditory perception, I 

concentrate on estamaʕa ila ‘listened to’ and samiʕa ‘heard’. The verbs tahassasa ‘touched to 

feel’ and shʕara ‘felt’ are used as examples of verbs of tactile perception. The verbs tadhauuaqa 

‘tested the taste’ and dhaqa ‘tested the taste/experienced the taste’ are used as examples of the 
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taste modality. Finally, the verbs tashamshama/eshtamma ‘smelled’ and shamama ‘smelled’ are 

used as representative of olfactory perception.  

The data for this study are drawn from arabiCorpus.byu.edu, which includes corpora in 

five main categories or genres: newspapers, modern literature, non-fiction, Egyptian colloquial, 

and pre-modern. The site arabiCorpus.byu.edu allows the researcher to combine related corpora. 

It also allows the researcher to search any text individually using the advanced search mode. 

Although I do not focus on the historical development of the verbs under investigation, I touch 

on the development of the complementation pattern/evidential uses over time because I believe 

that the historical perspective is significant. Using this corpus, we can see if recent trends or 

developments occurred in the evidential usages of these verbs. To examine this issue, I also used 

online sources, such as almaany.com and www.baheth.info, which provide meanings from the 

most traditional Arabic dictionaries, including lisan al-ʕarab ‘Arab tongue’ and al-qamus al-

muḥiṭ ‘the Al-muhit dictionary’. I also relied on my own judgments as a native speaker of 

Arabic, as well as the judgments of other native speakers of Arabic.  

5. Organization of the Dissertation  

 There are six chapters in this dissertation. Chapter 2 provides a literature review of the 

influential works on the phenomenon of evidentiality. The main questions that are addressed in 

the literature review are as follows. What is evidentiality? What types of evidentiality are there? 

What are the relationships between evidentiality and person, tense, aspect, and modality?  

Chapter 3 presents the literature review regarding the verbs of perception in English and 

their relationship with evidentiality. The questions addressed in this chapter are as follows. What 

are evidential verbs? How are they classified? When do verbs of perception indicate 
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evidentiality? Do these verbs prefer certain complementation patterns to others? Is there any 

relationship between complementation patterns and the evidentiality of these verbs? 

Chapters 4 and 5 address the main points of this dissertation. In Chapter 4, the verbs are 

classified based on the semantic classification of verbs of perception in English presented in 

Chapter 3. I then investigate the relationships between the evidentiality indicated by these verbs 

and the complementation patterns and between the evidentiality of these verbs and the person of 

the subject and the aspect of perception verbs. In this chapter, I also investigate the level of 

meaning that Arabic perception verbs contribute to the proposition expressed. In Chapter 5, I 

address the grammaticalization of these verbs when they are used as evidentials.  

Finally, the dissertation concludes in Chapter 6 with a brief summary of the main ideas 

addressed throughout this study.  
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Chapter 2: Evidentiality and Its Types 

 This chapter sheds light on the most influential theoretical approaches to evidentiality. 

The main points addressed in this chapter include the definition of the phenomenon (section 1), 

its typology (section 2), its relationship to epistemic modality (Section 3), its correlation with 

other grammatical categories/features, such as person, tense, and aspect (section 4). Section 5 

provides a summary of the chapter.  

1.  Definitions of Evidentiality  

In this dissertation, the term evidentiality is taken to refer to the source of information. 

According to Aikhenvald (2004, p. 5) evidentiality is “a linguistic category whose primary 

meaning is source of information.” Aikhenvald (2003) stated that “EVIDENTIALITY proper is 

understood as stating the existence of a source of evidence for some information; this includes 

stating that there is some evidence, and also specifying what type of evidence there is” (p. 1). 

This definition of evidentiality is often called the narrow sense, as opposed to the broad sense, 

which defines evidentiality as encoding the source and the speaker’s attitudes towards his or her 

knowledge of reality, i.e., the speaker’s commitment towards the truth of the stated proposition 

(Chafe & Nichols, 1986). Joseph (2003) noted that “evidentiality in part at least may well be 

thought of as connected to matters of deixis, in that in systems that overtly mark evidentiality, 

utterances typically include indicators pointing directly to particular sources or away from 

potential sources, as the speaker takes particular point of view in describing an action” (p. 308). 

While there is a broad agreement on the notions of evidentiality in the narrow sense, there 

is often a disagreement over the characteristics of this category, i.e., when an element can be 

considered to be evidential and when it cannot. Based on empirical observations, Anderson 

(1986, pp. 274-275) suggested that “archetype evidentials” have the following characteristics: 
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a. Evidentials show the kind of justification for a factual claim which is available to the 

person making that claim, whether that comes from direct evidence or observation, 

evidence plus inference, inference with unspecified evidence, an expectation from 

logic, or whether the evidence is visual, auditory, etc.  

b. Evidentials are not themselves the main predication of the clause; rather they are 

added to a factual claim ABOUT SOMETHING ELSE (author’s emphasis). 

c. Evidentials have the indication of evidence as their primary meaning, not only as a 

pragmatic inference.  

d. Morphologically, evidentials are inflections, clitics, or other free syntactic elements 

(not compounds or derivational forms).  

Commenting on these four criteria, Aikhenvald (2003) argued that “While points (a)-(c) 

are basically sound, point (d) – which concerns the surface realization of the category – should 

not be among its definitional properties: for one thing, this criterion would not work for systems 

in which the distinction between inflectional and derivational categories is not clear-cut (p. 24).” 

Aikhenvald argued for the following criteria:  

(i) evidentials are normally used in assertions (realis clauses), not in irrealis clauses, nor  
in presuppositions; (ii) when the claimed fact is directly observable by both speaker and 
hearer, evidentials are rarely used (or have a special emphatic or surprisal sense); and (iii) 
when the speaker (first person) was a knowing participant in some event (voluntary 
agent; conscious experiencer), the knowledge of that event is normally direct and 
evidentials are then often omitted. (Aikhenvald, 2003, p. 24) 
 

Therefore, what Aikhenvald criticized about the characteristics of evidentiality proposed by 

Anderson is the narrow specification of grammatical status. However, in line with Anderson, 

Aikhenvald considered “evidential proper” a grammatical phenomenon, although she recognized 

that lexical expressions, such as adverbs (e.g. reportedly), modal verbs, and verbs of perception, 
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may indicate information source. She argued that “every language has some way of referring to 

the source of information; but not every language has grammatical evidentiality” (Aikhenvald, 

2004, p. 12).  

Boye and Harder (2009), however, argued that evidentiality should be analyzed as a 

functional-conceptual domain. They noted that when evidentiality is seen as a cognitive or 

functional phenomenon, its definition should be kept apart from the questions of “whether 

evidential meaning may be coded lexically and not only grammatically, whether it may 

constitute the main predication and not only a specification of the main predication, and whether 

it may be communicated pragmatically and not only by means of elements that encode 

evidentiality as its semantic meaning” (pp. 14-15). In other words, they argue against defining 

evidentiality in terms of lexical versus grammatical status, being a main specification of a clause, 

or being a semantic phenomenon versus a pragmatic one. Instead, from a cognitive/functional 

typology, they argued that the conception of evidentiality should be defined based on criterion 

(a) of Anderson’s characteristics of evidentiality above. 

In the same line, Wiemer and Stathi (2010) argued that evidentiality must be seen as a 

conceptual domain. However, from an onomasiological-semasiological perspective, they 

distinguished between evidential and non-evidential markers based on criterion (c) of 

Anderson’s characteristics of evidentiality. On this view, a linguistic element is considered to be 

an evidential if it has evidentiality as part of its semantic meaning and the evidentiality does not 

arise for pragmatic reasons only. They adopted Aikhenvald’s (2003) definition of evidentiality 

proper, as stated above, to define the notion of evidentiality; however, contra Aikhenvald (2003), 

they took evidentiality to cover both lexical expressions and grammatical morphemes. 
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In this dissertation, evidentiality is considered to be both a grammatical and functional 

category; some of the selected verbs of perception are grammaticalized when indicating 

evidential meaning and some others are not. For the notion of evidentiality, I adopt the narrow 

sense, where evidentiality encodes the source of information for an expressed proposition.  

2.  Types of Evidentiality  

While linguists more or less agree about the subdivisions of the semantic domain of 

evidentiality, different labels are sometimes used to refer to those subdivisions. This dissertation 

adopts Gurajek’s (2010) classification of evidentiality types, which is a modification of Palmer’s 

(2001) classification. It is also in line with Willett’s (1988) classification of evidentiality in the 

narrow sense. Both Gurajek and Willett divided evidentials into two main types: direct and 

indirect. Direct evidentials refer to evidence gathered from firsthand experience and pertain to 

sensory perception (visual, auditory, tactile, gustatory, and olfactory), whereas indirect 

evidentials are used when the speaker did not witness the action or event (i.e., by seeing, hearing, 

feeling, tasting, or smelling), but instead found out about the event after it occurred. Indirect 

evidentials include inferential and reported evidentials. These subtypes are further divided to 

describe the nature of the information source. Inferential evidentials indicate that the evidence is 

based on the results of the event (deductive) or based on personal experience or reasoning 

(assumptive); reported evidentials indicate that the evidence has been obtained from someone 

else and involve two subtypes: quotatives and hearsay. Palmer (2001, p. 40) noted that the 

crucial difference between quotative and hearsay evidentials is that, for quotatives, “the speaker 

claims to have heard of the situation described from someone who was a direct witness,” 

whereas for hearsay evidentials, “the speaker claims to have heard of the situation described, but 

not from a direct witness.” These distinctions are summarized in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Evidentiality and its sub-types (adapted from Gurajek, 2010, p. 30). 

 
Evidential categories vary from language to language. Aikhenvald (2004) stated that 

“evidentiality systems across the world vary in how complex they are, and what meanings they 

encode” (p. 23). Overall, she noted that, the larger the evidential system in a language, the 

narrower the meaning of the evidential marker, and vice versa. That is, in languages with a small 

evidential system, direct evidentials may pertain to any type of sensory perception; however, in 

languages with large systems, the evidential markers have a more specific meaning, i.e., one 

marker only refers to visual, auditory, or some other sensory perception. Similarly, indirect 

evidentials in languages with small systems of evidentiality may cover deductive, assumptive, 

quotative, or hearsay; whereas in languages with large systems of evidentiality, the evidentials 

become more specific, and one evidential may be deductive, assumptive, quotative, or hearsay. 

Cherokee, for instance, has a small evidential system with two terms: the suffix -Åʔi, firsthand 

(direct) evidential, and the suffix -eʔi, non-firsthand (indirect) evidential (Iroquoian: Pulte, as 
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cited in Aikhenvald, 2004, pp. 26-27). The suffix -Åʔi indicates that the speaker perceived the 

action or state described by the verb with one of his/her senses. S/he may have seen it (1), heard 

it (2), felt it (3), or smelled it (4).  

(1) wesa u-tlis-Åʔi  
cat it-run-FIRSTH.PAST  
‘A cat ran.’ (I saw it running) 

 
(2) un-atiyohl-Åʔi  

they-argue-FIRSTH.PAST 
‘They argued.’ (I heard them arguing) 

 
(3) uhyLdla  u-nolLn-Åʔi 

cold   it-blow-FIRSTH.PAST 
‘A cold wind blew.’ (I felt the wind)  

 
(4) uyo  ges-Åʔi 

spoiled  be-FIRSTH.PAST 
‘It was spoiled.’ (I smelled it)  

The non-firsthand (indirect) past suffix -eʔi indicates the information was gathered in some other 

way. It is used if the statement is based on someone else’s report (5). 

(5) u-wonis-eʔi  
he-speak-NON-FIRSTH.PAST 
‘He spoke.’ (someone told me) 

 
This same suffix is also used for inferences of any sort. In (6), what the speaker saw was the 

result of the rain, not the rain itself.  

(6) u-gahnan-eʔi  
it- rain-NON-FIRSTH.PAST 
‘It rained.’ (I woke up, looked out, and saw puddles of water) 

If the statement is based on logical assumption, the same suffix is also appropriate as in (7):  

(7) guso-ʔi  u-wonis-eʔi 
Muskogee-at s/he-speak-NON-FIRSTH.PAST 
‘She spoke at Muskogee.’ (I knew she planned to speak on Sunday. It is now Monday, 
and I assume that she spoke as planned) 
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Quechua languages have larger evidential systems (Floyd, 1997). They have three 

evidential specifications: direct evidence (-mi), inferential (traditionally called conjectural) (-chi, 

chr(a)), and reported (-shi) (Floyd, 1997, as cited in Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 43). The following 

examples are from Wanka Quechua (Floyd, 1997, 1999, as cited in Aikhenvald, 2004, p. 43): 

(8) Chay-chruu-mi  achka   wamla-pis walashr-pis  
this-LOC-DIR.EV many   girl-too  boy-too 
alma-ku-lkaa-ña  
bathe-REFL-IMPF.PL-NARR.PAST 
‘Many girls and boys were swimming.’ (I saw them) 

(9) Daañu  pawa-shra-si   ka-ya-n-chr-ari  
field  finish-finish-PART-even  be-IMPF-3-INFR-EMPH 
‘It (the field) might be completely destroyed.’ (I infer)  

(10) Ancha-p-shi   wa'a-chi-nki wamla-a-ta  
too.much-EN-REP  cry-CAUS-2  girl-1PL-ACC  
‘You make my daughter cry too much.’ (they tell me)  

Tariana, an Arawak language spoken in the multilingual area of the Vaupés in Northwest 

Amazonia (the area around the Amazon River in South America), has an even more complex 

system (Aikhenvald, 2004). In this language, speakers cannot simply say ‘José played football’. 

Speakers have to specify whether they saw the event happen, or heard it, or knew about it 

because somebody else told them. This is achieved through a set of evidential markers fused with 

tense. If the speaker saw José play football, (11) would be appropriate, with -ka marking both 

visual evidentiality and recent past tense (examples (11)-(16) are taken from Aikhenvald, 2004, 

pp. 2-4). 

(11) Juse  il ida   di-manika-ka  
José  football 3SG.NF-play-REC.PL.VIS  
‘José has played football (we saw it).’ 

If the speaker heard the noise of a football game, but could not see what was happening, then 

(13) is appropriate. Here, -mahka marks non-visual evidentiality and recent past tense. 
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(13) Juse  il ida   di-manika-mahka  
José  football 3SGNF-play-REC.PL.NONVIS  
‘José has played football (we heard it).’ 

If the speaker sees that the football is not in its normal place in the house, and José and his 

football cleats are gone (and his sandals are left behind), with crowds of people coming back 

from the football stadium, this is enough for him/her to infer that José is playing football. The 

speaker could then say (14), where -nihka marks inferential evidentiality and recent past tense.  

(14) Juse  il ida   di-manika-nihka  
José football  3SG.NF-play-REC.PL.INFR 
‘José has played football (we infer it from visual evidence).’ 

Suppose José is not at home on a Sunday afternoon. People know that he usually plays football 

on Sunday afternoon. Then, (15) is an option. The assumption here is based on the speaker’s 

general knowledge about José's habits, with -sika marking assumed evidentiality and recent past 

tense:  

(15) Juse  il ida   di-manika-sika  
José football  3SG.NF-play-REC.PL.ASSUM 
‘José played football (we assume this on the basis of what we already know).’ 

And finally, if the speaker learned the information from someone else, then (16) is the only 

correct option, with -pidaka marking reported evidentiality and recent past tense. 

(16) Juse  il ida   di-manika-pidaka  
José  football 3SG.NF-play-REC.PL.REP  
‘José has played football (we were told).’ 

According to Aikhenvald (2004), “the simplest evidentiality systems have just two 

choices, whereas more complex ones involve more than six” (p. 24). She summarized the 

attested evidential systems in languages with grammatical marking of evidentiality. For ease of 

reference, individual systems have been assigned letters. Two-term systems are assigned A, 

three-term systems are assigned B, four-term systems are assigned C, and five-term systems are 
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assigned D. Since there are only few examples of well-analyzed systems with more than five 

choices, she did not assign them letters. The categorized systems are as follows (Aikhenvald, 

2015, pp. 241-242): 

A.  Evidentiality systems with two choices 
Systems with two choices cover:  

A1. Firsthand (direct) and Non-firsthand (indirect) 
A2. Non-firsthand (indirect) vs. ‘everything else’ 
A3. Reported (or ‘hearsay’) vs. ‘everything else’ 
A4. Sensory evidence and Reported (or ‘hearsay’) 
A5. Auditory vs. ‘everything else’ 
 

B. Evidentiality systems with three choices  
The three-term systems involve at least one sensory specification. Five types have 
been attested so far:  

B1. Direct (or visual), Inferred, Reported  
B2. Visual, Non-visual sensory, Inferred  
B3. Visual, Non-visual sensory, Reported  
B4. Non-visual sensory, Inferred, Reported 
B5. Reported, Quotative, ‘everything else’ 
 

C. Evidentiality systems with four choices  
The four-term systems involve one or two sensory specifications. Three types have 
been attested:  

C1. Visual, Non-visual, Inferred, Reported  
C2. Direct (or visual), Inferred, Assumed, Reported 
C3. Direct, Inferred, Reported, Quotative  
 

D. Evidentiality Systems with five choices or more  
D1. Visual, Non-visual sensory, Inferential, Assumed, Reported 

 
Gurajek (2010) noted that languages with no special evidentiality categories can also use 

lexical means to refer to visual/inferential or auditory/quotative evidentiality. English, for 

example, uses verbs of perception and certain complements. The verb see can denote visual (17a) 

or inferential (17b) readings:  

(17) a.  John saw Mary cross(ing) the road.   (visual) 
b.  John saw that Mary had crossed the road.  (inferential) 
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Example (17a) indicates that the speaker has witnessed the event and has direct, visual evidence 

of the event. In example (17b), on the other hand, the speaker has only witnessed the result of the 

event; therefore, the sentence has an inferential reading. Similarly, the verb hear is used to 

denote auditory (18a) and quotative (18b) meanings:  

(18) a.  I hear Sally sing.  (auditory) 
b.  I hear that Sally had sung.  (quotative) 

While (18a) indicates direct sensory evidence, i.e., that event was heard by the speaker, (18b) has 

no indication of direct perception. Unlike (18a), in (18b), the event was heard by someone else 

and reported to the speaker.  

3.  Evidentiality and Epistemic Modality  

Dendale and Tasmosski (2001) noted that although most linguists would agree that 

indicating the source of information is conceptually different from indicating the speaker’s 

judgment of the truth of the information, there has been an ongoing debate in the literature on the 

relationship between these two categories. Dendale and Tasmosski (2001) differentiated three 

types of relations between evidentiality and epistemic modality in the literature: (i) disjunction, 

where the two categories are considered to be unrelated, (ii) inclusion, where one category is 

analyzed as a sub-type of the other, and (iii) overlap, where the two categories are taken to be 

different, but partly intersect.  

The inclusion relation is advocated by Chafe (1986), for instance, who argued that 

evidentiality in the broad sense deals not only with indicating the source of evidence, but also 

with the speaker’s judgment of the truth of the proposition. Aikhenvald (2003, 2004), on the 

other hand, argued for the disjunction relation. She described evidentiality as a grammatical 
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category on its own, concerned only with the source of evidence. Palmer (2001) and Faller 

(2002) argued for the third approach of overlap. 

In his account of mood and modality, Palmer (2001) distinguished between two types of 

modalities: event modality and propositional modality. Event modality is concerned with “events 

that are not actualized, events that have not taken place but are merely potential” (Palmer, 2001, 

p. 8). This type of modality is not relevant to this dissertation, and thus is not further analyzed. 

Propositional modality, on the other hand, is concerned with “the speaker’s attitude to the truth-

value or factual status of the proposition” (Palmer, 2001, p. 8).  

Within propositional modality, Palmer included epistemic modality and evidential 

modality. The crucial difference between the two categories for Palmer is that “with the 

epistemic modality speakers make judgements about the factual status of the proposition, 

whereas with evidential modality they indicate what is the evidence that they have for it” 

(Palmer, 2001, p. 24). Within the epistemic category, he identified three types of judgment: 

speculative, assumptive, and deductive. Speculative “expresses uncertainty”, deductive 

“indicates an inference from observable evidence”, and assumptive “indicates inference from 

what is generally known” (Palmer, 2001, p. 24). Speculative judgments are purely epistemic; 

deductive and assumptive judgments involve evidence and may occur in both types of systems. 

Palmer (2001) argued that “it is probably wrong to treat this as a ‘mixed system,’ one that 

contains markers of both judgements and evidentials. It would be more reasonable to say that the 

relevant judgements are based upon evidence” (p. 29). As for evidential modality, Palmer 

identified two main types: sensory and reported. Sensory evidentiality includes visual, auditory, 

or other non-visual evidence. Reported evidentiality, on the other hand, is related to evidence 
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obtained not through the senses, but rather from other people, observable results, or facts that are 

generally known. It includes quotative, deductive, and assumptive evidentiality.  

Like Palmer (2001), Faller (2002) argued that evidentiality and epistemic modality are 

distinct, but overlap. She provided several reasons for the separation of evidentiality and 

epistemic modality. First, she argued that there is clearly a conceptual difference between 

evidentiality indicating the speaker’s source of information and epistemic modality indicating the 

speaker’s assessment of the truth of the information in the proposition expressed. Thus, she 

argued that including one of these two categories under the other would obscure this conceptual 

difference and any possible linguistic difference. Secondly, she noted that the same marker does 

not always indicate both meanings: evidentiality and epistemic modality. There are cases where 

markers indicate only one of the two meanings. Additional evidence Faller used to argue for the 

separation of these two categories is that there are cases where the same linguistic element 

indicates both meanings, but in clearly distinguishable way. She used the German sollen as an 

example of this case. This verb has deontic, epistemic, and evidential meanings. The latter two 

meanings are exemplified in (19):  

(19) a.  Der film sollte    gut sein. 
   the movie sollen.3SG.SUB  good be. 
   ‘The movie should be good.’  
   MV: possibility  (epistemic) 
 b.  Der film soll   gut sein.  
   the movie sollen.3SG  good be 
   ‘The movie is said to be good.’ 
   EV: reportative  (evidential)    (Faller, 2002, p. 87) 
 
In (19), the speaker expects that the movie will be good without indication of how s/he arrived at 

this judgment. However, in (19b), the speaker is reporting what other people said about the 

movie without making any judgment as to whether or not there is a possibility that the movie is 
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good. The two uses of sollen in these examples are clearly distinguishable. The epistemic 

meaning in (19a) is used in a subjective context, whereas the evidential meaning is used in an 

indicative sentence in the present tense. Thus, this shows that each usage is different.  

 While maintaining the two categories as distinct, Faller argued that they may overlap. 

Faller (2002) argued that evidentiality and epistemic modality may overlap in terms of inference. 

This is based on the idea that “inference is a way of ‘acquiring’ information through reasoning; 

… inference expresses [the] speaker’s judgment that the proposition expressed is necessarily 

true” (Faller 2002, p. 10).  

 While Palmer (2001) treated evidentiality as a sub-type of propositional modality 

alongside epistemic modality, Faller (2002) argued that evidentiality should not be subsumed 

under modality. Faller (2002) defined evidentiality as “the linguistic coding of the speaker’s 

grounds for making a speech act, which in the case of assertion is the type of source of 

information” (p. 81). However, she took modality as a semantic domain that involves two 

meanings – possibility and necessity – following van der Auwera and Plungain (1998). Under 

this definition, epistemic modality refers to speaker judgment of a proposition as necessarily or 

possibly true.  

To sum up, this section shed light on the approaches taken to analyze the relationship 

between evidentiality and epistemic modality. The position taken in this dissertation is that the 

two categories are distinct, with possible overlapping meanings. To represent the positions of the 

linguistic expressions that express these meanings in a syntactic tree, I adopt van Gelderen’s 

(2013) architectural structure of functional categories – namely, mood, mode, tense, and aspect. 

The structure is shown in (20):  
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(20)  van Gelderen (2013, p. 125) 

                    Mood-layer 
          4 
 speech act, evaluative  

Tense-layer  
evidential, epistemic      4  
 
                         past, future          Mod-layer 
     4 
 
                irrealis, necessity, possibility   ASP-layer of time  
 
                                    4 
 
         habitual, repetitive, frequentative, celerative               ASP-layer of manner  
         terminative, continuative, perfect, retrospective  
         proximative, durative       4 
 
   generic/progressive, completive, celerative,  
  repetitive, frequentative, completive 

 
The structure in (20) presents the functional categories in a hierarchical structure. Mood is the 

highest head and provides information about how the speaker understands the event, how 

possible or likely s/he thinks that the event is, the speaker’s evaluation of the proposition 

expressed, and sources of information to support his/her claim in the proposition expressed. 

Tense, modality, and aspect are grammatical categories; van Gelderen (2013) noted that these 

categories can be expressed by affixes, adverbs, auxiliaries, or preverbs/particles. 

4. Evidentiality and Other Grammatical Categories 

In the previous section, it was shown that evidentials interact with epistemic modality. 

This section examines how evidentiality interacts with grammatical categories/features, such as 

person, tense, and aspect. 

4.1.  Evidentiality and Person  

As mentioned previously, evidentials in the narrow sense indicate the way that 

information was acquired. Aikhenvald (2004) noted that the perceiver of the information 
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(evidence) can be the speaker (first person), the listener (second person), or someone else (third 

person). In the case of direct evidentials, the perceiver of the evidence is always the speaker. 

According to Aikhenvald (2004), “it appears counterintuitive to use non-firsthand (indirect) 

evidential when talking about one’s own actions. And it is precisely in this context that 

evidentials develop unusual overtones, involving lack of intention, awareness, control and 

volition” (p. 217). The examples (21) and (22) illustrate the contrast in the use of direct and 

indirect evidentials with first person in Jarawara. 

(21) o-hano-hara     o-ke 
1SG.S-be.drunk-IMM.PRES.FIRSTH.F 1SG-DECL.F  
‘I got drunk (deliberately).’   (firsthand)   (Dixon, 2003, p. 170) 

(22) o-hano-hani      o-ke  
1SG.S-be.drunk-IMM.PRES.NONFIRSTH.F 1SG-DECL.F 
‘I got drunk (and don’t recall it).’  (non-firsthand)  (Dixon, 2003, p. 170) 

Examples (20)-(21) refer to the same event. However, the choice of evidential determines the 

interpretation. The firsthand (direct) evidential -hara in example (21) indicates that the speaker is 

fully aware of what s/he did, whereas the non-firsthand (indirect) evidential -hani in (22) 

indicates that the speaker is not aware of the action or event (i.e., the speaker woke up with a 

hangover and no memory of what s/he did, hence s/he inferred that s/he got drunk the previous 

night). 

Aikhenvald (2004) noted that the non-visual evidential in Tariana and Tucano, when used 

with any verb in the first person, can refer to an unintentional and uncontrolled action, like the 

indirect evidential discussed above. Aikhenvald cited Ramirez (1997), for example (23) from 

Tucano and (24) from Tariana, stating that the speaker did not mean to break the plate. 

According to Aikhenvald, these sentences could also mean that the speaker could not see the 
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event happening or that s/he had had no control over it: the plate was near the edge of the table 

and slipped off before s/he could stop it.  

(23) papá  bopê-asɨ 
plate  break-REC.PRES.NONVIS.NONTHIRD.PRES  
‘I have broken a plate unintentionally.’  

(24) kaɾapi  nu-thuka-mahka  
plate  1SG-break-REC.PRES.NONVIS 
‘I have broken a plate unintentionally.’  

In contrast, if the speaker was doing something consciously, intentionally, and could see what 

was happening, s/he would use the visual evidential. This is shown in (25) for Tucano and (26) 

for Tariana (Aikhenvald, 2004, pp. 223-224): 

(25) bapá  bopê-apɨ  
plate  break-REC.PRES.NONVIS.NONTHIRD.PRES 
‘I have broken a plate intentionally.’ (e.g., I was angry or hated the plate)  

(26) kaɾapi nu-thuka-ka  
plate  1SG-break-REC.PRES.VIS 
‘I have cracked a plate intentionally.’ (e.g., I was angry or hated the plate)  

 Gurajek (2010) argued that the influence of person on the interpretation of evidentiality 

can also be seen in the evidential usage of English and Polish verbs of perception, in particular 

with the experiential verbs of perception. The use of the first person with these verbs indicates 

that the speaker is the perceiver, and thus, the experiential verbs of perception in this case 

express direct evidentiality. The use of a third person subject with these verbs, on the other hand, 

encodes reported evidentiality. Examples (27)-(28) illustrate the change in English.  

(27) I saw the Blue Man Group last night.    (Gurajek, 2010, p. 109) 

(28) Monica saw the Blue Man Group last night.   (Gurajek, 2010, p. 109) 
 
In (27), the first person pronoun I shows that the speaker is the perceiver; thus, the verb of 

perception saw indicates direct visual evidentiality. In (28), however, the action of the perception 
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is perceived by a third person Monica, not the speaker; thus, the sentence with the same verb of 

perception is interpreted with reported evidentiality.  

A similar case occurs with the experiential verbs of perception in Polish. This is shown in 

examples (29)-(30):  

(29) Widziałem   koncert   Ill niño   
see-PAST.IMPF.1SG.M concert.SG.ACC Ill niño.ACC  
w  zeszły    weekend. 
P  last.SG.INSTR.M  weekend.SG.INSTR  
‘I saw the Ill niño concert last weekend.’    (Gurajek, 2010, p. 109) 

(30) Piotrek  widział   koncert   Ill niño   
Piotrek-NOM  see.PAST.IMPF.SG.M  concert.SG.ACC Ill niño.ACC 
w  zeszły   weekend. 
P  last.SG.INSTR.M weekend.SG.INSTR 
‘Piotrek saw the ill niño concert last weekend.’  (Gurajek, 2010, p. 109) 

Like (27), the first person subject in (29) implies that the speaker is the perceiver of the action; 

thus, the sentence indicates direct evidentiality. By contrast, in (30), the sentence indicates 

reported evidentiality because the subject is third person, which implies that the subject is not the 

original perceiver of the event. S/he has just reported some else’s experience.  

In contrast to the experiential verbs of perception, Gurajek (2010) argued that the subject 

of the source-based verbs of perception in English and Polish is always the speaker. This is 

illustrated in the examples (31)-(32):  

(31) Paul looks tired.       (Gurajek, 2010, p. 109) 

(32) Paweł   wygląda  na zmęczonego.  
Paweł.NOM look.PRES.3SG  PREP tired.SG.ACC.M  
‘Paweł looks tired.’       (Gurajek, 2010, p. 109) 

In (31)-(32), the subjects (Paul and Paweł) are not the perceiver of the evidence; rather, they are 

perceived by the speaker. The sentences describe how they look to the speaker. The speaker is 
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the perceiver of the evidential information. Evidentiality is not stated in sentence; however, it is 

implied.  

 Gurajek (2010) noted that the predicative verbs of perception in Polish are ambiguous 

because they are subjectless. The evidential interpretation depends on the context. If the context 

indicates that the event is perceived by the speaker, the sentence indicates direct evidentiality; 

however, if the context implies that the event is perceived by a third person, the sentence 

indicates reported evidentiality. This is shown in example (33):  

(33) Widac’  było    całe    miasto. 
see.PRED.V  be.PAST.PERF.SG.N whole.SG.ACC.N city/town.SG.ACC 

  ‘You/One could see the whole city/town.’    (Gurajek, 2010, p. 110) 
 

According to Gurajek, the evidential interpretation in these instances can only be established 

based on the context. When the context implies that the speaker is the perceiver of the event, the 

sentence indicates direct evidentiality; however, when the context implies that the event is 

perceived by a third person and not the speaker, the sentence indicates reported evidentiality.  

4.2.  Evidentiality and Tense 

 According to Aikhenvald (2004), “the correlation between tense and evidentiality is [a] 

difficult topic as different languages tend to behave in a completely different way” (pp. 102-

103). She described three types of relationship between tense and evidentiality in languages with 

grammaticalized evidentials: (i) one where the two categories are independent systems, (ii) one 

where evidentials can be distinguished in some tenses but not in others, and (iii) one where 

evidentials have a different set of tense distinctions. Aikhenvald (2004) noted that “the general 

tendency in languages with grammaticalized evidentials is to have more evidentiality choices in 

a past tense than the non-past tenses” (p.261). Furthermore, Aikhenvald (2004) added that “if a 

language has tense and evidentiality as independent systems, the full set of evidentiality choices 
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is available in each tense” (p. 261). For example, evidentials in Estonian have a full set of tenses 

(Fernandez-Vest, 1996).  

Aikhenvald (2004) further noted that many languages do not distinguish evidentiality in 

the future tense, including Qiang, Eastern Pomo, Kalasha, Tariana, and East Tucanoan. She 

stated that evidentiality in two-term systems is often distinguished in the past and/or perfect. 

However, Tucanoan and Tariana languages have large evidentiality systems that show more 

complex correlations with tense. Tuyuca, for instance, has five evidentials: visual, non-visual, 

inferential, assumed, and reported, in the past tense. In the present, there are only four choices: 

visual, non-visual, inferential, and assumed. No evidentials occur in the future tense. Neither the 

assumed nor the inferential evidential in Tariana has a present tense form. Tucano does not have 

a present tense form for its inferential evidential. Aikhenvald (2004) noted that the absence of the 

present assumed and inferential evidentiality in Tariana and present inferential evidential in 

Tucano can be accounted for by the fact that “an inference ought to be based on a fait accompli. 

An event must have taken place before the moment of speech; only then can it be used as basis 

for an inference or an assumption” (265).  

Gurajek (2010, 115) argued that “the relationship between tense and evidentiality type in 

English and Polish depends on the evidentiality type itself, i.e., the type of lexical item used, and 

on person of the subject.” For example, the experiential verbs of perception with first person 

indicate direct evidentiality both in present and past tense. This is shown in the following 

examples:  

(34) I see the moon.       (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 
 
(35) Widzę    księżyc.     

see.PRES.IMPF.1SG moon.SG.ACC 
‘I see the moon.’      (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 
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(36) I saw the moon.      (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 

(37) Widziałem   księżyc.  
see.PAST.IPMF.1SG.M  moon.SG.ACC 
‘I saw the moon.’       (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 

The above sentences are corresponding examples from English and Polish. Examples (34) and 

(35) are in present tense and sentences (36) and (37) are in past tense. The sentences indicate 

direct evidentiality because the subject is in the first person. When the subject is third person, the 

sentences indicate reported evidentiality regardless of the tense (present or past).  

Unlike experiential verbs of perception, Gurajek (2010) claimed that the evidentiality 

interpretation of source-based verbs may be influenced by tense. This is illustrated in the 

following examples:  

(38) He looks tired.       (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 

(39) Wygląda  na zmęczonego. 
look.PRES.3SG  PREP tired.SG.ACC.M 
‘He looks tired.’       (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 

(40) He looked tired.      (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 

(41) Wyglądał    na zmęczonego. 
look.PRES.3SG  PREP tired.SG.ACC.M 
‘He looked tired.’      (Gurajek, 2010, p. 116) 

According to Gurajek, the present visual verbs of perception in (38) and (39) can only indicate 

deductive evidentiality; however, the equivalent sentences with past tense in (40) and (41) are 

ambiguous between deductive evidentiality and reported evidentiality. That is, the sentences may 

indicate a past deduction, or it may indicate a reported evidentiality in that the speaker is 

reporting what s/he learnt from someone else.  
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 Gurajek (201) noted that a different situation can also be found with predicative verbs of 

perception in Polish. She argued that this type of verb can only be used in the present tense. They 

cannot be in the past tense because they are defective infinitival forms.  

4.3.  Evidentiality and Aspect  

Comrie (1976) defined aspect as “different ways of viewing the internal temporal 

constituency of a situation” (p. 3). In another words, aspect is concerned with how an action 

progresses. He identified three types of aspect: perfective, imperfective, and perfect. He noted 

that the perfective and imperfective are situational aspect: perfective views the situation as 

completed, while the imperfective views the situation as incomplete. Unlike these two types, 

Comrie stated that perfect aspect tells us nothing directly about the situation, but rather relates 

some state to a preceding situation.  

This grammatical category is also observed to interact with evidentiality in many 

languages with grammaticalized markers of evidentiality. Aikhenvald (2004) noted that the 

correlation between evidentiality and aspect may also vary from one language to another. 

Tibetan, for example, distinguishes between firsthand and non-firsthand evidentials only in the 

perfective (DeLancy, 1986, as cited in Aikhenvald, 2004). Different evidentials may also 

distinguish different aspects. Kiowa, for instance, distinguishes unmarked and imperfective 

reported evidentiality (Watkins, 1984, as cited in Aikhenvald, 2004). The imperfective form is 

used to report a continuous, repeated, or habitual event known to the speaker via someone else, 

whereas the unmarked reported means that the information was reported to the speaker by 

someone else, with no reference to the duration of the event.  
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Comrie (1976) noted that the perfect aspect in Bulgarian, Georgian, and Estonian has an 

inferential meaning. He explained this connection between the perfect aspect and evidentiality as 

follows: 

With the perfect, a past event is related to a present state, in other words, the past event is 
not simply presented per se, but because of its relation to a present state. With the 
inferential, the past event is again not presented per se, rather it is inferred from some less 
direct result of the action (e.g. a second-hand report, or prima facie evidence, such as the 
wetness of the road leading to the inference that it has been raining, even when the 
raining itself has not been directly witnessed). Thus, the semantic similarity (not, of 
course, identity) between perfect and inferential lies in the fact that both categories 
present an event not in itself, but via its results, and it is this similarity that finds formal 
expression in languages like Georgian, Bulgarian and Estonian. (Comrie, 1976, p. 110) 
 
An interaction between grammatical aspect and evidentiality is also observed in 

languages where evidentiality is indicated by lexical expressions. According to Gurajek (2010), 

not all verbs indicating evidentiality in English can take the progressive. For example, modal 

verbs, which may indicate inferential evidentiality, cannot have a progressive form. Furthermore, 

she noted that the meaning of experiential verbs of perception in the progressive aspect change 

from stative to temporary, while still indicating evidentiality. The source-based perception verbs, 

on the other hand, do not indicate an evidential meaning in the progressive aspect.  

Contrary to English, Gurajek (2010) noted that while the imperfective experiential verbs 

in Polish can indicate evidentiality, the source-based verbs do not. She added that evidential 

predicative verbs of perception in Polish make no distinction between perfective and 

imperfective aspect because they are defective verbs.  

5. Conclusion 

This chapter provided a summary of the theoretical research on evidentiality, its 

treatment in linguistics, its typology, and its relation to epistemic modality and other 

grammatical categories/features, such as person, tense and aspect. A review of the theoretical 
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approaches on this topic showed that there is still no consensus among linguists as to whether 

evidentiality should be considered to be a pure grammatical category or both a grammatical and 

a functional category. There is also disagreement among linguists on whether evidentiality 

should be considered distinct from, overlapping with, or part of epistemic modality. Evidentiality 

in this dissertation is taken to be both grammatical and functional. In terms of its relationship 

with epistemic modality, the position taken in this dissertation is that evidentiality and epistemic 

modality are distinct, but overlap in inferential evidentials.  

Evidentiality was shown to interact with other grammatical categories/features, such as 

person, tense, and aspect. With person, for example, it was shown that the first person is always 

associated with direct evidentiality, whereas the third person is associated with reported 

evidentiality. With respect to tense and aspect, it is shown that languages usually have more 

evidential choices in the past tense and perfective aspect than in non-past tense and imperfective 

aspect.  
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Chapter 3: English Verbs of Perception and Evidentiality 

While many Asian and Indigenous North American languages mark evidentiality via 

obligatory morphosyntactic morphemes or particles, as seen in Chapter 2, languages such as 

English, German, and Polish lack a morphosyntactic system of evidentiality. Instead, 

evidentiality is realized by lexical elements, such as verbs of perception (Gurajek, 2010; Whitt, 

2008). This chapter provides a synchronic analysis of evidentiality for these verbs. The chapter is 

divided into five sections. Section 1 presents the typology of these verbs. Section 2 addresses the 

polysemy of these verbs. Section 3 defines evidential verbs of perception. Section 4 analyzes 

how person and complement clause type influence the evidentiality of these verbs. Finally, 

section 5 concludes.  

1. Typology of Verbs of Perception in English  

 Verbs of perception denote the senses of sight, sound, touch, taste, or smell. The semantic 

field of these verbs is divided into two major categories: experiencer-based verbs and source-

based (alternatively phenomenon-based) verbs. Experiencer-based verbs take an animate subject 

that can have a mental experience, while source-based verbs take experienced entities as their 

subject (Viberg, 1983). Viberg (1983) further divided experiencer-based verbs into activity verbs 

of perception and experiencer verbs of perception: “the activity verbs refer to unbounded process 

that is consciously controlled by a human agent whereas the experiencer verbs refer to a state (or 

inchoative achievement) that is not controlled by the subject” (p. 123). In terms of the act of 

perception, Whitt (2008) noted that activity verbs of perception describe an intended act of 

perception, whereas experiencer verbs of perception focus on the act of perception itself without 

any reference to the subject’s intent. The classifications presented so far are found in Table 1. 
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Table 1.   

The Basic Paradigm of English Verbs of Perception 
Experienced-Based Source/Phenomenon-Based 

Sense modality Activity Experience (state/inchoative) Copula (state) 
sight look (at) see look 
hearing listen (to) hear sound 
touch feel feel feel 
smell smell smell smell 
taste taste taste taste 
Note: Table 1 is adapted from Viberg (1983, p. 125). 
 

Cases of activity verbs of perception are presented in examples (42)-(46) (adapted from 

Viberg, 1983, p. 125). 

(42) Peter looked/was looking at the birds.  

(43) Peter listen/was listening to the birds.  

(44) Peter felt/was feeling the cloth. (to see how soft it was) 

(45) Peter tasted/was tasting the food. (to see if he could eat it) 

(46) Peter smelled/was smelling the cigar. (to see if he could smoke it) 

In (42)-(46), the subject of the sentence (Peter) voluntarily takes an active role in the act of the 

perception. He intently looked at the birds, listened to the birds, felt the cloth, tasted the food, 

and smelled the cigar. This is different with experiencer verbs, as can be seen in examples (47)-

(51). 

(47) Peter saw/*was seeing the birds. 

(48) Peter heard/*was hearing the birds. 

(49) Peter felt/*was feeling a stone under his foot.  

(50) Peter tasted/*was tasting garlic in the food.  

(51) Peter smelled/*was smelling cigars in the room.  
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While Peter in (42)-(46) intended each act of perception, in (47)-(51), he had no such intent. He 

just happened to see the birds, hear the sound of the birds, feel the stone under his foot, taste 

garlic in his food, and smell cigar in the room. The focus in these examples is on the subject’s 

experience, rather than on his intent. Furthermore, experiential verbs of perception are 

incompatible with progressive -ing because they are stative verbs.  

Unlike these two group of verbs, source-based verbs of perception take an experienced 

entity, i.e., a perceived entity, as their subject. The perceiver (experiencer) is sometimes absent 

from the clause. The following examples illustrate the usage of this group of verbs.  

(52) Peter looked/*was looking happy. 

(53) Peter sounded/*was sounding happy. 

(54) The cloth felt/*was feeling soft.  

(55) The food tasted/*was tasting good/bad. 

(56) Peter smelled/*was smelling good/bad.  

Unlike in examples (47-51), the subject in these examples is not the perceiver of the act of 

perception; rather, it is an object of perception, i.e., a perceived entity. The speaker is the 

perceiver and s/he is reporting what s/he perceived. In (52), for instance, the speaker concluded 

from Peter’s appearance that he was happy. Like experiential verbs, the verbs in this group are 

incompatible with progressive -ing because they are stative. If the perceiver is not the speaker, a 

prepositional phrase is used to denote the perceiver (experiencer) of the perception, as in (57).  

(57) The meat tasted good to the chef.  

In this example, the meat is tasted and evaluated by an external perceiver (the chef) and not the 

speaker. The speaker may be optionally added to the clause via a prepositional phrase, as in the 

meat tasted good to me.  
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It has been argued that only experiential and source-based verbs of perception indicate 

evidentiality (Gurajek, 2010; Whitt, 2008). Whitt (2008) noted that activity verbs of perception 

rarely indicate evidentiality because the verbs in this group focus on the active involvement of 

the subject in the perception and not on the experience of the perception. As shown below, the 

type of evidentiality indicated by these verbs is influenced by the person of the subject and their 

complementation patterns.  

2.  Polysemy and Verbs of Perception 

 Examples (41)-(56) represent the prototypical meaning of these verbs of perception. 

While verbs of perception denote the physical perception of an object in these examples, these 

verbs may also be used to convey non-physical perception. The polysemy of these verbs has 

attracted the attention of many researchers. For example, Sweetser (1990) proposed metaphorical 

mappings based on the metaphor MIND-AS-BODY to account for semantic changes and the 

polysemy of verbs of perception in English and other Indo-European languages. The relationship 

between meanings is conceived of as a correspondence between two domains, with the physical 

perception as the source domain and the extended meaning (non-physical meaning) as the target 

domain.  

With the metaphor MIND-AS-BODY, Sweetser (1990) analyzed the semantic extension 

and polysemy of these verbs. Sweetser showed that verbs of visual perception can be used to 

denote intellectual meanings, as in I see what you mean. Sweetser suggested several reasons for 

this link between knowledge (intellectual meaning) and vision, which does not occur as often 

with other senses. For example, vision is our primary source of objective information about the 

world. Secondly, when we pick out a stimulus using our visual system, we have control over it; 

similarly, when we grasp an idea, we control it. Thirdly, the ability to select one stimulus from 
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many is the main characteristic of both vision and thought. Finally, vision is identical for people 

who stand in the same place and, similarly, different people who have the same opinion are 

viewed as “seeing” the same thing.  

Sweetser (1990) claimed that the sense of hearing shares some characteristics with vision, 

and is thus is used to express intellectual meanings, as in I hear you (meaning ‘I understand 

you’). However, we cannot control our hearing to select the stimulus, unlike vision, where we 

move our eyes to select the stimulus. She also noted that the major function of hearing is 

considered to be linguistic communication, and because we influence each other in 

communication, the sense of hearing is connected to heedfulness and obedience. 

The senses of taste and touch have subjective meanings because they require physical 

contact with the thing sensed. The sense of taste is linked to personal preference – like and 

dislike – whereas the sense of touch is linked to internal feelings and emotions.  

According to Sweetser, the sense of smell has fewer and less deep metaphorical 

connections with the mental domain than the other senses. She established only two links: bad 

smell, indicating bad character or unlikable mental characteristics (e.g., stink) and the detection 

of such characteristics (e.g., the active verb smell).  

Whitt (2008) noted that the polysemy of verbs of perception also transfers to 

evidentiality. That is, a single verb of perception can be used to indicate a number of related 

types of evidentiality. He showed, for example, that an evidential verb of perception can be used 

to refer to the physical perception of an event or can be used to refer metaphorically, for instance 

to knowledge or understanding, as with verbs of visual perception, or to internal emotions, as 

with verbs of tactile perception. The following section defines evidential verbs of perception.  
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3.  Evidential Verbs of Perception  

 Whitt (2008) argued that evidential verbs of perception involves a deictic meaning in 

addition to their regular perception meaning. This is illustrated by the following examples (from 

Whitt, 2008, p. 27): 

(58) I see the house. 

(59) I see the house burning. 

According to Whitt, while the only thing being indicated by the speaker in (58) is the experience 

of visual perception, there are two propositions in (59): that the house is burning and that the 

speaker sees that the house is burning. He claimed that the second proposition – indicating that 

the speaker has visual evidence the house is burning – contains an additional deictic meaning 

because it refers to the speaker’s evidence and does not only indicate an act of perception.  

The deictic meaning is also involved with source-based verbs when they indicate 

evidentiality. This can be seen in (60).  

(60) Karen looks sick.       (Whitt, 2008, p. 28) 

Whitt (2008) claimed that, although the sentence above does not involve two propositions, there 

are still two layers of meanings: Karen’s visual appearance and the speakers’ inference based on 

her appearance. 

Whitt (2008) argued that, while source-based verbs of perception allow evidential 

readings with third person subjects, experiential verbs of perception allow evidential readings 

only with a first person subject. Gurajek (2010), on the contrary, argued that experiential verbs of 

perception can indicate evidentiality with first and third person subjects; however, the person of 

the subject influences the type of evidentiality. She claimed that experiential verbs of perception 

with a first person subject indicate direct evidentiality because the subject is the speaker. With a 
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third person subject, they indicate reported evidentiality because the speaker is not the perceiver; 

rather, s/he is reporting someone else’s experience. This issue is elaborated in section 4.  

4.  Typology of Evidential Verbs of Perception 

 Verbs of perception can be employed in different ways to indicate different types of 

evidentiality: direct evidentiality, inferential evidentiality, and reported evidentiality. This can be 

accomplished via the person of the subject or a different complementation pattern. First, the 

differences based on the person of the subject are presented, followed by differences based on 

the complementation pattern.  

Gurajek (2010) argued that the person of the subject plays a role in the evidential 

interpretation of verbs of perception, especially experiential verbs of perception. As indicated 

above, she claimed that first person subjects in sentences with these types of verb indicate that 

the speaker is the perceiver. Changing to third person changes the type of evidentiality encoded 

by these verbs. This is illustrated in the following examples:  

(61) I saw the house burning. (direct) 

(62) Sarah saw the house burning. (reported) 

The only difference between the two examples is the subject. The use of the first person subject 

with the verb see in (61) indicates that the speaker is the perceiver, and hence the verb of 

perception in this example indicates direct evidentiality. The third person subject in (62) changes 

the evidential interpretation to reported, because the speaker is not the perceiver of the event 

here; rather, s/he is reporting someone else’s experience.  

The type of evidentiality encoded by these verbs is also influenced by their 

complementation patterns. Based on extensive corpus-based research of all five sense modalities, 

Whitt (2008) established a typology of evidential verbs of perception in English and German. He 
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provided a total of six complementation patterns and two types of constructions. These are as 

follows: 

I Verb of Perception + Complement clause (PV + FCC) 

II Verb of Perception + Direct Object + Non-finite verb (PV + DO + NFV) 

III Verb of Perception + Preposition Phrase (PV + PP) 

IV Verb of Perception + Adjectival Complement (PV + ADJ) 

V Verb of Perception + Conjunction + Clause (PV + CONJ + C) 

VI Verb of Perception + (Infinitive Copula) + Adjective/Noun/Adjective + Noun (PV 

+ {IC + Adjective; (IC) + N; (IC) + ADJ + N) 

VII Parenthetical Construction (PARENTH) 

VIII Verb of Perception External to the Clause (EXT) 

(adapted from Whitt, 2008, pp. 29-38) 

Whitt noted that Types I and II involve experiential verbs of perception and that these two 

complementation patterns trigger different types of evidentiality: while the experiential verbs of 

perception with the Type II complementation pattern indicate direct evidentiality, they indicate 

inferential evidentiality with the Type I complementation pattern. She also observed that verbs of 

perception with the Type I pattern mostly do not involve a literal interpretation; i.e., they have a 

metaphorical interpretation. According to Whitt, Types III-VI appear only with source-based 

verbs of perception and they need not denote evidentiality. However, if evidentiality is 

expressed, inference is most often the type of evidence conveyed.  

Unlike the previous complementation patterns, when evidential verbs of perception have 

parenthetical evidentiality, they do not take any of the complementation patterns presented in 

Types I-VI. The evidentiality in parenthetical constructions is understood from the syntactic 
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structure of the sentence they appear in, as in (63). Whitt (2008) indicated that the verbs of 

perception in this construction provide background for the sentence, rather than making the 

evidentiality the prime focus. 

(63) Our sister-in-law is giving a luncheon to which I hear my parent & aunt are invited 
Saturday in honor of my cousin who is getting married. 
(ARCHER Corpus: 1964ocon.x8a)     (cited in Whitt, 2008, p. 35) 
 
Whitt (2008) noted that this construction type is only found with experiential verbs. 

When auditory verbs of perception are used in such constructions, they indicate hearsay 

evidentiality. With other verbs of perception, the meanings can range from literal perception to 

metaphorical expressions of perceptual evidentiality.  

The last use of evidential verbs of perception is EXT, where the verb of perception is 

external to the clause. Whitt (2008) noted that this usage is similar to a parenthetical, in that it is 

absent from the clause of the reported state or event. However, unlike parentheticals, EXT 

evidentials are totally removed from the clauses taken in their scope. There is often a pronoun 

that refers to part of the discourse, which is considered to be the direct object of the verb of 

perception. The EXT construction can work either anaphorically or cataphorically. Example (64) 

illustrates the usage of an EXT evidential. 

(64) That night late his body was found in a ditch, about a mile out of town, near St. Pancras 
church. His sword was thrust through him, but no blood was on his clothes or about him. 
His shoes were clean, his money was in his pocket: but nothing was about his neck, and a 
mark was all round it, an inch broad, which shewed he was strangled. His breast was 
likewise all over marked with bruises, and his neck was broken. All this I saw; for Lloyd 
and I went to view his body.  
(Helsinki Corpus: CEHIST 3A, Gilbert Burnet, Burnet's History of My Own Time (Part I: 
The Reign of Charles II) (1640-1710), 1, II, p. 164; cited in Whitt, 2008, p. 36) 
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In the example, the speaker/writer refers to another part of the text and indicates that s/he has 

evidence for the information indicated. The relationship here is anaphoric. Whitt indicated that 

this type of evidential usage is found only among experiential verbs of perception.  

5.  Conclusion  

In this chapter, I showed that English verbs of perception are polysemous and can be 

employed in different ways to indicate different types of evidentiality depending on the person of 

the subject or on the complementation pattern. When experiential verbs of perception are used in 

sentences with first person subjects or have non-finite complements, they indicate direct 

evidentiality; however, if they are used in sentences with third person subjects or have non-finite 

complements, they indicate reported evidentiality. If these verbs are used in sentences with finite 

clauses, they mostly indicate inferential evidentiality. Source-based verbs of perception indicate 

indirect (inferential) evidentiality because the evidential information is acquired via inference. 

Unlike these two categories, activity verbs of perception do not indicate evidentiality because the 

verbs under this category focus on the active role of the subject in the act of perception and not 

on his/ her experience of the perception.   
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Chapter 4: Arabic Verbs of Perception and Evidentiality 

Like English, German, and Polish, evidentiality in Arabic is not marked by mandatory 

morphosyntactic markers. As is the case in these languages, verbs of perception in Arabic can be 

used to indicate evidentiality. In the same vein, the evidentiality expressed by these verbs can be 

influenced by the type of subject (first vs. third person) and complementation pattern. In this 

chapter, I analyze the evidentiality of a number of verbs of perception in Arabic. The list of 

Arabic verbs of perception discussed here is not exhaustive; the analysis, however, can be 

applied to the full set of verbs describing each of the five sense modalities.  

The chapter is divided into six sections. Section 1 discusses previous studies on 

evidentiality in Arabic. Section 2 describes the typology of the verbs of perception under 

investigation. Section 3 analyzes the evidentiality of those verbs. Section 4 addresses the 

relationship between the type of evidentiality expressed by these verbs and the person of the 

subject. Section 5 addresses the relationship between the evidentiality of these verbs and their 

aspect. Section 6 investigates the contribution of these verbs to the propositional level of 

meaning, when they are used with and without epistemic meaning. Section 7 concludes.  

 1.  Evidentiality in Arabic  

  Unfortunately, the phenomenon of evidentiality in Arabic has thus far not received much 

attention or investigation. Here, I present all of the studies that I am aware of that have 

investigated this phenomenon. I have found only three studies that have investigated 

evidentiality in Arabic: Al-haisoni, Jarrah, and Shehadeh (2012), Isaksson (2000), and Al-

Malahmeh (2013). 

Al-haisoni et al. (2012) provided a purely descriptive study of evidentiality in MSA. 

They adopted Chafe’s (1986) broad sense of evidentiality involving epistemic modality. They 
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provided a list of linguistic mechanisms that indicate evidentiality in MSA, including perfect 

forms of the verb, verbs of perception, and a category of verbs traditionally referred to as afʕal l-

qulub ‘verbs of hearts’, which is a sub-category of a group of verbs traditionally referred to as 

ḍanna wa akhawatiha ‘suppose and its sisters’. The category of verbs of hearts is subdivided into 

two sub-categories based on their semantic meanings: afʕal al-yaqiin ‘verbs of complete 

truthfulness’ and afʕa al-rujhan ‘verbs of potential truthfulness’. Al-haisoni et al. (2012) argued 

that the first sub-category of verbs is used to indicate a higher degree of certainty, whereas the 

second sub-category is used to indicate a lesser degree of certainty. 

Al-haisoni et al. further argued that verbs of perception in Arabic are used to mark direct 

and indirect evidentiality, as in English. With verbs of perception that indicate direct 

evidentiality, such as yaraa ‘see’ and yasmaʕu ‘hear’, speakers make strong assertions, while 

with verbs that indicate indirect evidentiality, such as yuqaalu ‘it is said’, speakers make weak 

assertions.  

Al-haisoni et al.’s study is a very concise, albeit purely descriptive, study of evidentiality 

in MSA. The study did not provide a detailed semantic analysis of evidential markers or how 

they contribute to the evidentiality-modality semantic-pragmatics interface in Arabic. 

Furthermore, the study does not provide any evidence that these linguistic elements indicate 

evidentiality other than providing the meanings of those lexical items.  

Isaksson (2000) also conducted a descriptive study of evidentiality in Arabic (colloquial 

Arabic and MSA) and classical Hebrew. In this study, Isaksson was concerned with the 

description of the evidential readings of inferential, reported, and direct evidentiality in these two 

languages. He argued that evidentiality in these languages is frequently marked by auxiliary 

particles. In classical Hebrew, for instance, Isaksson (2000) reported that the particles ulay 
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‘perhaps’ and hinne ‘behold’ trigger different types of evidentiality: the particle ulay indicates a 

dubitative indirect meaning, and the particle hinne can indicate direct or indirect evidentiality. In 

(65), for example, hinne expresses direct evidentiality and, in (66), it expresses indirect 

evidentiality: 

(65) wa-aqum  ba-b-boger  l-heniq   et-bni 
 and-IPFC.I.went.up in-DET-morning for-INF.nursing ACC-son.my 
 w-hinne met  
 and-behold dead 
 ‘I got up in the morning to nurse my son, and behold: he was dead.’  

(Isaksson, 2000, pp. 389-390) 
 
(66) way-y-iqas  Pharaoh w-hinne  helom 
 and-IPFC-he.woke.up Pharaoh and-behold dream 
 ‘Pharaoh woke up (and realized): It was a dream.’   (Isaksson, 2000, pp. 389-390) 
 
According to Isaksson (2000), in (65), hinne triggers a direct evidentiality reading: it directs 

attention to what is directly perceived, namely, the fact that her son was dead. However, in (66), 

the same particle expresses an inferential reading based on the interpretation that Pharaoh woke 

up and inferred that he had a dream based on observable evidence.  

Isaksson (2000) also analyzed the evidential readings of evidential markers in some 

Arabic dialects: CA and MSA. Based on data taken from Ingham (1986, 1994), Isaksson 

provided examples of what he argued to be evidentiality markers in Arabic; these include active 

participles as markers of reported readings, the particle ka’nna ‘as/like’ and the particle tigil ‘you 

say’ as markers of inferentiality. Isaksson also argued that perfective aspect in CA and MSA can 

be used to indicate inferential and reported interpretations.  

Isaksson (2000) claimed that, in Arabic and Hebrew, “there are no internal tendencies 

towards a grammaticalization of the evidential categories” (p. 397). He also argued that “if a 
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finite verbal form is used to express inferential or reportive nuances, it is exclusively a perfect, 

never an imperfect” (p. 397). 

Finally, Al-Malahmeh (2013) investigated the evidentiality of active participles in 

Jordanian Arabic (JA), which he referred to as Deverbal Agentives (DA). He argued that DAs 

express indirect evidentiality. The evidentiality of DAs is explored with respect to their 

interaction with temporality and epistemic modality. He argued that the indirect (inferential) 

evidentiality of DAs is the result of two temporal relations: anterior and posterior temporal 

relations between the time of the event and the evidence acquisition time (EAT). An interior 

temporal relation corresponds to a post-state reading, as in (67), and a posterior temporal relation 

corresponds to a futurate reading, as in (68): 

(67) Sarah  msawieh  el-‘akil. 
 Sarah make-DA the-food 
 ‘Sarah has made the food.’     (Al-Malahmeh, 2013, p. 2)  
 
(68) ‘anas  jaay   bukrah. 
 Anas travel-DA tomorrow  

‘Anas is coming tomorrow.’     (Al-Malahmeh, 2013, p. 2) 

In his evidential modal analysis, Al-Malahmeh (2013) proposed that the anterior and 

posterior temporal relations of DAs trigger an inferential reading based on the fact that the event 

is anterior or posterior to the EAT. That is, the speaker does not perceive the event, but rather 

infers it based on the available evidence. By adopting the Kratzer’s possible worlds theory (1981, 

1991), the interferential interpretation is accounted for by providing a compositional modal 

analysis of evidential DAs, where DAs are analyzed as quantifiers over possible worlds. The 

proposed modal analysis captures the fact that the proposition in the scope of the evidential 

implication of the DAs is true in a set of possible (accessible) worlds, which Al-Malahmeh 

(2013) referred to as the speaker’s belief worlds rather than the actual world. 
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Al-Malahmeh (2013) also argued against Isaksson’s (2000) claim that there is no 

grammaticalization of evidentiality in Arabic, providing three main counterarguments. First, he 

argued that if we accept the claim that the evidential reading of DAs is implicated semantically 

as an overtone of the perfect aspectual reading of DAs, then we would assume that a perfect 

reading (mainly the resultant state reading) of the perfective forms of the verb should also trigger 

a similar evidential reading. However, he showed that this assumption is incorrect due to the fact 

that the perfective violates two requirements of the inferential evidentiality: the requirement of 

direct evidence and the requirement of inference. Secondly, he showed that DAs do not only 

denote a perfect aspectual reading, but also a futurate reading, and in both readings, DAs indicate 

an inferential evidentiality reading. Thirdly, he showed that the passive particle, another type of 

participle structure in Arabic, also indicates a similar evidential reading to DAs. According to 

Al-Malahmeh (2013), “the fact that evidentiality is expressed by two forms that exhibit the 

participle morphology clearly shows that participles are the hallmark of evidentiality in JA and 

that evidentiality is expressed grammatically by these forms and not as a semantic extension or 

overtone as it is the case with the perfective as claimed by Isaksson (2000)” (p. 71).  

2.  Verbs of Perception in Arabic  

In Chapter 2, it was shown that Viberg (1983) classified English verbs of perception into 

three groups according to the semantic role of the subject the verb takes. In this section, I apply 

this classification to Arabic verbs of perception. The basic paradigm of the most common Arabic 

verbs of perception is provided in Table 2. The verbs are presented in third person singular 

masculine active past tense, which is the default form. I use this form in my discussion whenever 

referring to the verb in general.  
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Table 2. 

Basic Paradigm of MSA Verbs of Perception 
Sense 
Modality  

Activity Verbs of 
Perception 

Experience Verbs of Perception Source-based 
meaning 

Sight  nadhara ila shahada 
‘looked at’ ‘watched’ 

ra’aa/shahada1 
‘saw’ 

badaa 
‘looked’ 

Hearing  estamaʕa ila 
‘listened to’ 

samiʕa 
‘heard’ 

---- 

Touch  tahassasa 
‘touched to feel’ 

shʕara 
‘felt’ 

---- 

Taste  dhaqa/tadhauuaqa 
‘tested the taste’ 

dhaqa 
only metaphorically with the meaning 
experience  

---- 

Smell  tashamshama/eshtamma 
'smelled’ 

shamama 
‘smelled’ 

---- 

 
Unlike in English, there is no grammatical distinction between active and stative verbs in 

MSA. Furthermore, the semantic patterns do not distinguish between semantic classes (inner 

aspect) of these verbs because the verb shahada ‘he watched’ has one pattern (pattern 2) but can 

be used with both active and stative meanings, as with the verb dhaqa ‘tested the taste’. In order 

to distinguish between the two meanings, I use agent-oriented adverbs. This test was proposed by 

Lakoff (1966) and is used commonly in the literature to test the agency of the verbs in question. 

The activity verbs of perception listed in Table 2 above are represented in the following 

examples:  

(69) nadhar-a  Ahmed  ila a-samaa-e (bi-ta’amul) 
 look-PST.3S.M   Ahmed  to  DET-sky-GEN  (with-contemplation) 
 ‘Ahmed looked at the sky (thoughtfully).’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(70) shahd-a  Ahmed  a-telvaz (bi-huduʔin) 
 watch-PST.3S.M  Ahmed  DET-TV  (with-quietness)  
 ‘Ahmed watched the TV quietly.’   (JA, 2019) 

 
1 The verb shahada as an experiential verb means ‘see with eyes’, which is equivalent to the English verb see. 
However, it also used in Arabic to mean ‘witness’.  
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(71) estamaʕ-a  Ahmed  ila al-radio (bi-tarkiz-in)  
 listen-PST.3S.M  Ahmed  to DET-radio  (with-concentration-GEN) 
  ‘Ahmed (carefully) listened to the radio.’  (JA, 2019) 
 
(72) tahassas-a  Ahmed  al-qudur-a a-sakhinata (bi-ḥadhar-in)  
 touch-PST.3S.M  Ahmed  DET-pots-ACC DET-hot (with-caution-GEN) 
 ‘Ahmed (carefully) felt the hot pots.’   (JA, 2019) 
 
(73) tadhauuaq-a  Ahmed  al-taʕam-a  (bi-ʕinayat-in) 
 taste-PST.3S.M   Ahmed  DET-food-ACC  with-care-GEN 
 ‘Ahmed (carefully) tasted the food.’ (JA, 2019)  
 
(74) eshtamm-a  Ahmed  al-warda-a  (bi-luṭf-in) 
 smell-PST.3S.M  Ahmed  DET-rose-ACC  (with-softness-GEN) 
 ‘Ahmed smelt the rose (softly).’  (JA, 2019)               
 
The verbs of perception in (69)-(74) are durative and atelic: the situation of the event involves a 

process and the endpoint of the event is unknown. The subjects of these verbs are also the agent 

because they are volitional. They are compatible with agentive adverbs. The structure of these 

verbs is represented in (75): 

(75) 

vP 
4 
DP           v’ 
Agent 4 
           v	         VP	
	 											4 
                     V’	
	 	 									4	  
	 	 										V’																				(PP)	
                      4	
                       V                          
                     P.V. 
        durative  
 

Notice that, of the verbs above, the verb of sight shahada ‘he watched’ and the verb of hearing 

estamaʕa ‘he listened’ are accomplishments when they have a singular count noun object, 
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because the endpoint (telicity) of the event can be deduced from the sentence. This is illustrated 

in the following examples:  

(76)  shahad-a  Ahmed film-an 
  watch-PST.3S.M Ahmed  movie-ACC 
  ‘Ahmed watched a movie.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(77) estamaʕ-a  Ahmed  ila a-tasjili  a-sawtie 
 listen-PST.3S.M Ahmed  to DET-recording  DET-voice 
 ‘Ahmed listened to the voice recording.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
In these examples, there is an endpoint for the events of watching in (76) and listening in (77) 

which can be deduced from the sentence. By the end of the movie in (76) or the voice recording 

in (77), the event has ended. Thus, these two verbs in these examples are accomplishments 

because they are also durative. 

The experiential verbs of perception listed in Table 2 are represented in (78)-(82):  

(78) ra’aa  Ahmed arnab-an  (*bi-ta’amuli)  fi saḥat-i   al-manzil-i 
 see.PST.3S.M Ahmed rabbit-ACC (*with-thought)  in  yard-GEN DET-house-GEN 
 ‘Ahmed (*thoughtfully) saw a rabbit in the house yard.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(79) shahad-a Ahmed  arnab-an (*bi-ta’amuli)  fi saḥat-i   al-manzil-i 
 see-PST.3S.M Ahmed  rabbit-ACC (*with-thought) in yard-GEN DET-house-GEN 
 ‘Ahmed (*thoughtfully) saw a rabbit in the yard of the house.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(80) samiʕ-a Ahmed  sawt-an ghareeb-an dhakhila  l-ghurfat-i  
 hear-PST.3S.M Ahmed  sound-ACC strange-ACC  inside   DET-room-GEN  
 (*bi-tarkizin) 
 (*with-concentration) 
 ‘Ahmed (*carefully) heard a strange sound inside the room.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(81)  shʕar-a Ahmed  bi-ḥaṣa   (*amdan)   taḥta qadami-hi 
 feel-PST.3S.M Ahmed  with-stone       (*intentionally) under foot-his 
 ‘Ahmed (*intentionally) feels a stone under his foot.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(82) shamm-a   Ahmed  ra’eḥat-a eṭr-in  jamil-in (*bi-lutf-in) 
 smell-PST.3S.M Ahmed  smell-ACC perfume-GEN  beautiful-GEN (*softly) 
 ‘Ahmed smells a beautiful perfume (*softly).’ (JA, 2019) 
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The verbs of perception in (78)-(82) do not involve a process; thus, they are non-durative and 

telic. They are also incompatible with agentive adverbs because they select an experiencer 

subject. The verbal structure of these verbs is represented in (83): 

(83) 

          vP 
4 
Ep.           v’ 
 4 
 v	 									VP	
	 												4 
           V’ 
            4 
             V																					….	
	 	 										Stative	
   

Finally, as shown in Table 2, the source-based group of Arabic verbs of perception is 

small in comparison to the previous two categories (i.e., agentive and experiential). The sense 

modality of sight is the only one in Arabic that can be expressed by a lexical verb. This sense 

modality can be expressed by the verb badaa ‘appeared’. There is more than one source-based 

visual verb of perception; however, badaa is chosen in this study due to its common usage and 

polysemy. According to almaany.com, badaa is a triliteral verb, derived from the root b-d-w 

‘become seen’. Other synonymous verbs are ẓahara/bana/waḍuḥa. Examples (84)-(85) illustrate 

some of the usages of this verb.  

(84) badaa   al-hilalu  (*eradiyan) 
appear.PST.3S.M DET-crescent.moon (*volitionally) 
‘The crescent moon appeared (*volitionally).’ (almaany.com) 

 
(85) bad-auu  fariḥ-iin (*eradiyan)    
 look-PST.3PL.M happy-3PL.M  (*volitionally)   
 ‘They looked happier than ever before.’ (almaany.com) 

As shown in the examples above, badaa ‘appeared’ selects a non-agent subject; the subjects al-

hilal ‘the crescent moon’ in (84), and the null pronoun in (85) are incompatible with the agentive 



 52 

adverb eradiyan ‘volitionally’. Unlike experiential verbs, the subject of badaa is not a perceiver, 

but rather is perceived by the speaker. Thus, it is a theme. Syntactically, the verb ‘badaa’ in these 

examples is considered in traditional grammar as intransitive verb. The phrase ‘fariḥiin’ in (85) 

is analyzed by Arabic traditional grammarians as an adverb. However, in chapter 5, I argue that 

this verb in usage like (85) is actually copulative.   

 The structure for the sentence (84) can be represented as (86). 

(86) 

 TP 
   % 
al-hilalu    	 							T’	
[+nom]% 
             T                VP 
 badaa 5 
          [+pst]  DP                 V’ 
           al-hilalu5 
              V																					
             badaa 
 
  
 The structure for the sentence (85) traditionally will be like (87).  
  
(87) 
 
 TP 
  4 
             T’ 
  4 
  T            VP 
  4 
   DP	 											V’	
	 	 	-auu		4  
             V’	 										AP	
	 													4        fariḥ-iin  
                        V           
                         bada- 
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Another verb form derived from the same root that shares the general meaning as badaa 

(i.e., being observable) is ʔabdaa ‘showed’. This verb is derived using pattern 4 from Table 2. 

Based on the semantic properties of pattern 4, the verb is accusative. In another words, it is not 

stative, unlike badaa. Thus, it is compatible with the agent-oriented adverb ṭawʕan in (88) and 

(89). This verb is used widely to indicate reported evidentiality.  

(88) ʔabdaa  a-sira  li-ṣadiqa-hu (ṭawʕan) 
 show.PST.3S.M  DET-secret  to-friend-his (voluntarily) 
 ‘He told his friend the secret (voluntarily).’ (almaany.com) 
 
(89) ʔabdaa  ra’ia-hu (ṭawʕan) 
 express.PST.3S.M opinion-his (voluntarily) 
 ‘He expressed his opinion (voluntarily).’ (almaany.com) 
 
Unlike badaa, the subject of ʔabdaa is an agent. In (88), the subject discloses a secret; in (89), he 

expresses an opinion. This is also confirmed by the compatibility of the subjects in two sentences 

with the agentive adverb ṭawʕan ‘voluntarily’. Thus, this shows that this verb does not express a 

source-based meaning, as the subject is in control of the action. However, this verb, as is shown 

later, may indicate evidentiality.  

While the group of source-based verbs of perception in Arabic seems small in 

comparison to the groups of experiential and activity verbs of perception, this type of meaning in 

Arabic can be expressed by verbless sentences, with a percept functioning as the subject. This is 

illustrated in (90)-(92):  

(90) tilka al-lawhat-i  jamil-at-un 
 that  DET-painting-GEN  beautiful-3S.F-NOM 
 ‘That painting is beautiful.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(91) sawt-u  khalid-in raaeʕ-un 
  voice-NOM Khalid-GEN amazing-NOM 
 ‘Khalid’s voice is amazing.’ (JA, 2019) 
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(92) a-ṭaʕam-u  ladhidu-un 
 DET-food-NOM  delicious-NOM 
 ‘The food is delicious.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
To describe situations in the past tense with verbless sentences, the auxiliary verb kaana ‘was’ is 

used, as in (93)-(95): 

(93) kaan-a-t a-sur-at-u   jamil-at-an 
was-PST.3S-F DET-pecture-3S.F-NOM  beautiful-3S.F-ACC 
‘The picture was beautiful.’ (JA, 2019) 
 

(94) kaan-a  sawt-u  khalid-in raaeʕ-an 
was-PST.3S.M voice-NOM Khalid-GEN amazing-ACC 
‘Khalid’s voice was amazing.’ (JA, 2019) 
 

(95) kaan-a  a-taʕam-u  ladhidh-an 
was-PST.3S.M DET-food-NOM  delicious-ACC 
‘The food was delicious.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
In summary, this section has described the typology of verbs of perception in MSA. As 

shown, all senses of activity and experiential verbs are expressed by at least one lexical item, 

whereas the group of source-based verbs in Arabic seems small. The sense of sight is the only 

one that can be lexicalized by means of a verb of perception. However, source-based perception 

meanings can be expressed by verbless sentences, with a subject functioning as the subject of the 

sentence. In the following section, I investigate evidential verbs of perception in MSA. 

3.  Arabic Verbs of Perception and Evidentiality  

Now that we have had an overview of verbs of perception in MSA, I address the 

possibility that they indicate evidentiality. Following Whitt (2008), the verbs of perception under 

investigation are taken to denote evidentiality when they have a deictic meaning in addition to 

their perception meaning. The evidentiality encoded by these verbs is determined by the 

complementation pattern or the person of the subject (first or third person). This is shown 

throughout the discussion.  
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3.1.  Activity Verbs of Perception and Evidentiality  

 Like English, German (Whitt, 2008), and Polish (Gurajek, 2010), Arabic activity verbs of 

perception are rarely used evidentially because these types of verbs mainly refer to the role of the 

subject in the act of perception, not to his/her experience as evidence. The only activity verb of 

perception that commonly indicates evidentiality is ʔabdaa ‘expressed/showed’. However, the 

evidentiality indicated by this verb is established by the speaker or writer, not the subject of the 

verb. This can be illustrated in the following examples: 

(96) wa ʔabdaa l-janibanu eritiyaḥi-hima  ila a-taʕawini  
 and express.PST DET-two.sides satisfaction-their  to DET-cooperation 
 baina  Abu Dhabi and Pakistan  fi ʕadadin mina 
 between Abu Dhabi and Pakistan  in DET-number of 
 l-mashariʕi a-ṣinaʕiyati al-nifṭiyati  
 DET-projects DET-industrial DET-oil 

‘The two sides expressed their satisfaction with the cooperation between Abu Dhabi and 
Pakistan in number of oil industry projects.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
 

(97) ʔabd-a-t  al-mukhrijatu a-tunisiyati Kalthoum Bornaz  estiyaʔi-ha  
 express-PST-3S.F DET-director DET-Tunisian Kalthoum Bornaz  discontent-her 
 a-shadid min edarati   mahrajan al-qahirati  a-sinimaaʔi a-dawlii 
 DET-deep of  administration festival  DET-Cairo DET-film  DET-international 
 ‘The Tunisian director Kalthoum Bornaz expressed her deep discontent of the  

administration of the Cairo International Film Festival.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat97). 

In these examples, the subjects l-janibanu ‘the two sides’ in (96) and al-mukhrijatu a-

tunisiyatiKalthoum Bornaz in (97) of the verb ʔabdaa are agents in that they initiate/cause the act 

of the perception. The evidential meaning here is raised from the event of reporting by the 

reporter (journalist). The journalist(s) could be perceived the news by hearing it directly from the 

subjects in these sentences or gained it from a secondhand source and then reported it to us. 

Thus, ʔabdaa indicates a type of reported evidentiality.  
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3.2.  Experiential Verbs of Perception and Evidentiality  

 Experiential verbs of perception are widely used to indicate evidentiality. This is perhaps 

because their basic meanings include evidentiality. When used to indicate evidentiality, they are 

mostly followed by a non-finite or finite complement; non-finite complements are more 

frequent2 in pre-modern and modern literature, whereas finite complements are most common in 

newspapers in the arabiCorpus. The verb of tactile perception (sharʕ-a ‘felt’) and the verb of 

olfactory perception (shamamt-a ‘smelled’) may be used to indicate evidentiality with a noun 

phrase complement. The following examples illustrate the evidential usage of the experiential 

verbs of perception with a first person subject: 

(98) shaʕr-tu bi-zilzal-in  al-barihata 
 feel-PST.1S with-earthquake-GEN DET-last night 
 ‘I felt an earthquake last night.’ (arabiCorpus, Sayd) 
 
(99) shamam-tu ra’eḥt-a ḥareeq-in  
 smell-PST.1 smell-ACC fire-GEN 
 ‘I smelled a fire.’ (arabiCorpus, Sayd) 
 
Unlike examples (81)-(82), where the only thing being indicated by the subject is the personal 

perception of the object by these two verbs, (98)-(99) involve two layers of meaning. The first 

layer is the subject’s perception of the object and the second layer involves the speaker’s 

assertion about the occurrence of what is reported in the sentence. In (98), the subject indicates 

that s/he had tactile evidence of an earthquake; in (99), the subject indicates that s/he had 

olfactory evidence of the existence of a fire. The verbs of perception in these examples are 

marked perfective because the act of perception has an endpoint. The subject gained complete 

evidential information in the past. Because the subject is the speaker, these two verbs in the 

examples above express direct evidentiality.  
 

2 It is hard to provide quantitative results because the verbs have different forms not only based on aspect, but also 
on the person, number, and gender of the subject.  
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Another point worth mentioning here is that what is perceived in (99) is the odors that are 

emitted from the burning materials, which the subject used to infer the existence of the fire. 

Vision would have provided more immediate and confirmatory evidence of a fire. This indicates 

that the olfactory verb of perception is a less reliable source of information than a verb of visual 

or tactile perception. However, the low degree of reliability of the verb shamam-tu does not 

involve an epistemic meaning in this construction. The speaker in (99) does not show a low 

degree of certainty with the reported evidential, rather s/he asserts that there is a fire based on 

smell. In another words, the proposition expressed does not have a meaning of possibility. 

Another piece of evidence that verb shamam-tu in (99) does not indicate an epistemic meaning in 

that the speaker does not express his/her opinion about the proposition expressed.  

With the first-person subject, the experiential verbs of perception also express direct 

evidentiality when they are followed by a non-finite complement. In the arabiCorpus, it was 

found the past experiential verbs with direct evidentiality may be followed by a non-finite 

complement with an imperfective verb, a perfective verb, a verb preceded by a perfect marker 

qad, or participles (active or passive participle). The aspect of the complement plays a role in 

determining the temporal relationship between the acquisition of the evidence and the time of 

occurrence of the reported information.  

Examples (100)-(103) show Evidential experiential verbs of perception in past tense 

followed by a non-finite complement with an imperfective verb: 

(100) rai-tu  a-dumuʕ-a ta-nhamiru  min  ʕeinei-ha 
 see-PST.1S  DET-tears-ACC 3PL.F.IMPF-run.down from  eyes-her 
 ‘I saw tears running down from her eyes.’ (arabiCorpus, aghani) 
 
 
 
 



 58 

(101) shahad-tu muḥtaj-iin    ya-ḥriquuna     ṣuran   l-l-ra’es  
 see.PST.1S  protestors-ACC  3PL.M.IMPF-burn-3PL.M  pictures  for-DET-president  
 al-raḥil  Hafez  Al-Assad walidu al-ra’es  al-ḥali  
  DET-former  Hafez Al-Assad father DET-president DET-current 

‘I saw protestors burning pictures of the former president Hafez Al-Assad, the father of 
the current president.’ (arabiCorpus, Ghad01, 2011) 
 

(102) wa samiʕ-tu hitafat-in tu-hajmu  Maher Al-Assad 
 and hear-PST.1S  slogans-ACC 3PL.F.IMPF-attack  Maher Al-Assad  
 sahqiq   Bashar wa qaa’ed  al-haras al-jamhuri 
 brother  Bashar and   leader  DET-Guard DET-Republican 

‘and I heard slogans attacking Maher Al-Assad, the brother of Bashar and the leader of 
the Republican Guard.’ (arabiCorpus, Ghad01, 2011). 

 
(103) shaʕr-tu bi-yad-in ta-lmisu  katif-i  
 feel-PST.1S  hand-GEN 3S.F-IMPF-touch shoulder-my 
 naẓar-tu khalf-i… heya…  ṣadiqatu  pedro…  
 look-PST.1S  back-my she is  friend   Pedro     
 ‘I felt touching my shoulder… I looked back… She is… Pedro’s girlfriend.’   

(arabiCorpus, Madbuli) 
 

Examples (100)-(103) are examples of seeing, hearing, and feeling with a non-finite 

complement. I was unable to find examples of gustatory or olfactory verbs of perception in past 

tense with non-finite verbal complements.  

Examples (100)-(103) consist of two clauses combined without any subordinating or 

coordinating conjunction. The first clause, the main clause, involves a verb of perception and its 

subject (experiencer), and the other clause, the dependent clause, is the complement. The two 

clauses have only one tense (past), indicated on the verb of perception, and one aspect 

(imperfective), expressed by the verb in the complement clause. Imperfective aspect indicates 

that the perceived events or states are durative. Thus, this might suggest that the inner aspect of 

the verbs of perception in this construction is coerced from stative into durative. For example, in 

(100), the event of tears running down from her eyes was not reported as merely a past event; 

rather, the subject focused on the progressive nature of the event. The visual verb in this example 
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is durative because the perception emphasizes the progressive nature of the event. In terms of the 

temporal relationship between the action of the evidence and the occurrence time of the reported 

events, we can infer that the reported events denoted by the verbs ra’aitu, shahadtu, and samiʕtu 

in (100), (101), and (102), respectively, started before they were perceived by the subject, 

whereas the event denoted by the verb ta-lmisu in (103) is almost simultaneous with the tactile 

perception.  

Note, as a pro-drop language, Arabic does not always have an overt subject, but it can 

always be deduced from the verbal inflection. The subject of the perception verbs (experiencer) 

in examples (100-103) can be inferred from the suffix -tu, which refers to a first person subject, 

the speaker. Because the subject of the perception verbs in these examples is the speaker, the 

sentences are interpreted with direct evidentiality. The change in the subject influences the 

evidential interpretation, as I show later in this chapter.  

As indicated before, past verbs of perception indicating evidentiality may also be 

followed by a non-finite complement with a perfective verb. However, this type of 

complementation is generally less frequent than complementation with an imperfective verb. I 

have found only a few examples in the arabiCorpus of a complement of a verb of perception 

having a perfective verb (104)-(106).  

(104) ra’ai-tu-ha  akhadh-at al-huṣan-a   rubama  li-tasqi-hi 
 see-PST.1S-her  take.PST-3S.F DET-horse-ACC  maybe  to-water-him 
 ‘I saw her take the horse to maybe water it.’ (arabiCorpus, Thawra) 
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(105) shahad-tu shabab-an baʕda eḥda mubaraiati al-muntakhabi 
 see-PST.1s youths-ACC after one games  DET-national.team  
 qam-uu bi-estiqafi sayarti (aiscriim)  thuma akhadh-uu  baʕḍa 

did-PST.3PL.M to-stop  car (ice cream)  then  take-PST.PL.M  some 
ṭafaiati  al-ḥariiq wa fataḥ-uu-ha  dhakhila  a-saiarati 
extinguisher DET-fire and open-PST.3PL.M-3PL inside  DET-car 
‘I saw some young people after one of the games for the national team stopped an ice-
cream car, and then take some fire extinguishers and discharge the extinguisher inside the 
car.’ (arabiCorpus, Sayd) 

 
(106) samiʕ-tu al-yawma khabar-an adhash-a-ni  
 hear-PST.1s DET-today news-ACC surprise-PST.3S.M-me 
 ‘Today, I heard news that surprised me.’ (arabiCorpus, Thawra) 
 
In examples (104)-(106), the verbs of perception indicate direct evidentiality because the 

reported proposition is experienced directly by the speaker. In (104), the subject (the speaker) 

saw her when she took the horse. In (105), the speaker saw the event of young people stopping 

the ice cream car and discharging a fire extinguisher inside the car. In (106), the speaker reported 

his/her reaction when s/he heard the news from another person.  

 In the above sentences, the verbs of perception and verbs in the complement are both in 

the past tense, which also has a perfective interpretation. The perfective aspect in the 

complement indicates that what is seen, heard, or felt is complete. Unlike in the previous 

examples, where verbs of perception are followed by an imperfective verb, in these examples, 

the time of acquiring the evidence is parallel with the reported event state in the complement. 

That is, they happened at the same time. In this construction, the verbs ra’aitu and samiʕtu 

cannot be followed by perfective durative verbs, such as ‘dance’, ‘talk’, ‘discuss’, or ‘whisper’. 

What’s more, the verb of auditory perception samiʕtu cannot be followed by eventive 

complement. This may indicate that the inner aspect of these verbs in this evidential construction 

is stative. To use a perfective durative verb like these verbs after ra’aitu and samiʕtu, an 
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adverbial is required, such as endama ‘when’ in (107), or the verb should be in the imperfective 

form, as in (100)-(103). 

(107) samiʕ-tu khalid  endama  kaan-a  ya-taḥadathu 
 hear.PST.1S Kahlid  when  was.3S.M 3S.M.IMPF-talk  

ʕan-ka 
about-you 
“I heard Khalid when he was talking about you.”  (JA, 2019) 

The verb shahadtu in (105), however, is durative because it is followed by a serious of 

actions, namely, stop the ice-cream car, took the fire extinguishers, and discharge the 

extinguisher inside the car. In this example, the verb is used with the meaning of ‘visual witness’ 

and not ‘visual perception’.  

Unlike the verb of auditory perception samiʕtu, the past of verbs of visual perception 

ra’aitu and shahadtu can be followed by a non-finite complement with a perfect aspect marker. 

This type of construction is most commonly observed with the verb ra’aitu. Examples (108)-

(109) show evidential usages of verbs of visual perception with a non-finite, perfect complement:  

(108) rai-tu   ṭulab-a   l-madarisi wa  qad  kharj-uu 
 see-PST.1s students-ACC  DET-schools and  had  get.out-PST.3PL.M 
 li-taḥiyit al-ra’es  Mubarak 
 for-greeting DET-president  Mubarak 
 ‘I saw school students had come out to greet the president Mubarak.’  

(arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
  
(109) wa ʕinda waṣul-i   ila  al-ḥafli,   shahad-tu   
 and upon arrival-my  to  DET-ceremony  see-PST.3PL.M  
 mutaḍahiriin-a  qad tajamaʕ-uu  fi  al-khariji  
 demonstrators-ACC  had gather-PST.3PL.M in  DET-outside 
 ‘Upon my arrival to the ceremony, I saw demonstrators had gathered outside.’  

(arabiCorpus, Ghad01, 2011) 
 

The perfect aspect marker qad precedes the perfective verb in the complement and indicates a 

sequential meaning in relation to time of the perception. It confirms that the event in the 

complement had finished before the speaker’s perception of the evidence. In (108), for instance, 
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the students went outside before speaker saw them outside. The verbs of perception in these 

examples indicate direct evidence of the resultant state, which the speaker saw. That is, ra’aitu ‘I 

saw’ in (108) indicates direct evidence of the students being outside; similarly, shahdtu ‘they 

saw’ in (109) indicates direct evidence that the demonstrators were outside. There may also be an 

inference in (108) that the students were standing to greet the president. Thus, the verb of 

perception ra’aitu ‘I saw’ in this example may also indicate assumptive evidentiality because the 

inference is based on the speaker’s knowledge that when the president visits a region, students go 

out to salute him. The verb shahdtu ‘they saw’ in (109) does not involve an inference of this sort.  

Furthermore, the non-finite complement of these two verbs of visual perception can 

include an active or passive participle.3 This is shown in the following examples:  

(110) rai-tu  jar-a-na  amami  rakiban  ḥimari-hu wa  
 see-PST.1S neighbor-ACC-our  in.front.of.me riding  donkey-his and 
 bi-yadi-hi ḥabil 
 with-hand-his rope  
 ‘I saw our neighbor in front of me riding his donkey and with his hand a rope.’  

(arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
 

(111) shahad-tu baʕḍa a-sayart-i  wa a-shaḥinat-i  al-muḥtariqati 
 see-PST.1S some DET-vehicles-CC and DET-trucks-ACC DET-burned 
 ‘I saw some burned cars and trucks.’ (arabiCorpus, Ghad01, 2011) 
 
These sentences have interpretations similar to the non-finite complement with perfect marker in 

(108)-(109). That is, the participle is viewed as a change of state. The subject provides visual 

evidence for a current state of affairs, which has resulted from an already performed action. In 

(110), the speaker saw his neighbor while he was on the donkey, but the event of riding had 

occurred before the visual perception. Similarly in (111), the speaker saw the cars and trucks in 

 
3 According to Holes (2004, p. 149), the basic difference between the two types of participle is that “the active 
participle describes the state in which the subject of the verb from which it is derived from finds itself as a result of 
the action or event that the verb describes, whereas the passive refers to the state in which the object or complement 
of the verb from which it is derived finds itself after the completion of the action/event.” 
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the state of having been burned, but the event of burning had occurred prior to the visual 

perception. The verbs of visual perception in these examples indicate direct evidentiality because 

the evidence is observed directly by the speaker.  

When verbs of perception are followed by a finite clause, they indicate indirect 

evidentiality. Some of the experiential evidential verbs of perception in the past tense are 

commonly complemented by finite clauses preceded by the complementizer anna ‘that .’  This is 

shown in (112)-(114):  

(112) bada’a-na hadhihi  al-majmuʕati min al-maqalati  bi-raṣdi  
 start-PST.1PL these  DET-collection of DET-articles with-identifying 
 tisʕati  taḥadiyatin dhakar-tu-ha   fi maqalat-i  
 nine  challenges mention-PST.1S-them  in article-my 
 al-sabiqati.  wa dhakar-na  khamsatu asbabin ra’ai-tu  
 DET-previous and mention-PST.1PL five  reasons  see-PST.1PL 
 anna muʕẓam hadhihi  a-taḥadiyat  ta-rjaʕu  la-ha 
 that most  these  DET-challenges 3PL.F-due to-them 

‘We began this collection of articles by identifying nine challenges which I mentioned in 
my previous article. I also mentioned five reasons that I saw that most of these challenges 
are due to them.’ (arabiCorpus, Masri, 2010). 
 

(113) samiʕ-tu anna-ka tu-maris  al-ʕazfa ʕala al-bianu 
 hear-PST.1S that-you 3S.IMPF-practice  DET-play  on DET-piano  
  ‘I heard that you practice playing piano.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat96) 
 
(114) shaʕar-tu anna al-malik wa  al-ameer qad taqabal-aa   
 feel-PST.1S that DET-king and DET-prince had accept-PST.2DU 
 min-i  hadhihi  al-mulaḥaẓati  fa-ṭalab-aa  min-i  
 from-me this  DET-remark  so-ask-PST.2DU from-me 
 an ataṣila bi-Nuri  wa adʕu-hu ila l-qaṣri  
 to call with-Nuri and invite-him to  DET-palace 

‘I felt that the king and the prince had accepted this remark. So, they asked me to call 
Nuri and invite him to the palace.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
 

In the arabiCorpus, only the verb of visual perception ra’ai-a‘saw’, the verb of auditory 

perception samiʕ-a ‘heard’, and the verb of tactile perception shaʕar-a ‘felt’ in the past are found 

to have this complementation pattern. The past tense forms of the verbs of gustatory perception 
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and the verb of olfactory perception cannot be complemented by a finite complement. No 

example is found for the verb of visual perception shahad-a ‘watched’ in the past with a finite 

clause complement headed by the complementizer anna ‘that’. However, this verb in the past 

tense is observed to have a finite complement headed by the complementizers kaifa ‘how’ or 

maa ‘what’. 

 The verbs of perception in the examples above indicate indirect evidentiality because the 

evidential information is based on inference or a secondhand or third-hand source, as with the 

verb of auditory perception. In (112), for instance, the causes of the nine challenges cannot be 

perceived directly; rather, the speaker inferred them based on investigation and visual 

observation of the situation. In this example, the verb of perception ra’aitu ‘I saw’ indicates 

deductive evidentiality because the inference is based on visual observation. In (113), the verb of 

auditory perception provides reported evidentiality, because the speaker gathered his/her 

evidence from a secondhand or third-hand source. Because the source of the information is not 

mentioned, the verb samiʕtu ‘I heard’ in this example indicates hearsay evidence. Finally, (114) 

shaʕartu ‘I felt’ is used metaphorically to indicate an internal feeling. Similarly to the verb of 

visual perception, shaʕartu ‘I felt’ in this example indicates deductive evidentiality because the 

inference is based on visual evidence; the speaker based his/her inference on the facial 

expressions of the king and the prince and their request for him/her to call Nuri.  

Unlike the case of direct evidentiality, embedded propositions with verbs of visual 

perception (112) or tactile perception (114) have a low degree of certainty. The speaker in each 

case does not know for a fact that the embedded proposition is true, but s/he considers it to be a 

possibility based on inferential evidence. In (112), based on the personal investigation and the 

speaker’s observation of some indications at that time, the speaker believed that nine challenges 
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resulted from the five causes. Similarly, in (114), based on the reaction of the king and prince, 

the speaker thinks/believes that they had accepted his/her remark, but s/he is not 100% sure of 

that. Therefore, it can be said that these two verbs with the CP complementation pattern express 

an epistemic meaning. However, they are not auxiliary modals because they still assign a theta 

role. Unlike these two verbs, the verb of auditory perception in (113) does not have a modal 

meaning because the speaker does not convey that the embedded proposition is possibly or 

necessarily true with respect to what s/he knows or with respect to what s/he has been told. That 

is, this verb does not express an epistemic meaning, unlike ra’aitu ‘I saw’ or shaʕartu ‘I felt’.  

Unlike the verb of tactile perception, the verb of visual perception ra’aitu ‘I saw’ may 

express a necessity meaning. This meaning is expressed when the verb ra’aitu is followed by a 

subjunctive proposition headed by the complementizer an ‘that’, a light version of anna. This is 

illustrated in (115):  

(115) wa baʕda ṭuli tafkiirin wa tamaʕun fi mukhtalafi 
and after long thinking  and scrutiny  in various 

 jawanibi al-massʔalati ra’ai-tu an ʔaʕuda  ila  maa   
aspects  DET-issue see-PST.1S to go back to  what  

 ʔafnai-tu ʕumr-i  fi  taḥqiqi-hi  
 spend-PST.1S life-my  in achieving-it 

‘After a long thinking and scrutiny in various aspects of the issue, I saw I should go back 
to what I had spent my life trying to achieve.’ (arabiCorpus, Thawra) 
 

In (115), the verb ra’aitu ‘I saw’ indicates an assumptive evidentiality because the inference is 

based on reasoning and thinking. The verb also expresses necessity: the subject believes, based 

on reasoning and deep thinking, that s/he should go back to what s/he had spent his/her life 

trying to achieve. 
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As indicated previously, the verb of visual perception shahada ‘saw’ can be followed by 

a finite clause headed by the complementizers maa ‘what’ or kaifa ‘how’. This is shown in 

(116)-(117): 

(116) shahad-tu maa lam  ya-ra-hu aḥad  mindhu  
 see-PST.1S  what NEG.PST 3S.M.IMPF-see anyone since  
 sabʕata  alfin  sanatin  
 seventeen thousand  years 
 ‘I saw what no one had seen in seventeen thousand years.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat96) 
 
(117) shahad-tu kaifa ann-ha  tu-karisu  saʕati al-ṣabaḥ  
 see-PST.1S how that-she 3S.F.IMPF-devote hours DET-morning  
 al-ula  li-l-ehtimam  bi-ebnati-ha   Zahwah 
 DET-early for-DET-taking care with-daughter-her  Zahwah 

‘I saw how she devotes the early morning hours to take care her daughter Zahwah.’ 
(arabiCorpus, Hayat96) 
 

Unlike previous examples, the perfective verb shahad-tu ‘I saw’ with a finite clause in (116)-

(117) indicates direct evidentiality. However, rather than reporting a perception of a single event, 

as is the case when it is followed by a non-finite clause, shahadtu ‘I saw’ in (116)-(117) denotes 

the event of observing or witnessing a situation in general. In (116), the speaker 

observed/witnessed something that no one had seen in seventeen thousand years. In (117), s/he 

observed the mother spending hours with her daughter, maybe for several days and not only one 

time. The verb is not epistemic because the speaker does not express his/her opinion on the 

proposition expressed.  

3.3.  Source-Based Verbs of Perception  

As shown in Table 2, the sense modality of sight is the only one of the five sense 

modalities in Arabic that has a source-based percept verb. The source-based meaning can be 

expressed by badaa ‘seems’. This verb is polysemous. When indicating evidentiality, it usually 
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indicates indirect evidentiality. However, like the experiential verbs of perception, this verb often 

indicates a direct evidential when followed by a non-finite complement. This is shown in (118):  

(118) badaa   Khalil   Hawi yanbuʕ-an mutadafiqan min  
 appear.PST.3S.M Khalil  Hawi wellspring flow.IMPF  of 
 al-maʕarifi   wa al-maʕlumti  
 DET-knowledge  and DET-information 
 ‘Khalil Hawi appeared to be a wellspring flowing with knowledge and information.’  

(arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 

In (118), badaa ‘seems’ expresses direct evidentiality because the object of perception is 

observable and perceived directly by the speaker. Here, the speaker saw Khalil Hawi while he 

was presenting. In this example, the speaker also compares Khalil Hawi to a wellspring. Thus, 

the verb badaa denotes an evaluative meaning, where the speaker evaluated the condition of 

Khalil Hawi presenting and judged that he is like a wellspring. Deprived of its semantics, it still 

assigns a theta role (Theme) to its subject, Khalil Hawi.  

The verb badaa ‘seemed’ mostly indicates inferential evidentiality (deductive or 

assumptive). With this type of evidentiality, it takes on different complementation patterns. In 

the arabiCorpus, this inferential evidential verb is observed to be followed mostly by an 

adjectival complement, a CP finite complement headed by anna, or the comparative conjunctions 

kama law, ka’anna ‘as if/as though’. It is also sometimes coupled with other expressions, such as 

kama yabduu, ḥasabi maa yabduu, ʕala maa yabduu ‘as it appears/apparently’. Examples (119)-

(120) show the evidential usage of badaa ‘it seems’ with an adjectival complement and a CP 

complement:  

(119) bad-auu  farih-iin 
 look.PST.3PL.M happy-ACC 
 ‘They looked happy.’ (almaany.com) 
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(120) badaa  waḍiḥan anna al-waḍʕa  kullahu  sawfa  yazdadu taʕqiidan 
 seem.PST.3S.M clear  that  DET-situation whole  will  be.more complicated 

‘It seemed clear that the whole situation would be more complicated.’ 
(arabiCorpus,Hayat97) 
 
The verb badaa in (119)-(120) indicates indirect evidentiality because the object of vision 

is non-observable. The abstract noun farihiin ‘happiness’ in (119) and noun phrase al-waḍʕa 

kullahu  sawfa yazdadu taʕqiidan ‘complication of the whole situation’ in (120) cannot be 

observed directly; rather the speaker infers them based on visual observation of people’s physical 

features in (119) and a general observation of the situation in (120). In these examples, the 

speaker is not sure 100% of the proposition expressed; rather, s/he considers the propositions 

expressed to be possible based on deduced inferential evidence. In (119), the speaker is not sure 

100% that they are happy, but s/he believes or thinks so based on the evidence. Similarly in 

(120), the subject is not certain that the situation will definitely be more complicated; rather, s/he 

believes that the proposition expressed is true based on the deduced inferential evidence.  

Previously, I showed that source-based perception in Arabic can also be expressed by 

verbless sentences with a percept noun functioning as the subject. This type of sentence does not 

indicate evidentiality because the speaker does not refer to the source of information. This is 

illustrated in (121) and (122):  

(121) tilka  l-lawhat-i  jamil-at-un 
 that   DET-painting-GEN  beautiful-3S.F-NOM 

‘That painting is beautiful.’      (JA, 2019) 
 
(122) a-ṭaʕam-u  ladhidu-un 
 DET-food- NOM delicious- NOM 

‘The food is delicious.’      (JA, 2019) 

In (121) and (122) , the speaker does not refer to any type of evidence; rather, s/he only evaluates 

the perceived object and makes a judgment. In (121), for instance, the speaker evaluates the 
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picture and judges that it is beautiful; similarly, in (122), the speaker evaluates the food based on 

tasting it and judges it to be delicious.  

4.  Verbs of Perception, Evidentiality, and Person  

Verbs of perception are polysemous and can indicate different types of evidentiality. In 

the previous section, we saw that the evidentiality encoded by these verbs is influenced by their 

complementation patterns, where the first person indicates direct evidentiality with a concrete 

NP object or a non-finite complement and indirect evidentiality (deductive or assumptive) or 

reported evidentiality with a finite complement headed by ann ‘that’. In this section, I show that 

the evidentiality of experiential verbs of perception in Arabic also changes based on the person 

of the subject, as in English and Polish (Gurajek, 2010).  

Examples (98)-(103), for instance, show the use of experiential verbs of perception with a 

first person singular subject. The use of a first-person subject with these verbs indicates that the 

subject is a perceiver; thus, the verbs of perception in those examples indicate direct 

evidentiality. Below, the same sentences are repeated, but the first person subject has been 

replaced with a third person subject:  

(123) shaʕr-a bi-zilzal-in  al-barihata 
 feel-PST.3S.M with-earthquake-GEN DET-last night 
 ‘He felt an earthquake last night.’     (JA, 2019) 
 
(124) shamam-a  ra’eḥt-a ḥareeq-in 
 smell-PST.3S.M smell-ACC fire-GEN 
 ‘He smelt a fire.’       (JA, 2019) 
 
(125) rai-tu  a-dumuʕ-a  ta-nhamiru  min  ʕeinei-ha 
 see-PST.1S  DET-tears-ACC  3PL.F.IMPF-run.down from  eyes-her 

‘I saw tears running down from her eyes.’    (JA, 2019) 

The use of a third person subject changes the evidentiality type. While sentences with first 

person subjects are interpreted as examples of direct evidentiality because the subject of the 
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verbs of perception in those examples is experiencing the event/action and also uttering the 

sentence, examples (123)-(125) are examples of reported evidentiality because the speaker is not 

the subject of the verbs of perception. That is, the speaker is not the experiencer of the action or 

of the perception; rather, s/he is reporting someone else’s experiences.  

Unlike the experiential verb of perception, person has no influence on the evidentiality 

indicated by the percept verb badaa ‘looked/seemed,’ because the evidence always lies with the 

speaker. This verb selects an experienced entity (Theme) as a subject.  

However, the situation is different with the activity verb of perception ʔabadaa 

‘expressed’. Previously, it was shown that this perfective third person form is a reported 

evidential. If this verb, however, has a first person subject, it is not evidential at all. This is 

because the subject, unlike with experiential verbs of perception, is not an experiencer, but rather 

is an agent. This is illustrated in the following example: 

(126) ʔbdai-tu   la-hu  eʕjabi  bima qadma 
express-PST.1S  to-him admiration for  what.he.presented 
‘I expressed my admiration to him for what he presented.’  

The first person subject in (126) is not referring to evidence; rather, s/he is describing what s/he 

did. S/he expressed his/her admiration voluntarily. S/he might express his/her admiration via 

facial expression or tell the presenter personally. 

5.  Aspect and Arabic Evidential Verbs of Perception  

According to Holes (2004), Arabic has two verb forms: the perfective (s-stem), which is 

traditionally associated with completed actions/events, and the imperfective (p-stem), which is 

traditionally associated with incomplete events or events that last for certain periods of time. 

There has been ongoing debate on whether the imperfective form in Arabic carries only tense or 

aspect or both. The tense of the imperfective form is irrelevant to this topic. It is, however, worth 
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mentioning that aspect influences the complementation pattern that the verbs of perception take 

when they indicate evidentiality, and maybe also the evidential type. For example, unlike 

perfective verbs of perception (section 3), imperfective evidential verbs of perception cannot be 

followed by a non-finite complement with a perfective verb or the perfect aspect marker qad, 

except for the verb of olfactory perception. This verb in some dialects can be followed by a 

perfective verb. The fact that the imperfective verb of the olfactory perception can have a 

complement with a perfective aspect, whereas the other imperfective experiential verbs cannot, is 

possibly due to the relationship between the perception indicated by a verb and the stimulus for 

that perception. That is, olfactory perception occurs after the stimulus takes place; however, 

other perceptions are simultaneous with the stimulus. In my dialect, for example, (127) is 

acceptable: 

(127) ʔa-shumu  ra’eḥt-a a-ṭabkhat-i   eḥtaraq-a-t  
  1S.IMPF-smell  smell-ACC DET-cooked.food-GEN burn.PST-3S.F 
 ‘I smell that the food is burned.’ (JA, 2019) 

The experiential verbs of perception in imperfective normally take a non-finite 

complement with an imperfective aspect when indicating evidentiality. In the arabiCorpus, I 

found a few examples of yushahidu ‘see’, yasmaʕu ‘hear’, and yashumu ‘smell’, where the non-

finite complement includes an imperfective verb. However, no examples are found for yaraa ‘I 

see’ and yahsʕuru ‘feel’ with this complementation pattern, although it is possible. Examples 

(128)-(130) present the evidential usage of imperfective verbs of perception with a non-finite 

complement: 

(128) ʔa-raa  Ali-an  ya-bki.     
 1S.IMPF-see Ali-ACC 3S.M.IMPF-cry 
 ‘I see Ali crying.’ (JA, 2019) 
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(129) ʔa-smaʕu kathiran hadhihi  al-ayami rijal-an  wa   
 1S.IMPF-hear a lot-ACC these  DET-days men-ACC and 
 nisa’-an ya-shkuuna  ḥalata  jafafin  ʕaṭifi 
 women-ACC 3PL.M.IMPF-complain case  drought emotional 
 ‘I hear a lot these days men and women complain of emotional drought.’  

(arabiCorpus, Shuruq, 2010) 
  
(130) wa ʔa-shummu baʕḍa al-aḥyani ra’eḥt-a al-khamari ta-fuḥu 
 and 1S.IMPF-smell some DET-times smell-ACC  DET-wine 3S.F.IMPF-emit  
 min-hu  maʕa   anna-hu  laa ya-shrabu 
 from-him although  that-he  NEG 3S.M.IMPF-drink 

‘I used to smell alcohol on him although I knew he was not a drinker.’  
(arabiCorpus, Watan02) 

In (129)-(130), the imperfective verbs of perception indicate direct evidentiality because the 

speaker is the perceiver of the evidence and the evidence is perceived directly. The evidence in 

these examples is presented differently because the imperfective verbs in Arabic can be used to 

indicate a present or habitual situation. In (128), the speaker sees Ali crying at the moment of 

speaking, whereas in (129)-(130), the events occur frequently. In (129), the speaker hears 

complaints from men and women repeatedly for several days. In (130), the speaker smells the 

wine from someone more than once.  

The imperfective verbs yaraa ‘I see’ and yashʕru ‘I feel’ in the arabiCorpus are nearly 

always followed by a finite clause proceeded by the complementizer anna ‘that’ when indicating 

evidentiality. I have also found a few examples of other imperfective verbs of perception, except 

for the verb of tasting yadhuqu, followed by a finite clause headed by the complementizer anna. 

Examples (131)-(135) illustrate the evidential usage of imperfective verbs of perception followed 

by a finite complement proceeded by the complementizer anna. 

 

 

 



 73 

(131) ʔa-raa  anna eshkaliyati al-yamin a-siyasiyati  al-ḥaqiqiyati   
 1S.IMPF-see that problem DET-Yemen DET-political  DET-real 
 heya fi al-maḍuuʕi a-dakhili 
 is in DET-issue DET-internal 
 ‘I believe that the real political problem in Yemen lies in the internal affair.’   

(arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
 
(132) u-shahidu anna kulla  maa kun-a  nu-ʕani   
 1S.IMPF-see that everything what have been-PST 3PL.IMPF-suffer 
 min-hu  mindhu akthara  min 35 sanatin  fi miṣra 
 from-it  since  more  than 35  years  in  Egypt  
 lam  ya-taghayara 
 not  3S.M.IMPF-change 

‘I see that everything we have been suffering from in Egypt for 35 years has not 
changed.’ (arabiCorpus, 2010) 

  
(133) ʔa-shʕuru anna thamata ʕuyun-an ta-tarasadu-ni 
 1S.IMPF-feel  that  there   eyes-ACC 3S.F-stalk-me 
 ‘I feel that there are eyes stalking me.’ (arabiCorpus, Masri 2010) 
 
(134) ʔa-smaʕu anna-ka munqaṭ iʕ  ʕan-hum 
 1S.IMPF-hear that-you not-in touch  with-them 
 ‘I hear that you are not in touch with them.’ (arabiCorpus, Watan02) 

(135) kulla hadhihi  al-munakhati ila janib umur  mutaʕadidatin  
 all these  DET-climates along  with  things  many  
 aṭlaq-at  al-ʕanana li-farḍi  al-ḥiwara al-masiḥi-al-sury 
 unleash-PST DET-rein to-force  DET-dialogue DET-Christian-Syrian 
 aldhi ʔa-shumu anna munakhati-hi aṣbaḥ-at mutaqadimatin  jidan 
 which 1S.IMPF-smell that  climates-its become-PST advanced  very 

‘All these climates, along with many other things, have unleashed the opportunity for 
Christian-Syrian dialogue which I think has become very advanced.’  
(arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
 

The verbs of perception in (131)-(135) indicate indirect evidentiality; the evidence is acquired by 

inference or from a secondhand or third-hand source. In (131), the imperfective verb ʔaraa ‘I 

see’ indicates deductive evidentiality because the inference is based on an observation of what 

was going on in Yemen at that time. The verb ushahidu ‘I see’ in (132) indicates assumptive 

evidentiality because the inference is based on experience, not only visual perception. The 

speaker assumes, based on his/her personal experiences, that Egyptians have been suffering from 
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the same thing for about 35 years. The verb of auditory perception in (134) indicates hearsay 

evidentiality. The verb of tactile perception in (133) and the verb of olfactory perception in (135) 

are instances of deductive evidentiality. In (133) and (135), the verbs of perception are used 

metaphorically. In (133), the verb of tactile perception expresses intuition; the speaker has an 

intuition that s/he is being stalked; maybe s/he saw people following him/her everywhere s/he 

went or maybe there were other signs that gave him/her that impression. In (135), the verb of 

olfactory perception expresses expectation.  

In these examples, the imperfective verbs of perception, other than the verb of auditory 

perception, are epistemic, as the speaker does not present the sentences as facts; instead, s/he 

believes/thinks that they are true based on inferential evidence. In (131), for example, the 

speaker does not know for sure that the main problem in Yemen is due to an internal issue, but 

s/he thinks so, based on his/her evaluation of the situation there. In (133), the speaker’s belief is 

based on his/her personal experience. The same analysis can be applied to the other sentences. 

The verb of auditory perception in (134) is not epistemic, as the speaker does not express his/her 

opinion on the proposition expressed.  

The verb of source-based also have an imperfective, yabduu ‘seem’. However, unlike 

experiential verbs, this imperfective verb seems to only indicate indirect evidentiality. Also, 

unlike the experiential perception, the verb yabduu takes the same complementation pattern as its 

perfective counterpart badaa ‘seemed’. Examples (136)-(137) present the evidential usage of 

yabduu ‘seems’.  
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(136) ya-bduu  mudira  maṣrif  libnan  Riad 
 3S.M.IMPF-seem governor bank  Lebanon Riad 
 Toufik Salameh mutafa’elan ʕinda al-ḥadithi ʕan al-waḍʕi 
 Toufik Salameh optimistic when DET-talking  about DET-situation 
 al-eqtiṣadi  fi libnan   
 DET-economic  in  Lebanon 

‘The bank of Lebanon’s Governor Riad Toufik Salameh looks optimistic when talking 
about the economic situation in Lebanon.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 

  
(137) ya-bduu   anna al-mamlakata al-mutaḥidati sa-tazdada   
 3S.M.IMPF-seem that DET-Kingdom DET-United will-increasingly 
 enʕizalan ʕan shuraka-eha al-urubiein   
 isolated from patterns-its DET-European 
 ‘It seems that the United Kingdom will be increasingly isolated from its European  

partners.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat97).  
 

The verb yabduu ‘seems’ in the examples above indicates indirect evidentiality. In (136), the 

speaker infers that the governor of the Bank of Lebanon, Raid Toufik, is optimistic, based on his 

facial expressions. However, in (137), the speaker bases his/her inference on the observation of 

the general situation. In this example, yabduu ‘seems’ may indicate assumptive evidentiality 

rather than deductive evidentiality – especially if a politician utters the sentence, as the inference 

would be based on reasoning and personal knowledge. The speaker in these examples is not 

100% sure of the proposition expressed. This shows that yaduu ‘seems’ in these structures is 

epistemic. 

6. Evidential Verbs of Perception and Epistemic Modality, Semantics, and Pragmatics 

 In previous sections, we saw that the experiential perception verbs, with the exception of 

the verb of auditory perception samiʕa ‘hear’, indicate an epistemic meaning when followed by a 

finite clause headed by anna ‘that’, but they do not when they are followed by a non-finite 

clause. The source-based verb of perception badaa ‘looked/seemed’ with evidential meaning 

always expresses an epistemic meaning. This phenomenon raises the question of whether these 

verbs with and without epistemic meaning operate on the propositional level of meaning. Fall 
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(2002) noted that previous formal accounts of evidentiality assume that evidentials behave like 

epistemic modals with regard to whether they provide semantic or pragmatic information. 

Accounts that take epistemic modals to contribute to the proposition usually also assume that 

evidentials contribute to the proposition expressed (i.e., provide semantic information), and those 

that take epistemic modals to provide pragmatic information analyze evidentials in the same 

way. However, she argued that this is not always the case. Faller (2002) stated that “it could be 

possible that epistemic modals are operational operators, but evidentials are not and vice versa” 

(pp. 109-110). She added that languages may differ in this respect. That is, in some languages, 

both epistemic modality and evidentiality could provide semantic information, whereas in other 

languages, epistemic modality and evidentiality could provide different kinds information. 

Furthermore, Faller claimed that it is even possible that within the same language, an epistemic 

modal and/or evidential could provide both semantic and pragmatic information. Therefore, she 

argued that diagnostic tests are needed to determine when the expression in question is part of 

the proposition expressed (i.e., part of the semantics) and when it is not (i.e., part of the 

pragmatics). 

Fall (2002) noted that various diagnostic tests have been used in the literature for this 

purpose, including the challengeability test. This test examines whether the expression in 

question contributes to the truth conditions of the proposition expressed. If yes, then it is part of 

the proposition expressed; if not, it falls outside of the proposition expressed. The test is 

described as follows:  

(138)  Check whether the meaning of the element in question can be questioned, doubted,  
rejected or (dis)agreed with. If yes, then it contributes to the truth conditions of the 
proposition expressed; otherwise, it does not. (Faller, 2002, p. 110) 
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This diagnostic test has been used by various researchers (e.g., Faller 2002; Gurajek, 2010; 

Murray, 2010) to investigate the contribution of evidential markers and epistemic modals. There 

is consensus that there is a basic distinction between the contribution of evidentials and epistemic 

modals. In the languages investigated by Faller, Gurajek, and Murray, epistemic modals 

contribute to the main proposition expressed because their modal force can be directly 

challenged, whereas evidential markers do not contribute to the main proposition expressed 

because they cannot be challenged directly.  

 Consider the Quechua examples bellow. In example (139), -mi indicates direct 

evidentiality.  

(139) a.  Ines-qa  qaynunchay ñaña-n-ta-n  watuku-rqa-n. 
   Ines-TOP yesterday  sister-3-ACC-mi visit-PST.1-3 
   p= ‘Ines visited her sister yesterday.’  
   EV= speaker saw that p 
 b.  Chiqaq-chu. 
    true-Q 
   ‘Is that true? 
 c.  Mana-n chiqaq-chu. 
   not-mi  true-NEG 
   ‘That’s not true.’ 
 d.  chiqaq-mi 
    true-mi 
   ‘True.’      (adapted from Faller 2002, p. 157) 
 
In (139), what is being questioned and agreed or disagreed with is the proposition ‘Ines visited 

her sister yesterday’, and not the way in which the speaker acquired this information. Thus, 

Faller argued that the direct evidentiality marker -mi does not contribute to the main proposition 

expressed. She also observed that the same pattern holds for the reported evidentiality marker -si, 

as in (140):  
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(140) a.  Ines-qa  qaynunchay ñaña-n-ta-s  watuku-sqa. 
   Ines-TOP yesterday sister-3-ACC-si  visit-PST.2 
   p= ‘Ines visited her sister yesterday.’ 
   EV= speaker was told that p.  
  b.  Chiqaq-chu. 
   true-Q 
   ‘Is that true?’ 
 c.  Mana-n Chiqaq-chu. 
   not-mi  true-NEG 
   ‘That’s not true.’ 
 d.  Chiqaq-mi. 
   true-mi 
   ‘True.’     (adapted from Faller, 2002, pp. 195-196) 
 

The challenges in (141b-d) affect only the proposition that ‘Ines visited her sister yesterday.’ 

Thus, Faller argued that the reported evidentiality marker -si also does not contribute to the 

proposition expressed.  

 Unlike these two markers, Faller argued that the conjectural -cha is not purely evidential; 

it indicates that the speaker arrived at his or her statement by reasoning, but it also encodes that 

the speaker is less than 100% certain that the proposition expressed is true. Thus, it should 

contribute to the proposition expressed. Example (141) illustrates the contribution of this 

evidential marker to the proposition expressed:  

(141) a.  Ines-qa  qaynunchay ñaña-n-ta-cha  watuku-rqa-n. 
   Ines-TOP yesterday sister-3-ACC-cha visit-PST.1-3 
   p= ‘Ines visited her sister yesterday’ 
   EV= speaker conjectures that p 
 b.  Chiqaq-chu. 
    true-Q 
   ‘Is that true?’ 
 c.  Mana-n chiqaq-chu. 
   not-mi  true-NEG 
   ‘That’s not true.’    
 d. Chiqaq-mi 
   true-mi 
   ‘True.’     (adapted from Faller, 2002, pp. 179-180) 
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As in the case with the test applied to the direct evidentiality marker -mi and the reportive -si in 

the previous examples, what is being question and agreed or disagreed with is the proposition 

‘Ines visited her sister yesterday’ and not that the speaker is conjecturing that Ines visited her 

sister yesterday. However, Faller argued that we cannot conclude from this that the modal 

meaning does not contribute to the proposition expressed since denying the truth of the 

proposition ‘Ines visited her sister yesterday’ also denies the possibility of this proposition. To 

test this, she used a situation where the challenger does not know for a fact whether the 

embedded proposition is true. Such a case is given in (142):  

(142) a.  Juan-cha voca-ta-qa suwa-rqa-n. 
   Juan-cha cow-ACC-TOP steal-PST.1-3 
   p= ‘Juan stole the cow.’ 
   MV: speakers considers it possible that p 
   EV: speaker conjectures that p 
 b.  Mana-n pay-chu kan-man ka-rqa-n. pay-qa   
   not-mi  he-NEG  be-3-IRR be-PST.1-3 he-TOP 
   mana-n  suwa-chu.  
   not-mi   thief-NEG 
   ‘It couldn’t have been him. He’s not a thief.’  
 c.  Ari. Pay-qa kan-man ka-rqa-n.  Ichaqa  mana-n  crei-ni-chu 
   yes  he-TOP be-IRR  be-PST.1-3  but  not-mi   believe-1-NEG 
   ‘Yes, he might have been the one. But I don’t believe it.’ 

(adapted from Faller, 2002, p. 181) 
 

In (142a), the speaker asserts that it was possibly Juan who stole the cow, and (142b) denies that 

this is a possibility because, according to what s/he knows about Juan, this is not a possibility. 

The speaker of (142c) agrees with the speaker of (142a) that there is a possibility that Juan stole 

the cow, but at the same time, s/he does not believe it. Thus, (142b) and (142c) deny or agree 

with the possibility of Juan being the thief without denying or asserting the truth of the 

proposition Juan stole the cow. 
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 Based on speech act theory, Faller (2002) argued that these three evidential markers are 

illocutionary markers. This claim is supported by the fact that they cannot occur in non-

illocutionary environments, and that their evidential force does not interact with propositional 

operators such as negation, but they do interact with illocutionary operators such as the question 

operator in content questions. She further argued that evidentials make the assertion of the 

proposition stronger than when the proposition is uttered without evidentials.  

 Using the challengeability test, I investigate below the contribution of the selected 

evidential verbs of perception to the proposition expressed with and without epistemic meanings. 

Example (143), for instance, illustrates the usage of the experiential verbs of perception to 

indicate only evidentiality:  

(143) a.  shahad-tu muḥtaj-iin   ya-ḥriq-uuna   ṣuran 
   see-PST.1S  protestors-ACC  3PL.M.IMPF-burn-3PL.M  pictures  
   l-l-ra’es   al-raḥil  Hafez  Al-Assad   
   for-DET-president  DET-former  Hafez Al-Assad  
   ‘I saw protestors burn pictures of the former president Hafez Al-Assad’ 
 b.  hal dhalika  ṣaḥii? 
   is that  true? 
   ‘Is that true?” 
 c.  ghayru ṣaḥiḥ.  laq kaan-uua ya-ḥriq-uuna   
   not true  in.fact were-3PL.M 3PL.M.IMPF-burn-3PL.M 
   ṣiwara  Bashar Al-Assad  
   pictures Basher Al-Assad 
   ‘That is not true. They were burning Basher’s Al-Assad pictures.’ 

What is being questioned in (143b) and denied in (143c) is the proposition that ‘the protestors 

were burning pictures of the former president’, and the evidential contribution that ‘I saw 

protestors burning the pictures of the former president Hafez Al-Assad.’ Thus, this shows that 

the evidential verb of perception in the example above does not contribute to the main 

proposition expressed. In (143a), the verb shahadtu ‘I saw’ affects the assertion of the 

proposition. That is, it makes the assertion of the proposition stronger than when the proposition 
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is uttered without the verb shahadtu ‘I saw.’ Thus, I assume that the verb shahadtu in this 

example is pragmatic, rather than semantic. The same analysis can be applied to other 

experiential verbs of perception with non-finite complements.  

The same pattern may also hold for the evidential experiential verbs of perception when 

they have a single entity complement. In Chapter 4, it was shown that the verbs shaʕartu ‘I felt’ 

and shamamtu ‘I smelled’ may indicate evidentiality when they take a single entity complement. 

The following example shows the contribution of the verb shaʕartu to the proposition expressed 

with a single entity complement:  

(144) a.  shaʕar-tu bi-zilzal-in  al-bariḥata 
   feel-PST.1S with-earthquake-GEN DET-last night 
   ‘I felt an earthquake last night.’ 
 b.  hal  dhalika  ṣaḥiḥ? 
   is  that  true? 
   ‘Is that true?’ 
 c.  ghayru  ṣaḥiḥ. al-hazatu al-arḍiati kaan-a-t 
   not   true.  DET-tremor DET-earth was-PST-3S.F 
   bisabab enfijari  lagham 
   due to  explosion mine 

  ‘Not true. The tremor was because of a mine explosion, not an earthquake.’ 

In this example, the question in (144b) can only target the proposition that ‘an earthquake 

occurred last night’ – it cannot target the evidential contribution of the verb shaʕartu ‘I felt’. 

Similarly, the follow up correction can target only what was felt, and not the evidential 

contribution (the feeling itself). Thus, this shows that the evidential verb of perception shaʕartu 

in the example above does not contribute to the main proposition expressed. That is, the verb 

shaʕartu does not contribute to semantics of the proposition, rather it affects the assertion of the 

proposition expressed. Thus, it operates on the pragmatic level.  
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The experiential verbs of perception were shown in Chapter 4 to have both evidential and 

epistemic meanings when followed by a finite complement. Example (145) illustrates the 

contribution of these verbs to the proposition expressed:  

(145) a.  ʔa-raa  anna eshkaliyati al-yamin a-siyasiyati  al-ḥaqiqiyati 
  1S.IMPF-see that problem DET-Yemen DET-political  DET-real 
  heya fi al-maḍuuʕi a-dakhili. 
  is in DET-issue DET-internal 
  ‘I believe that Yemen’s real political problem is in the internal issue.’ 
 b.  hal  dhalika  ṣaḥiḥ? 
   is   that  true? 
   ‘Is that true?’ 
 c.  ghayru ṣaḥiḥ.  eshkaliyati al-yaman al-ḥaqiqiyati  heya 
   not true  problem DET-Yemen DET-real is 
   bisababi al-tadukhulati  a-dawliti 
   due.to  DET-international  DET-international   

‘That is not true. The real political issue in Yemen lies in the international 
interventions.’  
 

In the example above, what the speakers in (145b-c) questioned and directly challenged is the 

proposition that ‘the real political problem in Yemen is in the internal issue, and not how the 

speaker in (145a) gained his/her information (inference). Therefore, the visual verb of perception 

ʔaraa ‘I see’ with indirect evidentiality also does not contribute to the main proposition 

expressed. Because the speaker in (145c) is not challenging the possibility that the real political 

problem in Yemen is in the internal issue, but rather the proposition ‘Yemen’s real political 

problem is in the internal issue’,  it can be concluded that the verb does not have an epistemic 

meaning. It can be said that the epistemic meaning in (145a) arises from the nature of the 

evidence (inference). That is, because the speaker in this example bases his/her claim on 

inference, s/he is less certain about that claim in comparison to when this verb is used to express 

direct evidentiality. The same analysis also applies to the other experiential verbs of perception 

that are followed by a finite complement.  
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A different situation can be observed with the verb badaa ‘seemed/looked’ or its present 

version yabduu ‘seem/look’ when used to indicate inferential evidentiality. 

(146) a.  yabduu   Khalid   mariiḍ-an  
   seem.3S.M.IMPF Khalid  sick-ACC 
   ‘Khalid looks sick.’ 
 b.  hal thalika  ṣaḥiḥ?  
   is that  true? 
   ‘Is that true?’ 

c.  laa,  rubama  ya-kunu murhaq-an mina    al-ʕamli 
   no maybe  is-3S.M.IMPF tired-ACC because.of  DET-work 
   ‘No, he may be tired because of work.’ 
 d.  laa,  huwa faqaṭ murhaq-an  mina  al-ʕamli 
   no,  he only tired-ACC because.of  DET-work 
   ‘No, he is only tired because of work.’ 
  
The question in (146b) targets the proposition ‘Khalid is sick’ and not how the speaker in (146a) 

gained his/her information. Thus, this shows that the evidentiality of this verb does not contribute 

to the main proposition expressed. Similarly to the experiential verbs, this example demonstrates 

that the evidential meaning of the source-based verb badaa is not semantic. However, unlike the 

experiential verbs of perception, the epistemic meaning of this verb contributes to the main 

proposition expressed. In (146c), we can see that the speaker is challenging the modal force, i.e. 

the possibility that Khalid is sick and not the proposition ‘Khalid is sick.’ Therefore, this shows 

that, unlike the experiential verbs of perception, the source-based verb badaa has both semantic 

and pragmatic meanings. Semantically, it contributes a modal meaning. Pragmatically, it affects 

the assertion of the proposition. Like the marker -cha in (142), it is possible that the speaker 

challenges the proposition ‘Khalid is sick’ if s/he knows for a fact that the proposition ‘Khalid 

may be sick’ is not true. However, we cannot conclude that the modal meaning of this verb does 

not contribute to the proposition expressed because denying ‘Khalid is sick’ also denies the 

possibility that ‘Khalid is sick.’  
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The same pattern holds for the verb when complemented by a finite complement (CP). 

This is shown in the following example:  

(147) a.  badaa   waḍiḥan anna al-waḍʕa   kullahu  sawfa    
   seem.PST.3S.M  clear  that  DET-situation whole  will   
   yazdadu  taʕqiidan 
   be.more  complicated  

  ‘It seemed clear that the whole situation will be more complicated.’ 
 b. rubama  yaḥduthu al-naqiḍu min dhalika 
   maybe  happen  DET-opposite  of  that 
   ‘Perhaps the opposite happens.’ 
  
In this example, the speaker of (147b) is challenging the possibility that the situation will be 

more complicated, and not the proposition ‘the situation will be more complicated.’  That is, 

what is being challenged is the modal force, not the simple proposition.  

To briefly summarize, the challengeability test shows that evidential meanings cannot be 

challenged directly, whereas epistemic modals can be. Thus, evidential meanings do not 

contribute to the semantic level of the main proposition expressed, whereas epistemic modals do. 

Applying this test to the verbs of perception in MSA, I showed that the evidentiality of these 

verbs does not contribute to the main proposition expressed. I assume that the evidentiality of 

these verbs provides pragmatic information because these verbs affect the assertion of the 

proposition expressed.  

The epistemic meaning of the experiential verbs of perception is observed to not 

contribute to the proposition expressed, Thus, it is concluded that the epistemic meaning of these 

verbs is not part of the semantics, but rather arises from the nature of the evidence (inference). 

However, the epistemic meaning of the source-based verb badaa ‘it seemed’ does contribute to 

the proposition expressed. Therefore, it is part of the verb’s semantics. 
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7.  Conclusion  

 Arabic does not have a mandatory system of evidentiality markers. Evidentiality, 

however, can be expressed by lexical items, such as verbs of perception. In this chapter, I 

examined the evidentiality of a number of Arabic verbs of perception. Following Viberg (1983), 

these verbs are divided into three groups: activity verbs of perception, experiential stative verbs 

of perception, and source-based/copula verbs of perception. Activity verbs of perception are 

rarely used evidentially. However, stative verbs are commonly used to indicate evidentiality. 

Throughout the chapter, I showed that these verbs indicate different types of evidentiality based 

on the subject (first or third person) and/or the complementation pattern. With first person 

subjects, they indicate direct evidentiality when followed by a non-finite complement and 

indirect evidentiality when followed by a finite complement. With third person subjects, they 

indicate reported evidentiality because the speaker is not the experiencer of the proposition 

expressed; rather, s/he is reporting someone else’s experience.  

 Unlike some languages, evidentiality in Arabic is not influenced by aspect. Both 

perfective and imperfective verbs of perception can be used to express the same type of 

evidentiality. However, aspect affects the complementation pattern that experiential verbs of 

perception take when they express direct evidentiality. The imperfective of these verbs cannot be 

followed by a non-finite complement with perfective verb or a perfect aspect maker. In some 

dialects, the imperfective verb olfactory perception can be followed by a complement with a 

perfective verb. Furthermore, while no example is found for the perfective verb shahada with a 

finite complement preceded by the complementizer anna ‘that’, I found a few examples of the 

imperfective pair of this verb with a finite complement preceded by anna. 
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 Using the challengeability test, I showed that the evidentiality of these verbs is not 

semantic; rather, they are pragmatic because they affect the assertion of the proposition 

expressed. While experiential verbs of perception indicate an epistemic meaning when followed 

by a finite clause preceded by anna ‘that’, their epistemic meaning is not part of the proposition 

expressed because its modal force is not directly challenged. I argue that the epistemic meaning 

of these verbs in this complementation pattern arises from the nature of the evidence 

(inferential). The epistemic meaning of the source-based verb badaa ‘looked/seemed’, however, 

does contribute to the proposition expressed because its modal force can be directly challenged.  
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Chapter 5: Arabic Evidential Perception Verbs and Grammaticalization 

 This chapter investigates whether or not Arabic evidential verbs of perception are 

grammaticalized or are grammaticalizing into auxiliary verbs. The chapter is divided into four 

sections. Section 1 defines the phenomenon of grammaticalization and presents that main 

mechanisms involved in the process. It also shows how this phenomenon has been analyzed by 

different approaches in the literature; section 2 addresses the grammaticalization of known 

grammaticalized evidentials; section 3 examines the grammaticalization of Arabic perception 

verbs with evidentiality; and section 4 concludes.  

1. Grammaticalization  

 Grammaticalization is a process whereby a linguistic element changes status from lexical 

to grammatical, or from grammatical to even more grammatical. Examples of 

grammaticalization include the change of the verb of motion go in English to an auxiliary verb, 

such as be going to, and the change of the preposition for to the complementizer for. Heine 

(2003, p. 579) argued that the grammaticalization of a linguistic expression involves four 

interrelated mechanisms:  

i. desemanticization (or “bleaching,” semantic reduction): i.e., a loss of lexical 

meaning;  

ii. extension (or context generalization): i.e., use in new contexts;  

iii. decategorialization: i.e., a loss of morphosyntactic characteristic of the source 

forms, including the loss of independent word status (cliticization, affixation);  

iv. erosion (or “phonetic reduction”): i.e., loss in phonetic substance.  

Heine (2003) noted that each of these mechanisms is related to different aspects of language use: 

(i) semantics, (ii) pragmatics, (iii) morphosyntax, and (iv) phonetics. He noted that in (ii), the 
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lexical element may acquire a new meaning similar to its original meaning. He emphasized that, 

while these mechanisms involve a loss in properties, there is also a gain. That is, at the time a 

linguistic element undergoing grammaticalization loses semantic, morphosyntactic, and/or 

phonetic features, it also gains new features in new contexts.  

 Heine (2003) represented the development of these mechanisms in a three-stage model, 

which he referred to as an overlap model (Heine, 2003, p. 579): 

i. There is a linguistic expression A recruited for grammaticalization.  

ii. This expression acquires a second use pattern, B, with the effect that there is 

ambiguity between A and B.  

iii. Finally, A is lost, and there is now only B.  

According to Heine (2003), grammaticalization behaves like a “a chain-like structure” (p. 579). 

He emphasized that not all cases of grammaticalization proceed to stage (iii); the process of 

grammaticalization may stop at (ii). However, he argued that if the process reached (iii), the 

second use of B tends to be conventionalized.  

 While virtually all authors agree on the general theme of grammaticalization – that a 

linguistic element changes from lexical to grammatical, or from grammatical to more 

grammatical – different theories have been adopted to explain how this phenomenon proceeds. 

For example, one line of research focuses on the cognitive foundations of the process. On this 

approach, patterns of conceptual transfer lead from a concrete domain (source domain) to an 

abstract domain (target domain). Such transfers are described as metaphorical processes. 

According to Heine et al. (1991), a prominent pattern of metaphorical transfer in 

grammaticalization has the structure of ontological domain shift described in (148), where the 

domains to the left of each arrow are more concrete than the domains to the right:  
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(148) Person > Object > Activity > Space > Time > Quality  

Another line of research, which is usually referred to as “context-induced 

reinterpretation”, emphasizes the pragmatics of the process. On this approach, 

grammaticalization requires a specific context, leading to an increase in the contexts where the 

grammaticalized element is used, which in turn leads to the high frequency of the use of that 

element. Different models have been proposed to account for context-induced reinterpretations: 

invited inferences, perspectivization, schematization, and prototype extension. (For more 

information, see Heine et al., 1991, Chapter 2.)  

Recently, grammaticalization has been analyzed in terms of structure. Using a generative 

framework, van Gelderen (2004) defined grammaticalization as structural raising from a lower 

position to higher position in the syntactic tree. The process of cross-clausal grammaticalization 

is discussed in relation to complementation. Van Gelderen argued that the combination of 

clauses often leads to the grammaticalization of the higher predicate and the merging of the bi-

clausal structure into a mono-clausal one. That is, not only is the main predicate is affected when 

it is grammaticalized, but also the other clause loses some of its structural layers – the CP layer 

and maybe some of its TP layer. She represented the stages of cross-clausal grammaticalization 

as (149), going from the least to the most grammaticalized: (taken from van Gelderen, 2004, p. 

5)  

(149) a. [clause] [clause] 

 b. [clause] and/then [clause] 

 c. [clause  [that/wh clause]] 

 d. [clause [SUBJ clause]] 

 e. [clause  [(c) (DP) non-finite clause]] 
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 f. [clause AUX V] 

 g. [clause Affix-V] 

She argued that there are three kinds of changes in cross-clausal grammaticalization; one 

is related to the CP (the discourse layer); one is related to the TP layer (the grammatical layer 

involving Tense ‘T’, modality ‘Mod’ and Aspect ‘ASP’); and one is related to the VP layer 

(lexical verbs and arguments). She argued that the paths of the CP grammaticalization are 

different from the ones in the TP and VP; the grammaticalization of the CP layer includes 

phrases change into heads or heads change into higher heads, whereas TP and VP layers involve 

only changes from lower heads to higher heads. In her book Grammaticalization as Economy 

and other works (e.g. 2008 and 2011), van Gelderen proposed several Economy Principles 

underlying these changes, namely Head Preference Principle (HPP), Late Merge Principle 

(LMP), Feature Economy, and Maximize Featural Economy.  

2. Grammaticalization of Evidentials  

 According to Aikhenvald (2011), the grammaticalization of evidentials follows two 

general paths. In the one path, evidentials develop via the grammaticalization of a lexical 

element, usually a verb and less frequently a noun. In the second path, grammaticalized markers 

of evidentiality evolve out of what she referred to as evidentiality strategies, such as the perfect, 

a past tense participle, or modality.  

 Based on cross-linguistic data from languages that have grammaticalized markers of 

evidentiality, Willet (1988) observed that markers of direct evidence arise from sensory verbs of 

perception, that markers of reported evidence arise from verbs of speaking, and that markers of 

inferential evidence often arise from perfects or from verbs of visual observation. For example, 

the Wintu non-visual evidential -nthEr is derived from the verb *mut- ‘hear, sense, feel’ plus     
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*-hEr ‘passive’, with a concurrent loss of the stem vowel followed by nasal assimilation; in 

Maricopa, the corresponding suffix -ʔa is derived from the verb ʔav- ‘hear’ after phonological 

reduction and the visual evidential -ʔyuu is derived from the verb yuu- ‘see’ plus the first person 

prefix -ʔ-. For reported evidence, Makah’s third-hand hearsay evidential -waad is derived from 

waa ‘say’ plus the passive suffix -ʔit; Akha’s quotative comes from the verb ‘speak, say’. Willet 

(1998) noted that the development of these evidentials not only involved syntactic changes and 

phonological fusion or reduction, but also a generalization in the meaning of the morphemes 

involved. In each case, the scope of meaning for these evidentials is widened. He claimed that 

while they had a verbal scope before grammaticalization, they have now a propositional scope 

because they are used to indicate the source of the speaker’s information for his/her assertion. 

 While the visual verb see in English remained unchanged, van Gelderen (2004, 2008) 

argued that the past form saw is grammaticalized when followed by a bare infinitival 

complement. She provided evidence that saw is moving towards an aspectual marker in such 

usage. She argued that, unlike in Old English and other Germanic languages, the bare infinitive 

after the verb saw must refer to a completed event, as in (150a); thus, the present tense in (150b) 

is ungrammatical:  

(150) a.  I saw him cross the street.  
 b.      * I see him cross the street. 

She added that the other indications that the complement in (150) has perfective aspect is that 

adding ‘for hours’ to (151a) is dispreferred by most English speakers because the adverbial 

phrase ‘for hours’ forces a durative reading, which is incompatible with perfective aspect. 

Example (151b) is acceptable although the verb saw has the same tense, past. This is because the 

verb in the complement is imperfective.  
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(151) a.       ? I saw him read the book for hours.  
 b.  I saw him reading the book for hours.  

 Because the infinitive complement of the verb of perception saw cannot take another 

aspectual auxiliary, such as have or be, as in (152)-(153), she argued that the verb saw is base-

generated in the ASP or moves to it: 

(152) *I saw him have crossed the street.  

(153) *I saw him be crossing the street.  

Based on these data, van Gelderen argued that the verb saw checks perfective aspect of the 

complement when followed by a bare infinitive, as in (150a), but it does not when followed by a 

complement with a present participle verb, as in (151b). In the latter case, she argued that the 

verb saw is a main verb. She suggested a syntactic tree for the auxiliary evidential saw as (154), 

and a syntactic tree for the main verb saw as in (155).  

(154)    
 
 

 TP 
   4 
  T’ 
  4 
             T                   ASPP 
 saw    4 
              ASP’ 
   4 
   ASP          vP 
   [pf] 4 
   saw  DP																	v’	
	 	 	 	 	him			4 
               v																					VP	
	 	 	 	 	 											4 
             V’	
	 	 	 	 	 																						4 
              V																					….  
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(155) 

 ASPP 
    4 
  VP 
   4 
             V’	
	 	 4 
   V	 									ASPP	
	 	 	 4 
  saw         ASP’ 
              4 
            ASP         vP 
            [impf]   4 
            -ing        DP	 								v’	
	 	 	 	 	 him		4 
              v		 					VP	
	 	 	 	 	 	 							4 
          V’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 				4 
              V  …. 
            cross 

In (154), ASP is perfective and is occupied by the verb of perception saw; thus, this clause 

cannot have another aspectual auxiliary. In (155), according to van Gelderen (2018), the ASP 

head is imperfective and occupied by the imperfective verb in the complement and not by the 

verb saw. She argued that the verb saw in (154) moves to Mood because it has an evidential 

meaning. She claimed that this usage is only possible for the perfective saw because it is a stage 

for which we have definite evidence.  

 Gisborne and Holmes (2007) investigated the development of evidentiality and evaluative 

meanings of the English verbs of appearance, such as appear, seem, look, and sound. They also 

examined these semantic changes of these verbs with the question whether there is an increase 

subjectivity diachronically. In sketching the semantic changes of these verbs, they observed that 

the first usages of these verbs did not involve these meanings. For example, it is observed that 



 94 

the first sense of appear in the Oxford English Dictionary (OED) is ‘to come forth into view’; 

there is no evidentiality in this definition. This is shown in the following example:  

(156) Apered an ongel of heuene in here slepe.   (Gisborne & Holmes, 2007, p. 2) 
 ‘Appeared an angel from heaven in her sleep.’ 
 
However, they showed that this verb is used later in middle English with a sense of ‘impersonal’ 

sense of ‘seeming’: ‘it seems’. The first example with this sense is observed in The Merry Wives 

of Windsor, III. i. 72.  

(157) Page. Hee’s the man should fight with him 
 Shal. It appears so by his weapons   (Gisborne & Holmes, 2007, p. 2) 

Gisborne and Holmes (2007) argued that this sense of the verb appear is evidential as the source 

of the inference (evidence) is given by the phrase by his weapons. They also argued that this 

sense is subjective as it suggests that the speaker is making a judgment.  

  Based on the data, Gisborne and Holmes (2007) observed that the development of these 

verbs involves not just a semantic change, but also a syntactic change. They claimed that all of 

the verbs of appearance have become raising verbs, taking a predicative complement and a 

subject and failing to assign a semantic relation to speaker. They argued that this semantic 

relation can only be constructed by linking the speaker to discourse context through the force-

dynamic relationship of initiator and endpoint. This is illustrated in (158). 

(158) a.  Peter looks drunk to his boss.   (Gisborne & Holmes, 2007, p. 7) 
 b.  Peter looks drunk.  

On this account, the experiencer his boss is the endpoint of the force-dynamic relationship in 

(158a), and the speaker is the endpoint in (158b). Gisborne and Holmes (2007) assumed that 

there is a default linking to the speaker when there is no explicit experiencer phrase associated 

with these verbs. According to Gisborne and Holmes (2007), this kind of linking captures the 



 95 

subjectivity of this kind of construction. That is, the construction in (158b) is subjective because 

the speaker is not stated, whereas the construction in (158a) is not because the speaker is stated. 

In other words, the construction in (158b) is grammaticalized because the speaker is established 

as an argument of the verb through grammatical construction, whereas (158b) is not.  

 The grammaticalization of these verbs (appear, seem, sound, and look) was also 

addressed by van Gelderen (2018). She showed that these verbs are grammaticalized into copula 

verbs. Based on the inner aspect and argument structure of these verbs, van Gelderen (2018) 

showed that the semantics of these verbs has changed over the time. For example, she showed 

that the verb appear has changed from an intransitive stative or change of state verb into a mood 

auxiliary. She noted that this verb was originally intransitive, meaning ‘be visible’, as in (158), 

and ‘become visible, come forth, be clear’, as in (160). 

(159) This  Sterre ...  that  wee clepen  the  Lode Sterre,  ne   apperethe  not  to hem 
 This  star  that  we  call  the  Lode Star,  not  appears  not  to them 
 ‘This star, which we call the Lode Star, is not visible to them.’ 
 (OED, 1366 Mandeville's Trav. xvii. 180; cited in van Gelderen, 2018, p. 161) 
 
(160) Aperede an ongel of heuene in here slepe.  
 ‘(There) appeared an angel from heaven in her sleep.’  
 (OED, c1250 Kent. Serm. in Old Eng. Misc. 27; cited in van Gelderen, 2018, p. 161)  
 
She argued that it became a stative copula in the 14th century, as in (161): 

(161) a.  And the Lord siȝ, and it apperide yuel in hise iȝen. 
   ‘And the Lord saw and it appeared/was evil in his eyes.’ 

(OED, a1425 Wycliffite Bible L.V. Royal Isa. lix. 15; cited in van Gelderen, 2018, 
p. 161) 

 b.  Our greatness will appear Then most conspicuous.  
    (OED, 1667 Milton Paradise Lost ii. 257; van Gelderen, 2018, p. 161) 
  
Further, van Gelderen (2018) represented the features involved in the change as in (162), from 

change of state (‘become visible’) or stative (‘be visible’) to stative aspect with uncertain mood.  
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(162) V(intransitive)  >  Pred (copula) (van Gelderen, 2018, p. 162) 
  appear    appear 
 [be/come visible]   [uncertain mood] 
 [Theme]    [Theme] 

 For the verb look, van Gelderen (2018) showed that this verb was first used as a durative 

verb as in (163), with an Agent and optionally a Theme, expressed by means of a preposition.  

(163) a.  He  on  heofon  locode 
   he  on  heaven looked 
   ‘He looked towards the heavens.’  

(OED, West Saxon Gospels: Mark Corpus, vi. 41; cited in van Gelderen, 2018, p. 
173) 

 b.  eagan  hi  habbað  & hig  ne  lociað.  
    eyes  they  have   and  they  not  look 
   ‘They have eyes but do not look.’  

(OED, Lambeth Psalter cxxxiv. 16; cited in van Gelderen, 2018, p. 173) 
 
Further, van Gelderen (2018) noted that the verb look was used in Middle English as an 

intransitive verb, and she believed that this usage was a precursor for the copula use.  

(164) Wurðliche  hie  deð lokin  ðe  manne  ðe  hes  luuieð.  
 decently  it  makes  look  the  man  that  it  loves 
 ‘It makes the man look decent who loves it.’ 
 (MED, 1225, Vices & Virtues 133-134) 
 
She argued that the copula arose due to the increase in ambiguity of the adverb, due to the loss of 

the adverbial -e ending before -liche/ly endings took over. This change is shown in (165), where 

two variants of the same text are used; (165a) with an adjective and (165b) with hungriliche as 

adverb.  

(165) a.  So hungri and so holewe · sire herui him loked. 
   ‘So hungry and hollow Sir Harvey looked to him.’ 
   (MED, Piers Plowman, A-text, V, 108; cited in van Gelderen, 2018, p. 174) 
 b.  So hungriliche and holwe sire Heruy hym loked. 

  ‘So hungrily and hollow Sir Harvey looked to him.’ 
(MED, Piers Plowman, B-text V, 189)  
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According to van Gelderen (2018), by late Middle English, the copula use is frequent, as in 

(166):  

(166) The statue of Mars ... loked grym as he were wood.  
 (MED, c1385 Chaucer CT.Kn. A.2042; cited in van Gelderen, 2018, p. 174) 
 
 The changes in this verb are represented in (167), with loss of the durative aspect, loss of 

the Agent, and a change in the semantic features to a similar meaning in the copula.  

(167) V(transitive)  > Pred 
 locian     look 
 [durative]   [stative] 
 [Agent] [Theme]  [Theme] [Experiencer] 
 
According to van Gelderen (2018), this is an unexpected change; the copula’s origin might 

instead be from a different variant, for example the Middle English verb lokede, which is listed 

with the meaning of ‘expect’ in the OED, as in (168): 

(168)  For  æuere  heo  lokede   whænne  Hengest come  an-uuenan. 
 Because  ever  they  anticipated  when  Hengest  come  to-them 
 ‘Because they were always anticipating that Hengest would come.’ 
 (OED, Layamon, Caligula 7731; cited by van Gelderen, 2018, p. 175) 
 
According to van Gelderen (2018), seem was the only copula in Old English specialized for 

mood and the verb sound came into the language as an unaccusative in 1300 and was extended to 

a copula in 1375.  

To represent the structure of these copulas and others, van Gelderen (2018) used the 

structure (169) with a Pred(icate) Phrase because its head can assign a Theme role to the 

grammatical subject, which she argues is the main characteristic of copula verbs.  

(169)         PredP 
     4 
     DP           Pred’ 
   4 
  Pred          DP/AP/PP 
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 This section has defined the phenomenon of grammaticalization and presented the major 

characteristics that accompany it. Some of the influential analyses were also provided. In my 

analysis of grammaticalization of the perception verbs, I will adopt van Glederen’s (2004) 

definition of grammaticalization. In the following section, I investigate the grammaticalization of 

Arabic evidential verbs of perception.  

3.  Arabic Verbs of Perception and Grammaticalization 

 Arabic verbs of perception do not involve any phonological fusion or reduction when 

they are used evidentially. However, this does not necessary mean that they are not 

grammaticalized or at least are in the process of grammaticalization; in the previous section, we 

saw that some English verbs of perception are grammaticalized even though they are not 

phonologically reduced. In this section, I explore whether or not the Arabic verbs of perception 

are grammaticalized when they are used evidentially. The experiential verbs of perception are 

addressed first in section 3.1, and then source-based verbs are addressed in section 3.2.  

3.1.  Experiential Perceptional Verbs  

The prototypical meanings of Arabic verbs of perception were provided in section 4.2, 

chapter 4. For convenience, the usage of these verbs with the basic meaning will be repeated 

here. Activity verbs of perception are ignored here because these verbs are rarely used 

evidentially. The following examples show the basic usage of experiential verbs of perception:  

(170) ra’aa  Ahmed arnab-an  fi saḥat-i   al-manzil-i 
 see.PST.3S.M Ahmed rabbit-ACC in  yard-GEN DET-house-GEN 
 ‘Ahmed saw a rabbit in the house yard.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(171) shahad-a Ahmed  arnab-an  fi saḥat-i   al-manzil-i 
 see-PST.3S.M Ahmed  rabbit-ACC  in yard-GEN DET-house-GEN 
 ‘Ahmed saw a rabbit in the yard of the house.’  (JA, 2019) 
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(172) samiʕ-a Ahmed  sawt-an ghareeb-an dhakhila  l-ghurfat-i  
 hear-PST.3S.M Ahmed  sound-ACC strange-ACC  inside   DET-room-GEN  
 ‘Ahmed heard a strange sound inside the room.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(173)  shʕar-a Ahmed  bi-shai-in   taḥta qadami-hi 
 feel-PST.3S.M Ahmed  with-pain-GEN  under foot-his 
 ‘Ahmed felt a pain in his foot.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(174) shamm-a   Ahmed  ra’eḥat-a eṭr-in  jamil-in  
 smell- PST.3S.M Ahmed  smell-ACC perfume-GEN  beautiful-GEN  
 ‘Ahmed smells a beautiful perfume’ (JA, 2019) 
 
Of these verbs, the verb of tactile perception shʕar-a in (173) is a prepositional (transitive) verb, 

where it its object is preceded by the preposition bi ‘with/of.’ This verb is always coupled with 

the preposition bi in MSA, especially when it has a noun phrase complement or non-finite 

complement. In this example, we see that the object is assigned genitive case from the 

preposition, and is not assigned accusative case from the verb. The other experiential verbs in 

(170)-(174) are regular transitive verbs. They assign accusative case to their single object 

complement.  

 As indicated in Chapter 4, these verbs are used evidentially when have a deictic meaning 

in addition to their perception meaning. They usually refer to another proposition or contain 

another layer of meaning providing evidential information. This additional meaning in turn 

influences the basic semantic meaning of these verbs and also the syntactic structure in some 

usages. The following examples represent the evidential usage of the verb of tactile perception 

shʕara ‘felt’ and the verb of olfactory perception shamama ‘smelled’ when followed by an NP 

object.  

(175) shaʕr-tu  bi-zilzal-in   al-barihata 
feel-PST.1S  with-earthquake-GEN DET-last.night 
‘I felt an earthquake last night.’  (arabiCorpus, Sayd) 
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(176) shamam-tu  ra’eḥt-a  ḥareeq-in 
smell-PST.1S smell-ACC  fire-GEN 
‘I smelled a fire.’ (arabiCorpus, Sayd) 

Although these two verbs with the evidential meaning in examples above have a complement 

schema similar to their basic perceptual meaning, their semantics is slightly changed. The 

semantic change is due to the nature of the complement in both the plain perceptual and 

evidential perceptual meanings. For example, while the object of the verb shaʕra in (173) refers 

to a concrete object that was physically touched by the experiencer, the object in (175) denotes 

an event, which the subject (experiencer) experienced even without his/her body physically 

touching the ground. S/he may have been sitting on a chair or lying on a bed, but s/he felt the 

event of the earthquake nonetheless. In (176), the noun complement of the verb of olfactory 

perception shamamtu ‘I smelled’ implies an event of burning, whereas the noun complement of 

this verb in (174) does not imply any event. Syntactically, we can observe that the two verbs, 

however, did not change. They still behave like a full verb because they are main verbs of these 

the sentences. The syntactic structure for the verb shaʕrtu in (175) is represented in (177), and 

the structure for the verb shamamtu in (176) is represented in (178), with the verbs located in V, 

moving to T to check past tense. I assume that these verbs also move to Mood to check 

Evidentiality.  
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(177)  
          

CP 
4 
          C’ 
          4 
         C   MoodP 
  5 

              Mood’ 
5 
Mood      TP 
shaʕrtu    5 
[+Evid]					DP         T’ 

       ExP      5 
      [Nom]   T          vP 
       shaʕrtu   5 
        [+pst]   DP																								v’	
	 	 	 											 				Exp.							5 
                                                                 v                        VP 
             5 
                                      V’ 
              5 
                                                                                           V’                      DP 
                       5      al-barihata 
            V                        PP  
                   shaʕrtu       % 

                                                                                                    bi-zilzal-in    
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(178)  
 

CP 
4 
          C’ 
          4 
           C MoodP 
                   4 
                                   Mood’ 
               4 
            Mood              TP 
         shamamtu 4 
          [Evid]                   T’ 
               4 
                                     T                  vP 
                     shamamtu4 
               Exp.         v’ 
               4 
               v							            VP 
               4 
                                                                                                      V’ 
               4 
                                                                                            V                  DP 
                  shamamtu   @ 

             ra’eḥta ḥareeq-in  
 

Noteworthy, there is no clear and strong evidence that the perception verbs in the 

structures above, also in the other examples below, should move to the Mood to check the 

evidentiality. One of the main obstacles to argue for the obligatory movement of the perception 

verbs to Mood when used evidentially as in (177) and (178) is the lack of clear category of 

adverbs in Arabic to check if the evidential perception verbs occur before or after and TP 

adverbials. According to Fassi (1998, p. 10) “constituents which correspond to (or translate) so 

called adverbs in English come in essentially three categorial varieties, AP, NP, or PP.” He 

added that “in terms of morphosyntactic properties, Arabic constituents which function as 

adverbs do not appear to have any specific or unifying characteristics which set them apart as a 

category” (p.11). What’s more, Al-Aqad (2013) showed that the position of these lexical 
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expressions that function as adverbs in the sentence in MSA is flexible. They may appear in 

different positions. In fact, this can be seen in example (175). In this example, the NP al-barihata 

that functions as an adverb in Arabic may occur in between the verb and its complement or at the 

beginning of the sentence, and not only at the end of the sentence as in the example. The other 

obstacle is that in one analysis of the structure of sentences in Arabic, it is argued that the subject 

is not being in the Spec of TP. According to Soltan (2007), the subject in standard Arabic in the 

word order VSO is base generated in the VP, and it can get its case (nominative) through 

features’ checking with the T. Under this analysis, the verb is higher than the subject because it 

moves to the T to check the past tense when having the form (s-stem), or the aspect to check the 

imperfective aspect when having the form (p-stem). Under this analysis, it could be argued that 

the perception verbs as in structures (177) and (178) evaluates the feature of evidentiality in 

those positions when used evidentially.  

However, because the evidential meaning of these verbs is cancelled when they are 

preceded by a negation marker as in (179), I highly I assume that these verbs actually move to 

the Mood when used evidentially.  

 (179) lam   ʔa-shʕur      bi-zilzal-in           al-barihata 
 not.PST 1S.IMPRf-feel     with-earthquake-GEN     Det-last.night  
 ‘I did not feel of an earthquake last night.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
While this verb in (175) expresses an evidential meaning, in this example it does not. Here, the 

negation marker indicates that there was no tactile perception of the event; and thus, there is no 

evidential meaning. Syntactically, this can be interpreted on the fact that the movement of the 

verb to the Mood is blocked by the head Neg, as in the structure (180):  
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(180) 

CP 
4 
           C’	
	 4 
  C	 								MoodP	
	 	 4 
            Mood’	
	 	 	 4 
   Mood			        TP	
                                             4 
                                                        T’ 
                                             4 
                       T                  NegP 
          [pst]      4 
                 Neg’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 					4 
         Neg	 															vP	
	 	 	 	 	 	 			lam	 			4 
                          v’	
	 	 	 	 												 	 	 	 4 
                          v	          VP 
                          4 
                            V’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 										 	 	 	 4 
                          V’																				DP	
	 	 	 	 	 												 	 																												4     al-barihata 
                    V	 									PP		
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 				ʔa-shʕur      @ 

                                                                                              bizilzalin 	
  

As can be seen in the syntactic structure above, the head Neg occurs between the head V and 

Mood, so the verb can’t move to the Mood. Therefore, it does not express an evidential meaning.  

 The other reason to assume that these verbs move to the Mood is that they indicate a 

pragmatic meaning in that they hedge on the assertion of the proposition when they are used with 

evidential meaning. They make the assertion of the proposition expressed in the sentence 

stronger than in the sentence without perception verbs. This can be illustrated in the following 

examples:  
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(181) ḥadath-a  zilzal-un al-barihata 
 occur-PST.3S.M earthquake DET-last.night 
 ‘An earthquake occurred last night.’ (JA, 2019) 
 
(182) shaʕr-tu  bi-zilzal-in   al-barihata 

feel-PST.1S  with-earthquake-GEN DET-last.night 
‘I felt an earthquake last night.’  (arabiCorpus, Sayd) 

The two sentences in these examples express the same main proposition, which is ‘an earthquake 

occurred last night.’ However, the proposition in (182) has a stronger degree of assertion because 

the speaker gave a personal evidence on its occurrence. The proposition in (181) could be true in 

reality, and it could be a rumor. Here, the speaker in (181) did not assert the truth of the 

proposition expressed, and the proposition have both possibilities.  

 With respect the grammaticalization of these verbs, based on van Gelderen’s definition of 

grammaticalization, I argue that these verbs with a single object complement as in the case with 

the verb of tactile perception ‘shaʕrtu’ in (175) and the verb of olfactory perception ‘shamamtu’ 

in (176) are not completely grammaticalized because they are not raised to higher grammatical 

category. They are still in the V, as represented in the structures (177) and (178). However, based 

on the mechanisms of grammaticalization proposed by Heine (2003), I assume that these two 

verbs in this construction are semi-grammaticalized as their semantic meaning is slightly 

changed, and their meanings are extended where they are used in a new context to indicate an 

evidential meaning.  

 A different situation can be observed with the verb of visual perception ra’aa ‘saw’ in 

past tense when followed by verbal complement. In what follows, I will show that unlike the 

other experiential perception verbs when followed by verbal complement, the verb ra’aa is base-

generated in higher position than V; thus, it is grammaticalized. In chapter 4, we saw that the 

experiential verbs ra’aa ‘saw’, shahad-a ‘saw’, samiʕ-a ‘heard’ and shaʕr-a ‘felt’ in the past 
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tense can be followed by a verbal complement with an imperfective aspect. The examples are 

repeated below for convenience.  

 (183) ra’ai-tu a-dumuʕ-a ta-nhamiru  min  ʕeinei-ha 
 see-PST.1S  DET-tears-ACC 3PL.F.IMPF-run.down from  eyes-her 
 ‘I saw tears running down from her eyes.’ (arabiCorpus, aghani) 
 
(184) shahad-tu muḥtaj-iin  ya-ḥri-quuna    ṣuran  l-l-ra’es  
 see.PST.1S  protestors-ACC 3PL.M.IMPF-burn-3PL.M  pictures for-DET-president  
 al-raḥil  Hafez  Al-Assad walidu al-ra’es  al-ḥali  
  DET-former  Hafez Al-Assad father DET-president DET-current 

‘I saw protestors burning pictures of the former president Hafez Al-Assad, the father of 
the current president.’ (arabiCorpus, Ghad01, 2011) 
 

(185) wa samiʕ-tu hitafat-in tu-hajmu  Maher Al-Assad 
 and hear- PST.1S  slogans-ACC 3PL.F.IMPF-attack  Maher Al-Assad  
 sahqiq   Bashar wa qaa’ed  al-haras al-jamhuri 
 brother  Bashar and   leader  DET-Guard DET-Republican 

‘and I heard slogans attacking Maher Al-Assad, the brother of Bashar and the leader of 
the Republican Guard.’ (arabiCorpus, Ghad01, 2011). 

 
(186) shaʕr-tu bi  yad-in  ta-lmisu  katif-i  
 feel-PST.1S  with  hand-GEN 3S.F-IMPF-touch shoulder-my 
 naẓar-tu  khalf-i… heya…  ṣadiqatu  pedro…  
 look-PST.1S  back-my she is  friend   Pedro     
 ‘I felt a hand touching my shoulder… I looked back… She is… Pedro’s girlfriend.’   

(arabiCorpus, Madbuli) 

In these examples, the sentences consist of two clauses; one includes the perception verbs and 

the experiencer subject, and the other one includes the complement. We can observe that the 

subjects of the complement a-dumuʕ-a, muḥtaj-iin, hitafat-in and yad-in are assigned by a 

linguistic element in main clause (higher clause in syntactic tree). The subject (yad-in) of the 

tactile perception shaʕr-tu in (186) is assigned genitive case from the preposition bi, whereas the 

other subjects are assigned accusative case from the perception verbs. Thus, this indicates that 

the complement lacks the CP layer based on the notion of phase by Chomsky’s (2001). The two 

clauses have only one tense indicated by the perception (higher verb), and one aspect 
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(imperfective indicated by the verb in the complement). The sentences, however, have different 

syntactic structures based on whether the two verbs have a mono-verbal clause construction or 

not. For this, I rely on the passivization of the higher verb’s strategy to check whether the verb is 

in V or not. If the sentence can be passivized, I assume that the verb is in V; if not, it is in higher 

position. Applying this strategy to the examples (183)-(186), the sentences will be like (187)-

(190):  

(187) #ru’aia-t      a-dumuʕ-u          ta-nhamiru  min  ʕeinei-ha 
   see.PST.PSV.3Plfem     Det-tears-NOM   3PL.IMPF-run.down from eyes-her 
   ‘Tears were seen running down from her eyes.’ (JA, 2019) 

(188) shuhid-a  muḥtaj-iin       ya-ḥri-quuna   ṣuran  l-l-ra’es 
 see.PST.PSV.3S.M protestors.ACC    3PL.M.burn. 3PL.M  pictures for-DET-president 
 al-raḥil  Hafez  Al-Assad … 
 DET-former  Hafez Al-Assad … 
 ‘Protestors were seen burning pictures of the former president Hafez Al-Assad.’ (JA,  

2019) 
 
(189) wa sumiʕ-at hitafat-in tu-hajmu  Maher Al-Assad 
 and hear.PST.PSF slogans-ACC 3PL.F.IMPF-attack  Maher Al-Assad 

 ‘Some protestors were heard attacking Maher Al-Assad.’  (JA, 2019) 

(190) *shuʕir-a  bi-yad-in  ta-lmisu  katif-i  
   feel.PST.PSF  with-hand-GEN 3S.F-IMPF-touch shoulder-my 
   ‘A hand was felt touching my shoulder.’ (JA, 2019) 

In these examples, the passive sentence in (187) with verb of visual perception ra’aitu in the 

original text (Arabic) is unacceptable to native speakers. The verb of visual perception shahadtu 

is used with passive meaning instead of the verb ra’aaitu. Thus, I assume that the verb ra’aaitu 

with the verbal non-finite complement in (183) is raised to a position higher than the V where the 

voice can be made. Because the verb ra’aitu still assigns a theta role (Experiencer) to the subject, 

I assume that it is in little v. So, it behaves like light verbs. The verbs of visual perception 

shahad-tu ‘saw’ and the verb of auditory perception samiʕ-tu ‘heard’ are still in the V because 
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they can be passivized. The active voice with anonymous subject is preferred with the auditory 

verb samiʕ-tu than the passive sentence, but the passive is still acceptable. The verb of tactile 

perception shaʕr-tu ‘felt’ is also in the V because it can’t be passivized.  

 Using the VP-shell, which first proposed by Larson (1988), the verbal structure of the 

sentence (183) can be represented as a mono-clausal one with the verb ra’ai-tu ‘saw’ in the little 

v and the verb in the complement in the V, as in (191). The perception verb ra’ai-tu ‘saw’ moves 

to T to check past tense; and then I assume that it moves to Mood to check evidentiality. The 

verb in the complement moves from V to the ASP to check the imperfective aspect.   

(191) 
  
         CP 
4 
         C’ 
        4 
         C  MoodP 
     4 
    Mood’ 
      4 
    Mood  TP 
   [Evid]    4 
  ra’ai-tu            T’ 
    4 
    T          vP 
    [pst]  4 
    ra’ai-tu               v’ 
        4 
       v          ASPP 
               ra’aitu 4 
                DP	 										ASP’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 					a-dumuʕ-a			4 
                  ASP         VP 
             [impf]       4 
             ta-nhamiru                      V’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 												4 
                    V       … 
              ta-nhamiru 
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 The verbs of shahad-tu ‘saw’ and samiʕ-tu ‘heard’, however, are in the V, and they 

merge with the ASPP of the complement, and the verb. The clauses have a bi-clausal structure. 

The structure of the verb shahad-tu ‘saw’ in (184), for instance, can be represented as (192). 

(192)  
  
         CP 
4 
          C’ 
 4 
 C	 								MoodP	
	 	 4 
  	 								Mood’	
	 	 	 4 
   Mood												TP	
                                    [Evid4 
            shahadtu                T’ 
                                             4 
                        T                 vP 
             [pst]  4 
                      shahad-tu        v’ 
                    4 
                     v                 VP	
	 	 	 	 										 	 	 4 
                         V’ 
              4 
               V              ASPP 
                  shahad-tu4 
                                  ASP’ 
                   4 
                ASP       VP 
                         [IMPF]    4 
         yaḥriquuna   V																				….	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 yaḥriquuna	 	
       

 The structure for the sentence (186) can be represented in (193), where the complement 

merges with the preposition and not the verb.  
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(193) 

CP 
   4 
  C’ 
  4 
 C           MoodP 
    4 
             Mood’ 
     4 
   mood  TP 
   [Evid]   4 
   shaʕrtu	            T’ 
     4 
      T          vP 
     [pst] 4 
     shaʕrtu	                 v’ 
               4 
	 	 	 	 	 	 												v	 						VP	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 								4 
             V’ 
             4 
             V	 	 		PP	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 shaʕrtu					4 
           P’ 
          4 
          P        ASPP 
           4
                           ASP 
  

Based on the previous structures, I argue that the verb ra’ai-tu ‘saw’ is more 

grammaticalized than the other experiential perception verbs when followed by a verbal 

complement with an imperfective aspect because it is raised to higher position in syntactic tree as 

in (191). It still merges early, but it can be said that it is decategorized where it is changed into 

light verb. The other verbs shahad-tu ‘saw’, samiʕ-tu ‘heard’, and shaʕa-r-tu ‘felt’ that can occur 

in the same structure are not completely grammaticalized because they are still in V. However, it 

can be said that they are semi-grammaticalized because their basic meanings are changed as a 

result of being used in a new context to indicate the evidential meaning.  
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Furthermore, the past verb ra’ai-tu seems to be base-generated in a position higher that 

the V when followed by a non-finite complement with a perfective verb as in (194); thus, it is 

grammaticalized. This is also based on the fact the passive of the sentence in (195) with this verb 

is unacceptable. The passivized sentence with the verb shahada in (196) is more acceptable.   

(194) ra’ai-tu-ha  akhadh-at  al-huṣan-a 
 see.PST.1S-her take.PST.3S.F  DET-horse-ACC 
 ‘I saw her take the horse.’ 
 
(195) #ru’ui-at  endama akhadh-at  al-huṣan-a 
    see.PST.PSV.3S.F when  take.PST.3S.F  DET.hourse-ACC 
    ‘She was seen when she took the horse.’ 

(196) shuhid-at  endama akhad-at  al-huṣan-a 

 see.PST.PSV.3S.F when   take.PST.3S.F  DET-horse.ACC 

 ‘She was seen when she took the horse.’ 

In (194), we can see that the perception verb ra’ai-tu assigns accusative case to the pronoun -ha 

that is thematically related to the verb in the complement. Thus, this shows that the complement 

lacks the CP layer. Based on the interpretation of the sentence, we can observe that the subject 

expresses his visual observation for a completed event in the past. In other words, the two 

clauses have one tense (past) expressed by the perception verb and one aspect (perfective) should 

be expressed by the verb in the complement. Thus, this shows that the two verbs behave like a 

mono-clausal structure. Because the passive sentence (195) is unacceptable, I assume that the 

verb of visual perception ra’aa in (194) is also raised to higher little v.  The verbal structure of 

the sentence (194) can be represented in (197), using the VP-shell verbal structure, with the 

perception verb ra’aitu in the little v, and moves to T to mark the past tense; then, I assume that 

it moves to the Mood to mark the evidentiality. The verb in the complement will be in the V and 

moves to ASP to check the perfective aspect.   
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 (197) 

 CP 
  4 
  C’	
	 4 
 C	 										MoodP	
	 	 4 
        Mood’ 
   4 
   Mood	 										TP	
	 	 	 [Evid]	4 
   ra’ai-tu           T’ 
               4 
     T          vP 
     [pst] 4 
     ra’ai-tu            v’ 
       4 
        v          ASPP 
              ra’ai-tu 4 
                   DP          ASP’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 												-ha		 4 
                  ASP          VP	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 										[prf]							4 
                akhadh-at                    V’	

										4 
                   V                 … 
                    akhadh-at 

 In chapter 4, we saw that the verb ra’aa ‘saw’ can be followed by non-finite complement 

with perfect marker qad as in (108) or a participle as in (110), repeated below as (198) and (199), 

respectively. In this evidential usage, however, the verb ra’aitu is not grammaticalized because it 

is still in V, as in the following examples.  

(198) ra’aitu  ṭulab-a  l-madarisi  wa-qad  kharaj-uu 
 see.PST.1S students-ACC DET-schools and-had get.out-PST.3PL.M   
 li-taḥiyit  al-ra’es   Mubarak 
 for-greeting DET-president  Mubarak 
 ‘I saw school students had come out to greet the president Mubarak.’ 

(199) rai-tu   jar-a-na   amami   rakiban   ḥimari-hu  
 see-PST.1S  neighbor-ACC-our  in.front.of.me  riding   donkey-his 
 ‘I saw our neighbor in front of me riding his donkey.’ 
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In (198), we can notice that the perception verb ra’aitu assigns accusative case to the subject 

ṭulab-a l-madarisi that is thematically related to the verb kharj-uu in the complement. Thus, this 

indicates that the complement lacks the CP layer. However, unlike the previous examples, the 

perception verb ra’aitu here merges with the aspect marker wa qad and not with the verb kharja-

uu. Therefore, the two verbs cannot be accommodated in one verbal structure using the VP-shell, 

which in turn indicates that the perception verb ra’ai-tu is still in the V of the higher clause, and 

the verb in the complement is in the V of the lower clause. In other words, the sentence has a bi-

clausal structure. Note, in these two sentences, the perception verb ra’aitu expresses a meaning 

similar to its basic meaning, which is ‘I saw something’. Thus, it is not even semi-

grammaticalized because its meanings did not change here.  

 The verbal structure for the sentence (198) will be like (200), with the perception verb 

ra’ai-tu internally merging in the V and moving to T to check the past tense; and then I assume 

that it moves to Mood to check evidentiality. It merges with the ASP, not with the verb in the 

complement. Thus, the two verbs cannot be accommodated in the same structure. The verb 

kharajuu will be in the V of the lower clause, and the aspect marker wa-qad is in the ASP to 

check the perfect aspect.  
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(200)  

          CP 
4 
          C’ 
												4 
           C	 					MoodP	
	 	 4 
        Mood’	
	 	 								4 
             Mood	 			TP	

								[Evid]4 
                ra’aitu              T’ 
                  4 
                 T             vP 
                            [pst]   4 
             ra’aitu            v’ 
                           4 
                         v	 								VP	
	 	 	 												 	 	 											4 
                 V’	
	 	 	 	 									 	 	 									4 
                 V  ASPP 
            ra’aitu    4 
                      ASP’ 
                           4 
                     ASP  vP 
                  [perfect]   4 
                 wa-qad            VP 
           4 
            V 
           kharajuu 
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 In example (199), the participle phrase ‘rakiban ḥimari-hu’ is an adjectival where it 

modifies the noun ‘jarana’. The verbal structure for this sentence can be represented as in (201).  

(201) 

 CP 
  4 
  C’	
	 		4 
   C	 										MoodP	
	 	 4 
       Mood’	
	 	 									4 
          Mood     TP 
          [Evid] 4 
          ra’ai-tu     T’ 
         4 
           T   vP 
          [pst]  4 
          ra’ai-tu  v’ 
       4 
       v           VP 
       4 
                 V’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 												4 
                  V         DP 
                            4 
                   D’ 
                 4    
                 D’       AP 
                           4      1	
               NP								1 
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 				jarana   1 
                               1 
																																																																																																																																															rakiban	ḥimari-hu	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
 Furthermore, this verb is not grammaticalized in the present tense even when it is 

followed by a non-finite verbal complement as in (202). This is because it is still base-generated 

in the V and not raised to a higher position in the syntactic tree, as will be shown in the structure 

of the sentence.  

(202) ʔa-raa   Ali-an   ya-bki         
 1S.IMPF-see Ali-ACC  3S.M.IMPF-cry 
 ‘I see Ali crying.’ (JA, 2019) 
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In this sentence, the two clauses have one tense implied by the imperfective perception verb ʔa-

raa and two aspects. The act of perception by the verb ʔa-raa is represented as incomplete, and 

so is the event expressed by the verb ya-bki in the complement. Thus, the perception verb in the 

higher clause merges with the ASP and not the V. The structure for the sentence (202) can be 

represented as (203), with the perception verb in the V, and moves to ASP to check the 

imperfective aspect, and then I assume that it moves to the Mood to check the evidentiality. It 

does not move to the T because Aoun et al (2010) argued that the T in present tense in Arabic 

lacks the feature [+V]. The verb ya-bki is located in the V of the lower and moves to ASP to 

check the imperfective aspect. Due to space limitation, the lower VP is not represented in the 

structure.  
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(203) 
 CP 

   4 
            C’ 
	 4 
 C	 									MoodP	
	 	 4 
       Mood’	
	 	 									4 
          Mood     TP 
          [Evid]  4 
           ʔa-raa     T’ 
         4 
          T  ASPP 
         4 
       ASP’ 
         4 
         ASP             vP 
        [impf]  4 
        ʔa-raa            v’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 												4 
        v	 								VP	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 											4 
                 V’ 
                 4 
                  V   ASPP 
            ʔa-raa     4 
                     ASP’ 
           4 
                   ASP 
                   [impf] 
                   yabki 
 

 The same pattern also holds for the other perception verbs in the imperfective form when 

followed by verbal complement. This is shown in the following examples:  

(204) ʔa-smaʕu  kathiran  hadhihi  al-ayami  rijal-an  wa  
 1S.IMPF-hear a lot-ACC  these   DET-days  men-ACC  and  
 nisa’-an  ya-shkuuna     ḥalata  jafafin   ʕaṭifi  
 women-ACC  3PL.M.IMPF-complain case   drought  emotional 
 ‘Men and women these days are frequently heard complaining of emotional drought.’  

(arabiCorpus, Shuruq, 2010) 
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(205) wa  ʔa-shummu    baʕḍa     al-aḥyani  ra’eḥt-a           al-khamari     ta-fuḥu 
 and  1S.IMPF-smell some      DET-times  smell-ACC    DET-wine     3S.F.IMPF-emit 
 min-hu   maʕa   anna-hu  laa  ya-shrabu 
 from-him  although  that-he  NEG  3S.M.IMPF-drink 
 ‘I used to smell alcohol on him although I knew that he was not a drinker.’ (arabiCorpus,  

Watan02) 
 

In (204), the verb of auditory perception in the present tense ʔa-smaʕu has a habitual aspect 

because it is coupled with the adverb hadhihi al-ayami ‘these days’, whereas the verb ya-

shkuuna ‘complain’ in the complement has an imperfective continuous aspect. Thus, the two 

clauses have different aspectual interpretations. Similarly in (205), the verb of the olfactory 

perception ʔa-shummu indicates an imperfective habitual aspect because it is coupled with the 

adverb baʕḍa  al-aḥyani ‘sometimes’, whereas the verb in the complement ta-fuḥu has an 

imperfective continuous aspect. The two perceptions verbs merge with the aspect of the lower 

clause, and not the verb.  

 Finally, the experiential verbs are not grammaticalized including the verb of visual 

perception ra’ai-tu ‘saw’ when followed by finite complement headed by the complementizer 

anna ‘that’ because they are still in V. This is shown in the following examples:  

(206) bada’a-na  hadhihi  al-majmuʕati      min  al-maqalati  bi-raṣdi 
 start-PST.1PL  these   DET-collection    of  DET-articles with-identifying 
 tisʕati   taḥadiyatin  dhakar-tu-ha    fi  maqalat-i 
 nine   challenges  mention-PST.1S-them  in  article-my 
 al-sabiqati.    wa  dhakar-na         khamsatu asbabin  ra’ai-tu 
 DET-previous    and  mention-PST.1PL five  reasons  see-PST.1PL 
 anna  muʕẓam  hadhihi  a-taḥadiy-at        ta-rjaʕu           la-ha 
 that  most   these   DET-challenges.3PL.F  3PL.F-due      to-them 
 ‘We began this collection of articles by identifying nine challenges which I mentioned in  

my previous article. I also mentioned five reasons that I saw that most of these challenges  
are caused by them.’ (arabiCorpus, Masri, 2010) 
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(207) shaʕar-tu  anna  al-malik-a         wa al-ameer-a   qad  taqabal-aa 
 feel-PST.1S  that  DET-king.ACC     and DET-prince-ACC      had  accept-PST.2DU 
 min-i   hadhihi   al-mulaḥaẓati   fa-ṭalab-aa   min-i 
 from-me  this   DET-remark   so-ask-PST.2DU from-me 
 an  ataṣil-a  bi-Nuri  wa  adʕu-hu  ila  l-qaṣri 
 to  call   with-Nuri  and  invite-him  to  DET-palace 
 ‘I felt that the king and the prince had accepted this remark. So, they asked me to call  

Nuri and invite him to the palace.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
 

(208) samiʕ-tu  anna-ka  tu-maris   al-ʕazfa  ʕala  al-bianu 
 hear-PST.1S  that-you  3S.IMPF-practice  DET-play on DET-piano 
 ‘I heard that you practice playing piano.’ (arabiCorpus, Hayat96) 
 
(209) kulla  hadhihi   al-munakhati   ila janib  umur  mutaʕadidatin 
 all  these   DET-climates   along  with  things  many 
 aṭlaq-at  al-ʕanana  li-farḍi  al-ḥiwara  al-masiḥi al-sury 
 unleash-PST  DET-rein  to-force  DET-dialogue DET-Christian  DET-Syrian 
 aldhi  ʔa-shumu   anna  munakhat-i-hi      aṣbaḥ-at  mutaqadimatin   jidan 
 which  1S.IMPF-smell that  climates-ACC-its become-PST  advanced  
 very 
 ‘All these climates, along with many other things, have unleashed the opportunity for  

Christian-Syrian dialogue which I think has become very advanced.’ (arabiCorpus,  

Watan02) 

The perception verbs in this structure, as indicated in chapter 4, expresses an indirect 

evidentiality. We can notice that the basic semantic meaning is changed. For example, the verb 

ra’ai-tu in (206) expresses a meaning of observation, and not a visual perception of something. 

There is some kind of vision, but no single object is identified directly by the vision. The verb of 

tactile perception shaʕar-tu in (207) indicates an internal feeling, and not a physical feeling as 

the case with the prototype meaning of the verb. In (208), the verb of auditory perception 

expresses a meaning similar to it basic meaning; however, in this usage, the speaker distances 

him/herself from the what is heard. Finally, the verb of olfactory perception in (209) is used with 

the meaning of expectation. There is no smelled stimulus, as is the case with the prototypical 

meaning of this verb.  
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 Syntactically, the sentences in the examples of consists of two clauses combined by the 

particle anna ‘that.’ This particle belongs to a group of particles, referred to in grammar books as 

inna wa akhawatiha ‘inna and its sisters.’ The group includes, inna ‘that’, anna ‘that’, kanna ‘as 

though’, lakinna ‘but’, lianna ‘because’ laʕalla ‘perhaps.’ They are part of the class of words 

that are referred to by traditional grammarians, such as Hasan (1975), as nawasikh, i.e. particles 

that change the case of the lexical words that follow them. The members of this group cause a 

shift of the case of the nouns that follow them into accusative. Ryding (2005) argued that the 

particles of this group functions as subordinating conjunctions. She added that the particle anna 

‘that’ is used with verbs that assume or claim that the following clause’s assertion is statement of 

fact. The main point I want to make her is that the perception verbs in the examples above merge 

with the subordinating conjunction anna ‘that’ that functions as a complementizer, and not with 

the verb in the complement. Both verbs are finite. In (207), for instance, the verb taqabal-aa with 

the perfect marker qad refers to an event that had occurred before the internal feeling. The verbal 

structure of the sentences (206)-(209) will be something like (210), with the perception verb in 

the V, and moves to T to check the past tense in (206)-(208), and ASP in (209) to check the 

imperfective aspect; and then I assume that it moves to mood to check the evidentiality.  
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(210) 

 CP 
  4 
            C’ 
           4 
           C			 						MoodP	
	 	 4 
          	 	 						Mood’	
	 	 	 4 
   Mood	 										TP	
	 	 	 [Evid]	4 
              T’ 
               4 
     T         ASPP 
     [pst]      4 
                ASP’ 
       4 
       ASP          vP 
                  [IMPF]4 
                v’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 										4 
                  v      VP 
                 4 
                V’ 
                 4 
                  V	 	 				CP	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 									P.V.	
	

	 Based on this structure, I argue that the experiential perception verbs with the CP 

complement including the verb of visual perception ra’ai-tu ‘saw’ are not grammaticalized 

because they are still in the V. However, because their semantic meanings are changed in this 

structure, it can be said that they are semi-grammaticalized.  

 To summarize, in this section, I showed that of the experiential perception verbs under 

investigation, only the verb of visual perception ra’ai-tu can be considered fully 

grammaticalized, but only in the past tense and when followed by verbal complement. When it is 

followed by the aspect marker qad or a participle it is not grammaticalized. In the present tense, 

this verb is semi-grammaticalized when followed by a verbal complement because its semantic 

meaning is slightly changed as a result of being used in a new context, but it is not raised to 
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higher position in the syntactic tree. It is still in the V. Furthermore, the verb ra’aitu is semi-

grammaticalized when followed by a CP complement for the same reasons mentioned before.   

The other experiential perceptions verbs are not fully grammaticalized because they are still in 

the V even when followed by verbal complement. However, because their semantic meanings 

are influenced as a result of being in new context, they can be considered semi-grammaticalized. 

In the following section, I examine the grammaticalization of the source-based perception verb 

badaa ‘looked/seemed. 

3.2. Source-based Verb of Perception 

 The source-based verb badaa ‘looked/seemed’ is used in MSA as an intransitive verb 

with a meaning of change of state as in (211) or stative as in (212):  

(211) badaa   al-hilalu  
appear.PST.3S.M DET-crescent.moon  
‘The crescent moon appeared.’  

(212) badaa   Ahmed  masrur-an  fi  l-ḥafl-i 
 look.PST.3S.M Ahmed  happy.ACC at DET.ceremony.GEN 
 ‘Ahmed looked happy at the ceremony.’   

In (211), it has a meaning of ‘become visible’ where in in (212) it is used with the meaning of 

‘be visible.’ In both meanings, the subject is assigned a Theme role. It is hard to determine which 

meaning of the verb comes to use in the language due to the lack of the historical data. Thus, in 

my analysis I will just focus on the lexical status of the verb when it is used with evidential 

meaning. This verb when used evidentiality, it is used only as stative verb with a modality 

meaning of possibility. It may select an adjectival complement as in (211) and (210) or a finite 

complement as in (214):  

(213) ya-bduu  Ali mariḍ-an 
  
 3S.M.IMPF.look Ali sick-ACC 
 ‘Ali looks sick’ 
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(214) badaa  waḍiḥan anna al-waḍʕa  kullahu  sawfa  yazdadu taʕqiidan 
 seem.PST.3S.M clear  that  DET-situation whole  will  be.more complicated 

‘It seemed clear that the whole situation will be more complicated.’  
(arabiCorpus, Hayat97) 
 

In chapter 4, we saw that using the Challengeablity test, the verb badaa/yabduu in such 

structures has a modal meaning because its modal force can be challenged directly. In (213), for 

instance, the speaker is not 100 % sure that Ali is sick; but, based on the speaker’s evaluation of 

the physical features of Ali, s/he judged that Ali is sick. The degree of certainty may increase 

when the verb is combined with another evidential elements in the sentence such the adverb 

waḍiḥan ‘clear’ in (214). The subject in this example is kind of certain that the situation will be 

complicated based on his/her investigation and observation of what is going on, but s/he is still 

not 100 % sure that the case will be so. Because the verb yabduu/badaa in the examples above 

assigns a Thematic role to the subject Ali in (213) and to the finite clause in (214), I argue that it 

is not a modal auxiliary, rather it moves to modality in a syntactic tree from a position where it 

can assign a theta role to its argument.  

 To test if the verb badaa/yabduu moves to Modality in syntactic tree or not, I will use the 

Arabic word yumkin which has a meaning similar to the English modals ‘may/might.’ Unlike 

English, MSA does not have a clear class of modal auxiliary verbs, but the word yumkin may 

help us to see if badaa/yabduu moves to the head of modality because it can be used as a verb 

and has a meaning of possibility. The examples (215) and (216) below show that it is 

ungrammatical to have the verb badaa/baduu combined with the word yumkin in the same 

sentence;  

(215) *yumkin  Ali ya-bduu    mariḍ-an 
     may  Ali 3S.M.IMPF-look  sick 
    ‘*Ali may look sick.’ 
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(216) *yumkin   badaa  waḍiḥan anna al-waḍʕa     kullahu  sawfa    
 may     look.PST.3S.M clear  that  DET- situation whole  will    
 yazdadu taʕqiidan 
 be.more complicated 
 ‘*it may seem that the whole situation will be more complicated’ 
 
I assume that the ungrammaticality of these sentences is because both lexical items yumkin ‘may’ 

and the source-based verb yabduu/badaa have the same meaning and projected in the same 

position. I assume that both words are projected in the head of ModP or move to it because they 

indicate an epistemic meaning.  

 Based on van Gelderen’s (2018, p.153) definition of copula as a lexical expression 

“linking a DP, AP, or PP to a DP in subject position, assigning a Theme role to the latter, and 

adding modal and aspectual meanings,” I argue that the verb badaa in (213) is copulative. Thus, 

the structure of this sentence can be represented as (217), with the verb in Pred and moves to 

Mod to mark the modality meaning, and then I assume that it moves to Mood to check the 

evidentiality.  
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(217)  
           CP 
  4 
            C’ 
 4 
            C	 									MoodP	
	 	 4 
	 	 	 					Mood’	
	 	 									4 
	 	 							Mood	 					TP	
	 	 						[Evid]			4 
	 	 						yabduu	 	 			T’	
	 	 	 	 					4 
	 	 	 	 						T	 	 		ModP	
	 	 	 	 						 						4 
	 	 	 	 					 	 	 Mod’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 				4 
	 	 	 	 	 	 			Mod	 	 PredP	
	 	 	 	 	 																	[Epis]							4 
	 	 	 	 	 	 				yabduu	 	 Pred’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 						4	 	
              Pred            AP 
              yabduu       mariḍ-an   
 
  
 With the finite complement as (214), this verb always appears with a third singular 

masculine active form. It behaves like the modal auxiliaries in English, expect that it still assigns 

a Theme role to the clausal complement. Thus, I argue that in this structure, the verb 

yabduu/badaa is grammaticalized into modal verb. The sentence (214) can be represented as in 

(218), with the verb badaa in the V and moves to Mod to check the epistemic meaning, moves to 

T to check the past tense, and then moves to Mood to check the evidentiality.  
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(218)  

 CP 
  4 
           C’	
	 4 
          MoodP	
	 	 4 
         Mood’	
	 	 	 4 
   Mood	 										TP	
	 	 	 [Evid]	4 
   badaa          T’ 
              4 
               T        ModP 
     [pst]     4 
     badaa      Mod’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 									4 
               Mod      vP 
              [Epis]  4 
              badaa                  v’ 
              4 
               v     VP 
               4 
             V’	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 				4 
                   V	 														CP	
              badaa 

 Based on these data, I argue that the source-based verb badaa/youduu in MSA is 

grammaticalized when used with evidential meaning. When it is followed by an adjectival 

predicate, it functions as a copulative verb. That is, it is decategorized where it changes from 

fully content verb to linking verb (copula). It also moves to grammatical position in the syntactic 

tree, which is Mod. With the finite complement, it behaves like modal auxiliary verbs in English 

in that it always appears in one form, which is third person singular active form, and indicate a 

modal meaning. Because it assigns Theta role, I argue that it still base-generated in the VP layer 

and moves to Mod as in (218). I assume that this verb may raise to Mod in the future based LMP 

explained above.  
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4. Conclusion  

 This chapter has examined the grammaticalization of Arabic evidential verbs of 

perception based on van Gelderen’s (2004) definition of grammaticalization, with the 

consideration of the mechanisms involved in the process of grammaticalization. I argued that the 

evidential perception verbs with a single object complement are semi-grammaticalized because 

only their semantic meanings change as a result of being used in a new context, but they are not 

raised to higher position in syntactic tree. They are still in the V.  

 When these verbs are followed by non-finite complement, I argued that the verb of visual 

perception ra’aa ‘saw’ is grammaticalized when followed by verbal complement because it is 

raised to little v in the syntactic tree, and also its semantic meaning is extended where it is used 

with evidential meaning, and purely perceptual meaning. When followed by the aspect marker 

qad or participles, the verb ra’aa is not grammaticalized because it is still in the V. In the present 

tense, this verb is not fully grammaticalized altgough it is followed by verbal complement 

because it is not raised to little v, as is the case with past tense. It can be considered as semi-

grammaticalized verb because its basic meaning is changed as a result of being used in a new 

context. The other experiential verbs of the verbs under investigation in this study are semi-

grammaticalized in both the present and past tense because only their semantic meanings are 

extended, but they are not raised to higher position in the syntactic tree.  

 When the experiential perception verbs, including the verb ra’aa ‘saw’, are followed by a 

CP complement (finite complement), they are not fully grammaticalized because they are still in 

the V. Because their semantic meanings are changed as a result of being used in evidential 

context, I argue that they are semi-grammaticalized.  



 128 

 Unlike this class of verbs (experiential perception verbs), the source-based verb 

badaa/yabduu ‘seemed/seem’ is always grammaticalized when used evidentially. When it is 

followed by an adjectival predicate, it becomes a copula. With the finite complement, it becomes 

a modal verb.  Because the verb still assigns a theta role, I argued that the verb is not base-

generated in the Mod, rather it moves to it from the V position where it can assign a Theme role 

to the clausal complement.  
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Chapter 6: Conclusion  

This dissertation examines the evidentiality of Arabic verbs of perception. The previous 

literature has not analyzed the evidentiality of these verbs in standard Arabic in depth. Thus, I 

hope this study provides an organized description of how these verbs in Arabic can indicate 

evidentiality in addition to their basic perception meaning. The analysis shows that there is 

remarkable similarity in the evidential usage of verbs of perception between Arabic and other 

languages, such as English, German, and Polish. For example, it was observed that the evidential 

meaning of these verbs, in particular the experiential verbs, is influenced by their 

complementation patterns. That is, experiential verbs of perception indicate direct evidentiality 

when complemented by a non-finite complement, but they indicate an indirect evidentiality when 

complemented by a finite CP complement. Furthermore, it was shown that the evidentiality of 

the experiential verbs of perception may be influenced by the person of the subject. With first 

person subjects, they indicate direct evidentiality when followed by a non-finite complement 

because the subject experienced the event him- or herself; however, with third person subjects, 

they indicate reported evidentiality because the speaker is not the person who experienced the 

event; rather, s/he is reporting someone else’s experience. The source-based verb of perception is 

mostly used to indicate inferential evidentiality.  

Differences between Arabic and English, German, and Polish exist. For example, Whitt 

(2008) reported that the German experiential verbs of perception cannot be followed by an 

imperfective non-finite verb. In Arabic, however, they can. In Chapter 4, I showed that most of 

the experiential verbs of perception can be followed by a verbal non-finite complement with an 

imperfective verb. Furthermore, Gurajek (2010) claimed that unlike the experiential perception 

verbs in English, the verbs of source-based perception are not associated with evidentiality when 
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used with the progressive form. Contrary to English, she also reported that the source-based 

verbs indicate an evidential meaning only when they are in imperfective. She argued that the 

perfective equivalents of the source-based verbs of perception in Polish do not indicate 

evidentiality at all. In this dissertation, however, I showed that the source-based verb of 

perception badaa in Arabic can indicate evidentiality both in the perfective and imperfective 

forms. These differences are due to the differences in the grammatical systems of these 

languages, but overall, the evidential usage of verbs of perception in these languages is similar. 

This dissertation also sheds light on the contribution of these verbs with the evidential 

meaning to the proposition expressed. Using the challengeability test, it was found that the 

evidential meaning of these verbs does not contribute the proposition expressed. These verbs can 

also have an epistemic meaning in certain cases. For example, the experiential verbs of 

perception, with the exception of the verb of auditory perception samiʕa ‘heard’, can also have 

an epistemic meaning when followed by a finite clause; however, this epistemic meaning does 

not contribute to the proposition expressed. Thus, the epistemic meaning of these verbs is not 

part of their semantics, but rather arises due to the nature of the evidence (inference/pragmatics). 

The source-based verb badaa ‘looked/seemed’ and its imperfective form yabduu ‘seem/look’ 

always have an epistemic meaning when indicating evidentiality. Because its epistemic meaning 

contributes to the proposition expressed, it must be part of the meaning of the verb.  

In this dissertation, I also examined the grammaticalization of the selected verbs of 

perception when they are used evidentially. Based on van Gelderen’s (2004) definition of 

grammaticalization, I argue that when the experiential perception verbs indicating evidentiality 

are followed by a single object complement (DP), they are not fully grammaticalized because 

they are not raised to higher position in syntactic tree. However, based on the mechanisms of 
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grammaticalization proposed by Heine (2003), I argue that evidential perception verbs in this 

usage are semi-grammaticalized because their basic semantic meaning is slightly changed as a 

result of being used in a new context.  

When the experiential perception verbs are followed by a non-finite complement. I 

argued that the verb of visual perception ra’aa ‘saw’ is more grammaticalized because it is   

base-generated in the little v. That is, it becomes a light verb. However, this happens only when 

the verb is in the past tense, and followed by verbal complement. When it is followed by a non-

finite complement with the aspect marker qad or participles, it is not grammaticalized at all. 

When this verb is used in the present tense, it is not fully grammaticalized even if it is followed 

by verbal complement because it is still in the V. However, because its semantic meaning in this 

usage is changed and extended to new context where it can indicate an evidential meaning, I 

argue that the verb yaraa ‘see’ in the present tense is semi-grammaticalized when followed by 

verbal complement.  

Unlike ra’aa, the other experiential verbs shahada ‘saw’, shaʕara ‘felt’, samiʕa ‘heard’ 

and shamama ‘smelled’ in both present and past tense are semi-grammaticalized when followed 

by verbal complement. This because that only their semantic meaning is changed in this usage, 

but they are not raised to higher position in syntactic tree. They are still in the V.  

When these verbs, including the verb of visual perception ra’aa ‘saw’, are followed by a 

finite CP complement, I argue that they are semi-grammaticalized because their semantic 

meanings are changed and extended to new contexts. They are not fully grammaticalized because 

they are still in the V. That is, they still behave like a fully lexical verb.  

Unlike this class of verbs, the source-based verb badaa/yabduu is always 

grammaticalized when used evidentially. When it is followed by an adjectival predicate, it 
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becomes a copulative verb where it links between a subject and the predicate. It also indicates an 

epistemic meaning. When it is followed by finite clause, it behaves more like modal auxiliary 

verbs in English where it always appears in form, third person singular active form, and indicate 

an epistemic meaning. Thus, it loses some of its verbal features. However, because it still assigns 

a theta role to its clausal complement, I argue that the verb is still in the V, but it has to move to 

the Mod because it indicates an epistemic meaning.   

 Several questions regarding the perception verbs and evidentiality still need to be 

answered. These questions include the following. Do verbs of perception in all languages 

indicate evidentiality in the same way? To what extent can grammatical features/categories affect 

the evidential interpretation of verbs of perception? Finally, is the evidentiality always encoded 

by verbs of perception in languages that mark evidentiality by such verbs, or does it develop 

diachronically?  
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