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types and sub-types of evidentiality
cross-linguistically.

Key Words: evidentiality, direct
evidentiality, indirect evidentiality,
Palmer's classification.

1. Introduction

Evidentiality is a linguistic category
which refers to the way by which the
speaker encodes information. Itis also
a cross-linguistic category abundant in
most world languages. There are two
types of evidentiality: direct and
indirect. Direct evidentiality relates to
the physical sensory evidence the
speaker has acquired directly through
his’lher senses, such as visual,
auditory, tactile, gustatory and
olfactory evidence, while indirect non-
sensory evidentiality is associated
with the types of inference the speaker
has, i.e. assumptive and deductive, or
reported evidence, such as quotative
and hearsay. Assumptive evidentiality
indicates that the speaker bases
his’lher evidence on personal
knowledge and past experiences.
Deductive evidentiality, on the other

Types and Sub-types of
Evidentiality

Assist. Lecturer
Ahmed Manea Hoshan
Dept. of English, College of Arts,
University of Basrah

Prof. Dr. Ramadan Muhalhil
Sadkhan
Dept. of English, College of Arts,
University of Basrah

Abstract

Evidentiality in linguistic studies is
defined as the speaker’s coding of the
source of information. Evidentiality
falls into two types: direct evidentiality
and indirect evidentiality. Direct
evidentiality refers to the speaker’s
physical sensory evidence of the
situation, while indirect evidentiality
entails that the speaker bases his/her
evidence on inferential evidence,
which is assumptive and deductive
inference, or on reported evidence,
i.e. hearsay and quotative source of
evidence. This paper investigates the

C{OOO‘B




Auc 51 Ao 11 Lgat gl Aiidalt

been investigated extensively only
recently. It is a linguistic phenomenon
which can be found in great number of
languages. Jacobsen (1986: 3-28)
sates that the term evidential is
relatively recent, although the concept
of evidentials as a category has
existed in Americanist circles for some
decades. The first linguist to refer to it
is Franz Boas in his Grammar of
Kwakiutl, a language of Wakashan
spoken in the Vancouver Island, a
small group of suffixes that expresses
source and certainty of knowledge. He
puts it as:

while for us definiteness, number,
and time are obligatory aspects, we
find in another language location near
the speaker or somewhere else, [and]
source of information-whether seen,
heard, or inferred-as obligatory
aspects (1938: 133).

Thus, evidentiality is a linguistic
phenomenon which is found in
many languageswhose main
function is to indicate the source of
evidence and the speaker’s
commitment to the conveyed
information (Ifantidou, 1994: 2; and
Bybee et al. 1994).

2. Palmer's Classification of

Evidentiality
Palmer states that evidentiality is
subsumed under propositional

modality, as is the case with epistemic
modality. In other words, both of the
two categories, i.e., evidentiality and
epistemic modality are included within

hand, is associated with the speaker’s
deduction based on the results of the
action or situation .

Reported quotative evidentiality
entails that the event was reported to
the speaker directly from someone
else. As for hearsay evidentiality, it
dictates that the speaker has got the

evidence through general/shared
knowledge, rumour, gossip, and
folklore

The main function of
evidentiality is to show the type of
evidence and speaker’s
commitment towards the

proposition expressed (Aikhenvald,
2004: 3; McCready and Ogata,
2007: 149). Most of the world
languages have linguistic 'tools' or
markers for indicating evidentiality
depending on the nature of their
languages. In  this regard,
Aikhenvald (2004: 1) states :

In about a quarter of the world’s
languages, every statement must
specify the type of source on which it
is based-for example, whether the
speaker saw it, or heard it, or inferred
it from indirect evidence, or learnt it
from someone else. This grammatical
category, whose primary meaning is

information source, is called
‘evidentiality ’
From Aikhenvald’s above

explanation, it can be concluded that
evidentiality is a linguistic category
that refers to the encoding of
information source, it is an important
topic in linguistic studies which has
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may thus be described as
‘propositional modality’. The basic
difference between epistemic modality
and evidential modality is that with
epistemic modality speakers make
judgments about the factual status of
the proposition, whereas with
evidential modality they indicate what
is the evidence that they have for it.

From Palmers words, it is
concluded that epistemic modality and
evidential modality, according to
Palmer, are subsumed under
propositional modality, which pertains
to the speaker’s attitude to the truth
value or factual status of the
proposition. With epistemic modality,
the speaker makes his/her judgment
about the factual status of the
proposition. Evidential modality, in
contrast, is concerned with the
evidence the speaker has for his/her
proposition (pp.8-9). In other words,
epistemic modality is ‘gradable’, i.e.
the degree(s) of commitment toward
the proposition relies on the speakers’
judgments of event or situation
exemplified by the sentence and ‘the
truth of an utterance is evaluated on a
scale of likelihood by the speaker
(Gurajek, 2010: 31 (

Palmer (2001: 24) proposes that
there are three types of epistemic

modality:  speculative  epistemic
modality,  assumptive  epistemic
modality, and deductive epistemic
modality.  Speculative  epistemic

modality indicates the speaker’s lack
of certainty of the proposition or

the larger category of propositional
modality. Before embarking on the
investigation of the relationship
between evidentiality and
propositional modality, the following
model or classification of Palmer’s
(2001) will be adopted as the hallmark
of the current study. The reason
behind choosing this model is that it is
a comprehensive and workable model
which has been applied to previous
studies on evidentiality and vyielded
optimal results (see Gurajek, 2010).
Moreover, This model bridges the gap
of other models which deal with
evidentiality from a broad scope
(Chafe, 1986 and Willet, 1988), or
those which views it from the narrow
scope (Aikhenvald, 2003).

Figure (1.) Palmers (2001)
Classification of Evidentiality Types

1.2. Evidentiality and Propositional
Modality

The relationship between
evidentiality and propositional
modality subsumes another category,
i.e. epistemic modality.The two
categories, according to Palmer
(2001) are considered as two
separate parts of propositional
modality in spite of their interaction
and overlapping in a variety of
situations. In this regard, Palmer
(2001: 24) argues that:

Epistemic modality and evidential
modality are concerned with the
speaker's attitude to the truth-value or
factual status of the proposition and
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overlapping categories (Gurajek,
2010: 127). Willet (1988: 52) remarks
that since evidentiality is a newly
emerging phenomenon in linguistic
studies which needs more
investigation and thorough analysis, it
is often seen as having close relation
with modality .

In his analysis of evidentiality in
English, Chafe (1986: 261) points out
that English uses modal verbs,
adverbs and  other linguistic
expressions to encode the evidential
meaning. Chafe presents a wide
account of evidentiality, where he
asserts that evidentiality is concerned
both with presenting the source of
evidence and the speaker’s judgment
of the truth of the proposition.
According to this view, evidentiality
and epistemic modality are two
overlapping categories .

Palmer (2001: 8) asserts that
evidentiality and epistemic modality
are two types of propositional
modality. He argues that the main
difference between the two categories
is that with evidential modality, the
speaker indicates the evidence he has

for the “factual status" of the
proposition, while with epistemic
modality, the speaker expresses

his/her judgment(s) about it. Thus,
Palmer is of the idea that evidentiality
and epistemic modality are two
overlapping categories .

Rooryck (2001: 126) shares
Palmer’s view on the interrelatedness
of evidentiality and epistemic modality.

situation expressed in an utterance.
Assumptive epistemic modality relates
to inference, where the speaker bases
his/her inferential evidence on
‘generally known facts'. Deductive
epistemic modality relates also to
inference, but the speaker bases
his/her inferential evidence on the
‘observable evidence’ he has for the
expressed proposition or situation, as
opposed to assumptive inference.

Palmer (2001: 35) contends that
evidential modality, as opposed to
epistemic modality, is not concerned
with the evaluation or assessment of
the truth of the sentence, rather, its
main function is to indicate the source
of the information the speaker has for
the expressed proposition or situation.
Palmer is of the idea that evidentiality
is a separate category that falls within
the larger category of propositional
modality and not a sub-type of
epistemic  modality, and both
categories are classified as two
distinct "concepts of propositional
modality and may overlap" (Gurajek,
2010: 33).

2.2. Evidentiality and Epistemic
Modality

The relationship between
evidentiality and epistemic modality is
so intricate and complicated (Nuyts,
2001). Linguists disagree in their
views on the relation between the two
categories. This is due to the
multiplicity of areas in which they are
regarded as two distinct, sub-types or
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father-DEF-also not-DIR.EV
be.able-3P-NEG do-IMPF-ACC

‘Our parents can't do it either
(DIRECT)’ (p.162)

In the above example, the direct
evidentiality marker, 'can' does not
entail that the speaker has a direct
visual sensory evidence, but it signals
that the speaker is certain that the
parents are unable to do the action
based on his/her previous knowledge
or past experiences pertaining to
his/her personal inference. In other
words, the speaker uses the direct
evidential to indicate an epistemic
overtone or extension of doubt.

Bybee (1985: 184) conducts a
grammatical study of meaning on fifty
languages in a paper entitled,
Morphology: a study of the relation
between meaning and form, where
she defines evidentials as "markers
that indicate something about the
source of the information in the
proposition”. Bybee claims that
evidentials are part of the epistemic
modal system.

lzvorski (1997) treats indirect
inferential evidentiality as part of
epistemic modality. In his paper
entitled, "The Present Perfect as an
Epistemic Modal", he draws upon
Kratzers treatment of epistemic
modality, where he claims that
present perfect forms have evidential
implications and are in line with
epistemic extensions, as in the
following example:

He states that the same markers can
indicate both notions or purposes. He
reports an example from Wintu, where
the morpheme ‘re’ (must) is used to
indicate an inferential deductive
evidential meaning based on visual
evidence, together with an epistemic
reference, as in the following
example :

(1) Nigcayn ?ewin sukere .

Nephew here stand

‘My nephew must have been here
(I see tracks’)

Aikhenvald (2004) conducts a
study on languages that have a
grammaticalized morphosyntactic set
of evidentials. She emphasizes that
evidentiality and epistemic modality
are two distinct grammatical
categories, and that evidentiality has
nothing to do with epistemic modality,
i.e. it is a separate and independent
category whose main and sole
function is the speaker's source of
evidence. In this regard, she shares
the view of Halliday's and Matthiessen
(2004) who state that epistemic
modality is concerned only with the
speaker's judgement of the source of
information. Moreover, Aikhenvald
adds that evidentials can have
epistemic extensions or overtones
such as certainty or doubt, but this
does not imply that they are
overlapping, as in the following
example from Wanka Quechua
language :

(2) papaa-kaa-si mana-m atipa-n-
chu lula-y-ta
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assumptive) and reported evidentiality
types (quotative and hearsay). In this
regard, Gurajek, (2010: 34) notes
that :

The meaning of evidential markers
largely depends on the size of
evidential system in a language:
generally, the larger the system, the
narrower the meaning of an evidential
marker. Hence, direct evidentials in
small systems may pertain to any type
of sensory perception, in larger
systems, the markers have a more
‘limited’ meaning of only visual, or
auditory perception. Similarly, indirect
evidentials in smaller systems may be
used to mean anything from deductive
to hearsay, in larger systems, the
evidentials become more ‘limited’ in
their senses and one evidential may
have a meaning of only deductive or
quotative.

Gurajek has made it clear that the
meaning of evidential markers vary in

(3) Knowing how much John likes
wine...

He must have drunk all the wine
yesterday.

Mithun (1986: 90) asserts that the
category of evidentiality may extend to
include other topics such as
probability, certainty, expectations,
and precision, and not only evidence,
where the same markers can be used
as indicators of the same functions
whose meanings may shift over time,
as in the following examples:

(4) The bakery is probably closed
by now'.

‘It is highly improbable that Sam is
our thief'.

‘She may decide to return’.

Thus, Xu (2015: 25) asserts that
"modality and evidentiality share a
common ground” and play a
reciprocal role in intensifying
meanings, where the same modal
expressions can be used to support

their scope according to the language evidential meanings, whether
systems they belong to. The following inferential or reported, or even j
section shows this disparity in avariety — attested . a
of world languages. 3
2.3. Types of Evidentiality according | v
2.3.1 Direct Sensory Evidentiality to Plamer's (2001) Model 33\
Direct sensory evidentiality is For Palmer (2001), evidentiality is 5
related to the direct physical sensory of two types: direct (sensory) and | *3,
evidence of the speaker. It includes indirect (non-sensory). Direct s
the source or type of evidence evidentiality is associated with the | -
acquired through the senses of seeing  speaker’s direct physical sensory \-{
(visual), hearing (auditory), smell perception, i.e. (visual, auditory, l\ﬁg
(olfactory), taste (gustatory), and olfactory, gustatory, and tactile), while b
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touch/feel (tactile). indirect non-sensory evidentiality

includes inferential (deductive and
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experience of the events perceived or
described. He mentions an example
from Macedonian, a Slavic language,
where the past tense is used to mark
direct physical sensory evidence the
speaker witnessed personally, as in
the following example:

(7) Taa go mesi lebot

3sg 3sg make.bread:3sg.sp
bread:def

‘She baked the bread’(I saw her do
it/l vouch for it).

In the above example, the speaker
asserts that he saw the woman bake
or do the baking of bread and thus, he
confirms the action.

Moreover, Aikhenvald (2004: 167)
asserts that visual evidentials may be
used not only for actions that the
speaker has witnessed personally, it
may also cover situations such as
"observable facts", phenomena, or
evidence. The following sentence
from Tariana, an Arawak language
spoken in Amazonas area in Brazil,
shows the use of present visual
evidential —naka to denote an
observable fact, where the person
writing the letter, uses the present
visual evidential to describe the
actions happening at the moment of
writing, and how everyone is :

(8) Kaymaka hi-tuki-naka nu-dana
pi-na .

thus DEM:ANIM-DIM-PRES.VIS
1SG-write 2SG-0OBJ .

Waha  ai-se-nuku
thuya .

matfa-naka

Visual evidentiality implies that the
speaker has a direct physical source
of the evidence through the sense of
sight. This implies that the speaker
saw/has seen the event happen, as in
the following sentence from Tibetan
(Kalsang et al. 2010: 3):

(5) kha sang khrom la mi mang po
dug

yesterday market (LOC) person
many

'Yesterday there were a lot of
people at the market (and the speaker
saw them). '

In the above sentence, the
speaker asserts that he had a direct
physical sensory evidence of seeing
the event .

Another example is provided by
Aikhenvald (2004: 52), where the
morpheme-ami in Tucano language, a
language spoken in the Amazonas
area in Brazil and Colombia, is used to
indicate visual evidence, as in the
following sentence :

(6) diayi wa'i-re yaha-ami

dog fish-TOP.NON.A/S
REC.P.VIS.3SGNF

‘The dog stole the fish .

In the above sentence, the
speaker confirms that he has seen the
event happen, i.e. he saw the dog
steal the fish. Thus, he has full
evidential access to the situation.

Mushin (2001:104) notes that in
Balkan Slavic languages, especially in
Macedonian and Bulgarian, the past
tense is used to indicate direct
evidentiality if the speaker has a direct

steal-
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sense, i.e. hearing. Jacobsen (1986:
22) offers an example from Makah
(Wakashan), where the speaker
bases his/her evidence on the direct
physical auditory sense of hearing :

(11) wiki.c’'ax akq'ad?I

‘It sounds like bad weather.” (on
the evidence of hearing)

Cross-linguistically, "auditory
evidentials are rare across languages

and the sense of hearing is
expressed by a non-visual sensory
evidential and the meaning can be
inferred from context" (Gurajek, 2010:
41).

Other  non-visual  evidentials
include olfactory, gustatory, and
tactile evidentiality markers, where the
speaker bases his/her evidence on
the senses of smell, taste, and
feel/touch .

The olfactory evidentiality type of
smell relates to the speaker’s physical
sensory evidence of smelling. De
Reuse (2003: 80) reports an example
from Athabaskan, a Western Apache
language, where the speaker has a
physical evidence of the event
although he didn'’t perceive it visually,
as in the following sentence:

(12) Ltikah gonichi h hilts’ad .

3sg.imperf.asp.be.sweet
3sp+2sg.imperf.asp.smell nvexp

‘You smell good.” (smelled(

Another example comes from
Tariana, where the speaker has
sensory physical source of evidence
exemplified by his/her sense of smell,
as in the example below:

We here-LOC-TOP.NON.A/S
be.well-PRES.VIS all .

‘So | am writing this little bit to you.
We here are all well .

Non-visual evidentials relate to all
sensory evidentials obtained by the
speaker including hearing, feeling,
touch, smell and taste; it has nothing
to do with sight .

Auditory evidentials pertain to the
physical sense of hearing. Floyd
(1993 cited in Mushin, 2001: 54) gives
an example from Quechua, a native
language spoken in South America,
especially in Peru, where the clitic -mi
implies that the speaker has
personally withessed the action, as in
the following sentence:

(9) Taki- ya-n-mi

sing- imperf-3-dir

‘He’s singing (i.e. the speaker
heard the person singing).’

De Haan (2003: 315) remarks that
in the Koasati, a native American
language spoken by the Coushatta
Indian tribes, the morpheme -ha is
used as an auditory morpheme, since
it is a language with a large evidential

system that has a separate
evidentiality marker for auditory
evidence, as in the following

sentence:

(10) nip6-k akséhka-ha

meat-SUBJ char-AUD

It sounds like the meat is
charring .

In the above-mentioned sentence,
the speaker bases his/her evidence of
charring the meat on his/her auditory
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speaker feels it'(

example:

ya#tumakasi
one_NUM.CL:ANIM-
PRES.NONVIS
dress
di-phua - liphe
Ysgnf-step-FIRMLY

it).

(19) jama soki jaa maki bojo

‘This sheep’s wool is soft. (and the

Moreover, Davis et al., (2007: 72)
and Aikhenvald (2004: 52-53) report
an example from Eastern Pomo, a
native Indian language spoken in
Clear Lake in California, where the
evidential meaning of feel
exemplified by the speaker's

sensation:

(17) bieYa pha<bé-kh-ink’e

Hand burn-PUNCTUAL-
SENSORY

‘I burned my hand.” (I feel the
sensation of burning in my hand(

In addition, Aikhenvald (2004:
168) cites an example from Tariana,
where a girl "feels someone step on
her dress and hold the dress firmly—
again, the person is invisible and she
cannot see him", as in the following

(18) paita-mha  nuha-naku

I-TOP.NON.A/S

1
3
%» ‘Someone has stepped on my
3 dress and is holding it firmly’ (I can feel
L
>~
>
A\
bYW

For evidence based on the tactile
sense of touch, Aikhenvald (2004:
326) mentions an example from
; Jarawara, where the speaker claims
R that he has the feeling of touching

2 something, as in the sentence below:

(13) Ai-nuku iri puisani-pu-mha

Here —-TOP.NON.A/S  blood
smell.of.flesh —AUG-PRES.NONVIS

'There is a very strong smell of
blood here' (Aikhenvald, 2004: 168).

The gustatory evidentiality of taste
refers to the physical sensory
evidence the speaker has as a result
of tasting. Straughn (2011: 138)
mentions that in Uzbek and Kazakh, it
is possible to form exclamative-like
constructions that employ WH-
elements concerning taste, as in the
following example:

(14) Minaw ganday damdi et! (Kaz)

This how tasty meat

‘What tasty meat this is’!

Similarly, Lee (2012: 257) cites
another example from Korean, where
the speaker has a sensory physical
evidence, as in the following
sentence :

(15) mek-nun mosup-ul po-nikka

eat-Rel scene-Acc see-since

ne/ ku-nun ku koki-ka cengmal
masiss-te-la.

you/ he-Top the meat-Nom really
tasty-Te-Dec

‘The meat tastes really good to
you/ him according to my observation’.

The tactile evidential of feeling is
indicated by the speaker's sensory
evidence, where he feels the situation.
An example comes from Kalsang et.
al, (2010: 10) where they mention an
example from Tibetan:

(16) lug gi bal di jam po dug

sheep (agent) wool this soft DIR
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resultant state of the event. As for
assumptive evidentials, they imply
that the inference is based on the
speaker's knowledge or experience
(Gurajek, 2010: 43). The following
example from Yup’k, a language
spoken by the Alaskan Eskimo, can
exemplify inferred evidentiality:

(21)  Ellallir-cig-llini-uqg
tungu-ameng(

rain-fut-inf-ind.3sg  (cloud-abs.3pl
black-rel.3pl(

‘Evidently it will rain (because the
clouds are dark).’

In the above-mentioned sentence,
the speaker bases his/her inference
on personal observation or knowledge
depending on the seeing of the
accumulated clouds in the sky as a
sign of rain (Krawczyk, 2012: 64).

Oswalt (cited in Chafe and Nichole
eds., 1986: 83) provides an example
from Kashaya, where the verb of
perception signals the inferential
evidentiality based on the sensory
evidence, as in the following example:

(24) cuhni- mu?la mihsew .

"It smells like cooked bread .

Deductive evidentiality implies that
the source of evidence is based on the
speaker's sensory physical evidence
of the situation, whether visual or
other kind of sensory evidence.
However, "the deduction is based on
the results only" (Palmer, 2001: 26).
Gurajek, (2010: 69) mentions the
following sentence from Yupik, an
Eskimo language spoken in western
Alaska:

(iral-ut

thing(f) dark AT man touch/feel

0-ne-hino-ka

1sgA-AUX-
IMM.P.NONFIRSTH.m-DECL.m

‘At night | touched a man (while |
was asleep '(

Similarly, in Ngyyambaa, the
morpheme -gara can be used to
indicate the source of evidentiality
obtained by the speaker's sense of
physical touch (Aikhenvald, 2004:
34), as in the following example:

(20) yura:bad-gara nidji guUuga-
nha

rabbit ABS-SENS.EV here_CIRC
be.inside-PRES

nama-Ua-baUa_dhu_na

feel-PRES-
CATEG.ASSERT_1NOM_3ABS

‘The rabbit is in here (I can touch

it), | feel it for sure.’

2.3.2 Indirect Non-sensory Evidentiality

Indirect non-sensory evidentiality,
as opposed to direct sensory
evidentiality, entails that the speaker
has not acquired the information
source and the evidence directly or
with his/her physical senses, rather,
he has obtained them indirectly based
on his/her inference (deduction or
assumption), or through other
reported source(s) (hearsay or
guotative).

Inferential evidentials are of two
types: deductive and assumptive.
Deductive evidentials entail that the
event has been inferred based on
personal sensory evidence of the
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3masc.sg-reach-AWAY-EP-
ASSUM-PRES

‘He is small; he must be one year
old (I assume this’(

In the above sentence, the
speaker assumes that since the child
is small, he must be just one year old
based on his/her personal experience
of the situation he has gone through.

Similarly, Schlichter (1986: 56)
notes that in Wintu, the assumptive
inferred evidential -?el indicates that
the speaker assumes the sentence
must be true basing his /her deduction
or experience, as in the following
sentence:

(28) ?Imtoen nuga+?el

berries ripe-ASSM

‘Berries must be ripe’

The assumptive inferential
evidential -?el indicates that the

speaker assumes the sentence must
be true basing his/her deduction on
experience: this is the time of year
when berries are usually ripe.

Aksu-Ko¢ and Slobin (1986:160)
offer another example of assumptive
evidentiality from Turkish, where "the -
mls form encodes a lack of conscious
involvement, rather than simply lack of
speaker involvement”, as in the
following example :

(29) Uyu- -mu$- urn. sleep mis
1SG.

'I must have fallen asleep .

Reported evidentiality indicates
that the information presented in a
sentence has been acquired from
someone else, i.e. non-personally

(25) Manuel anu fi-nu-e

Manuel food eat (INFR-DECL)

'‘Manuel ate. (the speaker sees the
dirty dishes).'

In the above sentence, the
speaker bases his/her evidence on
the remnants of the food or the
unwashed dishes; he sees the tracks
or remains of the food.

Schlichter (1986: 52) reports a
similar example from Wintu, a native
American language spoken by people
of Northern California:

(26) Nicay ?ewin sukere .

nephew here stand

'‘My nephew must have been here
(I see tracks).'

In the aforementioned example,
the speaker deduces that his nephew
has been there based on seeing the
results or tracks of the action of
standing.

Assumptive evidentiality entails
that evidence derives from the
speaker’s past experience/knowledge
and not from his/her direct evidence
as opposed to deductive evidentiality
(Palmer 2001: 25). It is similar what
linguists call, ‘schemata’. Aikhenvald
(2004: 49) offers an example from
Retuara, a Tucanoan language
spoken in northwestern Amazonia,
where the assumed evidential -rihi
indicates that the statement is based
on assumption, as in the following
example:

(27) kupahi -ki ki-ibe weheheraka

small- masc 3masc.sg-be year

ki-eya-wa?-ri-rihi-yu
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"They say that house is for me' (but
| don’t vouch for it or am not sure)
(Aikhenvald, 2004: 180).

Sakyi (2017: 42) mentions an
example from Akan, a Niger-Congo
Kwa language spoken in Ghana and
some parts of West Africa, where the
speaker reports the source of
information of what he heard/was told
of people, as in the following example:

(32) Nkrofoo ka se Ama papa aba.
(AGY AS(

Nkrof6o k& sé Améa papa a-ba.

People say COMP Ama.POSS
father Perf-come

‘People sayl/it is alleged that Ama’s
father has come’.

Faller (2002: 192) provides
another example of reported
evidentiality in Cuzco Quechua,

where the speaker bases his/her
evidence on reported evidentiality, as
in the following sentence:

(33) Papa-ta apa-mu-sa-yki ni-spa
ni-wa-rga-nki.

potato-acc take-cis-fut-2 say- say-
nmiz -1o-pstl-2

"You said, |
potatoes ".

Quotative evidentiality indicates
"who the author of the original
statement is" (Gurajek, 2010: 51).
This reflects the main difference
between reported vs quotative
evidentiality. An example comes from
Fasu, a language of New Guinea,
which has a separate quotative
evidential marker —ripo. In the
sentence below, 'the speaker knows

will  bring you

(Floyd, 1999: 53), and the speaker
has no claim about the truth of the
statement, as opposed to direct
evidentials. The exact source of the
information (who it was obtained from)
may or may not be indicated.
Languages with smaller evidential
systems use reported evidentials to
indicate any type of information not
obtained personally, but rather quoted
by someone else or obtained through
hearsay, and rumour. (Aikhenvald
2004: 179). Schenner (2010: 204-205)
reports an example from Turkish
where the speaker is not committed to
the truth of the event or situation, and
he does not vouch for it; he just reports
what he was told, as in the following
example :

(30) Ali’'ye g'ore ya'gmur ya'g-
Ilyor-mus ,,

Ali-DAT according to rain rain-
PRES-3SG-INDR

ama ya g-mi-yor.

but rain-NEG-PRES-3SG

‘According to Ali it is raining; but it
is not raining .

Another example comes from
Walpiri, an indigenous language
spoken in Australia, where the
reported marker -nganta is used "to
indicate the speaker's reporting of
what was said by someone else
merely", as in the following sentence:

(31) Ngaju —ku nganta ngulaju
yuwarli

I-DAT REP that (is) house
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adverb a lo mejor is used to indicate
reported (quotative) information, as in
the following example below:

(38) A lo mejor tienen el telefono
estropeado

'Perhaps their telephone is broken'

In hearsay evidentiality the original
or real source of the statement is not
specified or indicated clearly, and the
speaker is not committed to its truth;
he just reports what he has heard from
others. In other words, the speaker
has possibly heard about the incident
or situation from someone or a third
party who was not a direct witness, or
it may be a folk-tale or part of a story
(Palmer, 2001; Mushin, 2001; Faller,
2002; Murray, 2010). An example
comes from Korean, where the
speaker does not assume any
responsibility of the situation, rather he
just reports what was said from an
unknown source without indicating
where the information comes from
(Ceong, 2016: 12).

(39) Seoul-ey nwun-i o-n-ta-y .

Seoul-LOC snow-NOM come-
PRES-DECL-HEARSAY

‘(I heard that) it is snowing in
Seoul .

Gordon, (1986: 87) cites another
example from Maricopa, one of a
family of the Yuman languages,
languages spoken in Baja California
and western Arizona, where the
morpheme -ke enables the speaker to
base his/her evidence on hearsay
evidential, as in the following
sentence:

exactly who the information comes
from, even if the source is not clearly
indicated in the sentence' (Palmer
2001: 38 (

(34) pe-sa - ripo

come- PAST- QUOT

(‘I've heard) it's coming’

Wiemer (2010: 80) reports an
example from Dutch, where the
morpheme zou (den) is used as a
quotative reported evidential marker,
as in the example below:

(35) Hij zou de moordenaar van
het meisje zijn.

'He is supposed
murderer of the girl'.

Similarly, Nuckolls (2014: 65) cites
another example from Pastaza
Quichua, a language spoken in
Ecuador, where the morpheme -mi
focuses the most  important
information, (being in a pregnant
state), as in the following example :

(36) Wiksa-yu a-u-ngi-mi ni-wa-ra.

stomach-POSS be-DUR-2SG-
EVsn say-10BJ-PST

‘You are pregnant’ she said to me.

In addition, (Wilson 1974: 151)
notes that in Suena, a language
spoken in New Guinean, the
morpheme sia is used to indicate
guotative evidentiality, as in the
following example:

(37) Oneki gutu-ra bam-i sia .

Oneki isle-to went-he QUOT

‘Oneki reportedly went to the
island'’.

Moreover, Cornillie (2010: 312)
emphasizes that in Spanish the

to be the
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2.4. Conclusion

There are two types of
evidentiality: direct sensory
evidentiality and indirect non-sensory
evidentiality. Direct evidentiality is
related to physical sensory types of
evidence, i.e. the speaker's senses
and perception. Visual evidentiality is
related to the speaker's sense of
seeing, where the speaker bases
his/her evidence on the sight of the
event/situation. Non-visual
evidentiality is related to other types of
evidence other than sight, such as
hearing, touch, feel, smell, etc.
Indirect evidentiality is related the
other types of inferential and reported
evidentiality, where the speaker bases
his/her inference on the results of the
situation (deductive evidentiality), or
on his/her personal knowledge and
past experience(s) (assumptive
evidentiality). Reported evidentiality
entails that the speaker bases his/her
evidence on reporting what others say
(quotative evidentiality), or depending
on general hearsay evidence,
rumour, folklore, etc., (hearsay
evidentiality). In some languages, the
same evidential morpheme can be
used to indicate visual and other non-
visual evidentiality. This means that
the same evidential markers, such as
prefixes, suffixes, enclitics are used to
indicate more than one type of direct
evidentiality. Similarly, the same
perception verbs that report direct
evidentiality can be used to indicate

(40) Pam-sh Bonnie tpuy-k uu'ish-k.

Pam-SJ Bonnie Vi-k say+PL-ASP

"They said that Pam killed Bonnie ".

Moreover, Erlet et al. (2006: 134)
mention another example from
Kuusalu, a north dialect of Estonian,
where the present indicative of
pidama verb can be used to convey
the meaning of evidentiality, as in the
following sentence:

(41) Sie viga pida-b jaa-ma ka
lapse - sse

This handicap must-3SG remain-
INF too child-ILL

It is said that this handicap will
remain also in the child'.

Aoki (1986: 232) provides another
example of hearsay evidence from
Japanese, where ‘the special nomi-
nalizer soo is followed by a copula da’,
as in the following sentence :

(42) Ame ga hutteiru -soo da.

rain S.M. fall

"They say it is raining '.

Another example is offrered by
Faller (2002: 22), where the speaker
uses the reportive enclitic morpheme -
si to report the information he obtained
from other ‘people’ through rumor,
general hearsay or folk-tales, as in the
following example :

(43) Marya-ga Marya-top yachay
wasi-pi-s ka-sha-n.

Marya TOP know house-loc-si be-
prog-3

"Marya is at school.' (The speaker
was told that...).
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