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I.S.S.N. : 1998-0841

م2020لعام ( 2311)بغداد –رقم الإيداع في دار الكتب والوثائق 



. ائدةبالمنهجية العلمية في كتابة البحث واتباع الأصول والأعراف المنهجية السالإلتزام. 1

و ابتكدارا  و  أ. أو تددي   . نقدا  . أن يتميز البحث بالإضافة والجدة والإضافة النوعية للمعرفة. 2

. تنشر المجلة الأبحاث المكررة في مضامينها

الباحددث ودرجتدد وإسددمأن تشددمل الصددفحة الأولددل مددن البحددث علددل عنددوان البحددث كددام  ، . 3

.العلمية، ومكان عمل ، وتاريخ إنجازه، وترفع مع البحث سيرة علمية موجزة للباحث

. توضع الجداول والم حق والمراجع والفهارس في آخر البحث. 4

مدن تمتلك حولية المنتدى حق طباعة الأبحاث المقبولة للنشر ونشدراا مددة خمدس سدنوا . 5

. تاريخ نشر البحث

:وفق المواصفا  الآتيةCDيشترط أن يكون البحث مطبوعا  علل قرص . 6

( B4)أن يكون حجم الصفحة المطبوع عليها البحث -

. لأبعاد الصفحة من الجها  الأربعة( سم2)أن تترك مسافة -

ويكددون التباعددد مددا بددين ( Word)علددل نمددام الدد  ( 16)حجددم ( Arial)يطبددع البحددث بخددط -

(. 13)ويكون حجم خط الهامش ( سطر ونصف)السطور او 

. إدراج الهوامش بشكل تلقائي وليس يدويا  -

. صائيةتجميع الأشكال الهندسية في البحوث التي تتضمن جداول ومخططا  بيانية أو إح-

. صفحة( 20)أن   تزيد عدد صفحا  البحث عن -



: التحكيم: أو   

رة يخضددع جميددع البحددوث والدراسددا  المنشددورة للتحكدديم مددن متخصصددين مددن  وي الخبدد-1

. البحثية والمكانة العلمية المتميزة

أو ( رديفي حال المؤلف الف)نحرص علل أن تعلو رتبة المحكم العلمية علل رتبة الباحث -2

(. في حال تعدد المؤلفين)رتبة أي من الباحثين 

قائمدة لمجلتنا قائمة بدالمحكمين المعتمددين فدي تخصصدا  المجلدة ويجدري تحدديث اد ه ال-3

. علل ضوء التجربة بشكل مستمر

:  المثالثيطلب من المحكم رأي  في البحث كتابة علل وفق استمارة محددة، تتضمن علل سبيل-4

. أصالة البحث ومدى إسهام  المعرفي في مجال التخصص❖

. منهجية البحث❖

. المصادر والحواشي❖

. س مة التكوين واللغة وا ستنتاجا ❖

. رويطلب إلي  في نهاية تقسيم  العام ابداء الرأي في مدى ص حية البحث للنش❖

ختبار محكم تستعين المجلة بمحكمين اثنين علل الأقل لكل بحث، ويجوز لرئيس التحرير ا-5

ي ثالث في حال رفض البحث من أحد المحكمدين، ويعتد ر للباحدث مدن عددم نشدر البحدث فد

. حال رفض  من المحكمين

: حقوق المجلة: ثانيا  

حكمدين لهيأة التحرير حدق الفحدص الأولدي للبحدث وتقريدر أاليتد  للتحكديم، ويعدد رأي الم-1

. الزاميا  لرئيس التحرير وايأت 

. خ صدت يجوز لرئيس التحرير إفادة كاتب البحث غير المقبول للنشر برأي المحكمين أو-2

عند طلب  من دون  كر أسماء المحكمدين، ومدن دون أي التدزام بدالرد علدل دفاعدا  كاتدب 

. البحث

و سديما تلدك تعطل الأولوية في نشر البحوث المقبولة للنشر للباحثين المنتمدين للمنتددى-3

. المتصلة بدراسا  بالدراسا  الأنسية المعاصرة

.   يجوز نشر البحث في مجلة علمية أخرى بعد إقرار نشره في مجلتنا-4

دون للمجلة العلمية إعادة نشر البحث، ورقيا  كان أم الكتروني ممدا سدبق لهدا نشدره، مدن-5

لفدة حاجة لإ ن الباحث، ولها حق السماح للغير بدددراج بحوثهدا فدي قواعدد البياندا  المخت

. سواء أكان  لك بمقابل أم من دون مقابل

اللقدب البحدث والتطدوير علدل وفدق/ تستوفي المجلة أجور النشر حسب تعليما  الوزارة -6

. صفحة( 20)العلمي، وتستوفي ث ثة آ ف دينار عما زاد عن 



: حقوق الباحث: ثالثا  

خد ل يحرص رئديس التحريدر علدل إفدادة كاتدب البحدث بمددى صد حية البحدث للنشدر فدي-1

. أسبوعي من تسلم ردود المحكمين

 ث يجددوز للباحددث إعددادة نشددر بحثدد  المنشددور بالمجلددة ضددمن كتدداب للباحددث بعددد مضددي ثدد-2

ادة سنوا  من نشره بالمجلة، علل أن يستأ ن من المجلة وأن يشير إلل المصددر عندد إعد

. النشر

: الإجراءا  والتدابير في حال الإخ ل بالإقرار: رابعا  

لمجلدة أو عندد إ ا ثب  للمجلة قيام الباحث بنشر البحث، ورقيدا  أو الكترونيدا  قبدل تقديمد  ل-1

نة، علل  لك أو بعده يحق للمجلة حرمان  من النشر مستقب   في المجلة مدة   تقل عن س

. وفق ما تراه ايأة تحرير المجلة، وتخطر الجهة التي نشر فيها

لعددد، من خ ل اط عنا علل تقويما  المقومين العلميدين للبحدوث العلميدة المنشدورة فدي اد ا ا

ينا نشراا وما أشاروا إلي  لهيئة التحرير من تصويبا   بد للباحثين من وجوب الأخ  بها، ارتأ

: وأام ا ه الم حما  اي. لتعميم الفائدة لجميع الباحثين الكرام

. اعتماد منهجية علمية واضحة في كتابة البحوث العلمية-1

. استعمال المصادر والمراجع العلمية بصورة صحيحة-2

مصادر يجب إبراز شخصية الباحث العلمية بوضوح، وعدم الإكثار من نقل النصوص من ال-3

. والمراجع دون الرجوع إلل تحليلها ونقداا سلبا  أو إيجابا  

. تهلكةالتأكيد علل اختيار موضوعا  حديثة للبحوث والإبعاد عن العناوين المكررة والمس-4

. ت  ومشكلت علل الباحثين جميعا  في مستهل بحوثهم التأكيد علل  كر أامية البحث وفرضي-5

صدانة علل البداحثين الأخد  بم حمدا  المقدومين وتصدويباتهم العلميدة لأنهدا تسداام فدي الر-6

. العلمية للبحث

لددرس الإكثار من نشر البحوث التطبيقية فدي مجدال الدراسدا  اللغويدة، لأنهدا الأقدرب إلدل ا-7

. ائج جيدةاللغوي الحديث، مما يؤدي إلل ترصين الع قة بين التراث والمعاصرة فتخرج النت

ة أو يجب أن تكون ا ستنتاجا  مستوحاة من مادة البحث،   من خارج ، أو أن تكون بعيد-8

. غريبة عن مضمون المادة العلمية للبحث

تددب تحدري الدقددة فددي نقددل المعلومدة العلميددة مددن المصددادر الموثقدة علميددا ، والإبعدداد عددن الك-9

. المجهولة، أو  ا  الشبهة لكونها غير مستوفية لشروط البحث العلمي الرصين







و احاات ل النظااام الااديكتاتوري، كااان بلاادض قااد تعاارض اك باا ء ا اار مركااب هااأنهيااار، وبعااد 2003في نيسااان 
لوك العفاة والنزاهاة الامريكان من جهة وصعود طبقة الفاشلين وغاير المالهلين لإدارة الناان العاام ا اافة اك تاد  سا

مااع جهااد عنااد عاادد لاايي بالقليااص ماانهم وصاااروا حكامااا  ااذا البلااد الااذي كااان  تاااج اك حكااام ماان ال ااراز الاول
لاذي كاان مان القساوة استثنائي ومضاعف لإصا   ماا  ربتاه الديكتاتورياة والحاروب الحمقااء وساني الحصاار الل ايم ا

لمتضاررين مان ابنائاه بمكان أن اطا  بأشياء لم نتصور أن ي ا  بها مثص النعور الوطني والإ  ص للنعب  صوصا ا
سات يعوا أن ينررطاوا ولكن ليي على سبيص اقت ااع جازء مان رياع الانفي وتخصيصاه  ام ماع وجاود فقاراء غايرهم لم ي

يقتَّباوا مان الحكاام لنار ة مان النااس اسات اعوا أن( العدالاة الانتقالياة)بقوائم الع اء السري الذي قدمته سل ات 
ذلك صادرت عادة الجدد، ويعدوهم بأصوات انترابية في حمى اللهااث علاى الاصاوات لتصادر الواجهاة السياساية لا

. قوانين منحت ف ات من الناس امتيازات مالية لا مبرر قانو   ا على الاط ق 
تضاحيات لبعضاهم لقد كان هللاء الذين حكموا البلد في ظن الناس أنهم سيفتدونه بأرواحهم لما عرفوا  م مان
حاول المناافي ومراكاز ابان قمع أجهزة النظام، فتنامى فينا أماص أن تباا المادارس والجامعاات علاى الغارار الأور ، وتت
توى المااواطن العراقااي الصااحة اك مسااتوى رفيااع، وتبااا ال اارق والجسااور وتقااام المصااانع وتزدهاار الزراعااة ويرتفااع مساا

قاق  ام هاذا الحلام اك ما يستحقه من كمال ومن هذا الحلام كاان النااس يتحادعون عان وعيقاة دساتور حوذوقياً علمياً 
.بالحوارات اليومية في هذا الصدد2003فاننغلوا لما تبقى من عام 

ع بلدض حتى نضا  مجموعة من المهتمين بالنان الوطني نتداول يومياً مو وعاً من مستجدات او ا : كناوانذاك
في هاذا الأمار اك عندض منروع أن نتحول من أصدقاء نلتقي لقاءات غير مخ  ة اك ملسساة معرفياة وتعماق الحاوار

لأننااا باادأض ( المنتاادى)ا أن نسااميهوأ ااتَّضأن توصاالت اك يساايي جمعيااة علميااة في النجااف تعااا بالفكاار والثقافااة 
عناارين اسااتاذض اصاادقاء سلااي بمنتاادى مصااغر، وتيمناااً بملسسااة سااابقة اتاات اكلهااا كااان قااد اسسااها مجاادد القاارن ال

بيضاااء علااى أغلااب المجتهااد الفقيااه والمفكاار الناايا مُمااد ر ااا المظفاار وهااي منتاادى النناار لمااا  ااا ماان فضااص وأ دي
تادى لأن ا مااوم للمن( الااوطني)أكااديمي النجااف الاشارك، وكناات مصاراً أن أ ااع صافة  ااذا المنتادى فااا تَّت صافة 

ثية اكاديميةليا ذ صفة علمية بح( الفكر والثقافةلإبحاث)كانت  ا أولوية وطنية، ثم أ فنا للعنوان 
 وزارة كناا اااول أن يادرج  امن الجمعياات العلمياة المعتمادة ر يااً في2008حاتى بب 2003ومان نيساان 

ك فكاان ذلاك اول امتيااز  ققاه المنتادى، بعاد ذلا10/8/2008التعليم العالي العراقية فحصلنا على الاعتمااد في 
2009ثم صادر منهاا في عاام 2008فكرض بإصدار مجلاة فصالية تعاا بالعلاوم الانساانية فاصادرض العادد الأول في 

وأربعاااة أعاااداد في 2012وأربعاااة اعاااداد في 2011وعاااددين في 2010عاااددان بعاااد ذلاااك اصااادرض عاااددين في 
2018وخمسااة اعااداد في 2017واربعااة اعااداد في 2016واربعااة اعااداد في 2014وخمسااة اعااداد في 2013

عادداً لسانوات عنار وسيصادر ( اربعاين)2019، فيكون مجموع ما صدر عنها لغاياة نهاياة 2019وستة اعداد في 
.أن شاء الله 2020في م لع ( 41)العدد 



2010العلميفايلتعضايد قاد حصالنا علاى اعتمااد الاوزارة لمجلتناا لأغاراض التَّقياة الاكاديمياة وافاننااما الامتياز الثا  
م الاوطن، ولان المجلاة التزمات مجلة اكاديمية معتمدة عراقيااً علاى مساتوى عماو ( حولية المنتدى)فاصبحت المجلة التي ا يناها 

قااد د لاات المجلااة في منظومااة بالمت لباات المنهجيااة والمو ااوعية وتوالاات اعاادادها بانتظااام وترقااى بهااا عاادد كبااير ماان الاازم ء ف
ماة ملسساة معرفياة ا تزنات الاتي أسساتها دائارة البحال والت اوير وأصابحت المنظو ( مُرك المج ت العلمية)المج ت العلمية 

 ت العلمياة م ات المج ت والأك الأعداد، وماتى أراد أي باحال أن ي لاع علاى الأعاداد بإمكاناه أن ياد ص اك موقاع المجا
مجلاة مُكماة صاادرة ( 272) امن ( Iraqi Academe Scientific journal( )وزارة التعلايم)الراقياة في 

. جامعة ( 60)عن 
، ود لات المجلاة في (19980841)الرماز المعيااري الادولي للمجا ت وهاو (  (ISSNوحصالت المجلاة علاى

احال في دار المنظومة، فصار سه ً أن يصاص اليهاا الب(  (Human Indexقائمة الدور ت المفهرسة في قاعدة
.في الوطن العر  

لاة، لاسايما وأن لقد حصص عدد كبير مان الازم ء الاكااديميين علاى القااب علمياة مان  ا ل الننار في هاذ  المج
ياااة حرياار مللفااة ماان ، كمااا أن فيهااا هوالاجاناابفيهااا هياااة استنااارية ماان كبااار العلماااء الاكاااديميين العااراقيين والعاارب 

.أساتذة ممتازين 
بإصدار العادد 2020وان على أعتاب الد ول اك العام الثالل عنر من عمر المجلة والتي ستفتح في م لع 

(41. )
Arcif)ا تاارت ملسساة  Analytics )ملسسااة مجلتناا كإحاادى المجا ت الاتي متلاك معاماص التااعير وهاي

( 400)ساجص تصاادر عاان ( 700,000)قاماات بتاساايي قاعادة بياااضت رقمياة تنااتمص علااى ( معرفاة)عربياة أ هااا 
ساعيا دولة، ومعهاا بناوك للمعلوماات وقواعاد بيااضت ذكياة ومترصصاه( 20)ملسسة بحثية واكاديمية ودار ننر من 

وراء يسيي معامص التاعير والاستنهاد العر  
Arcif Arab Citation and Impact factor) )وع مان بتعاون  براء دوليين مهتمين بهذا الن

عربياة  امن ليصابح ملشاراً ومقياسااً معتماداً في تصانيف الجامعاات ال( 2018)الترصص وفعاً  صادر المعاماص عاام 
 الننار  امن الاعاراك المقاييي العلمية، أ افة اك توعيق الانتاج العلماي وعلاى معاايير علمياة مدروساة منهاا معاايير

قدماه المجلااة للمجتمااع المنهجياة المعتماادة دوليااً ورصااد الاقتباسااات منهاا لقياااس علمياة الابحاااث المننااورة عليهاا ومااا ت
وهااو ماان الف ااة المتوساا ة ( 0,0179)ضلاات مجلتنااا معامااص يعااير قاادر  2019العار ، وبتقرياار الملسسااة الرابااع لعااام 

مجلااي الاشااراك الااتي لم سااد مجاا ت عربيااة وعراقيااة منااهورة قااد د لاات في هااذا التصاانيف بعااد إقاارار الاعتماااد ماان
.، ومكتبة الاسكندرية وغيرها (الاسكوا)والتنسيق الذي من اعضائه اليونسكو الاقليمي 

مجلاة اعتابرت ( 499)دولاة ساح منهاا ( 20)ملسسة من ( 1400)مجلة عربية تصدر عن ( 4300)ومن بين 
علمااً أناه متوساي ( 0,0179)وحاازت علاى (  (Arcifمعتمدة  من المعايير العالمية لمعاماص( حولية المنتدى)مجلة 
وبهاذا (  (Q3فكناا فاوق المتوساي  امن الف اة الثالثاة( 0,0172)في تخصاص العلاوم الانساانية (  (Arcifمعاماص
العاالي والبحال العلماي وزارة التعلايموأعتمادالمعتمدة على الرقم الدولي للمج ت العالمية، ( حولية المنتدى)تكون 

اك 2020سااعى عااام العراقيااة، ود و ااا في موقااع المجاا ت العالميااة، وا اايراً حصااو ا علااى معامااص يعااير متوسااي سن
... الصعود اك الف ة الثانية بأذن الله تعاك 
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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 

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. It is 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/her 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/her evidence on personal 

knowledge and past experiences. 

Deductive evidentiality, on the other 
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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 

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 
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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 yielded 

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.) Palmer’s (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 

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 Palmer’s 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 
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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 

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. 
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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)  Niçcayn ?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   

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 . 

Izvorski (1997) treats indirect 

inferential evidentiality as part of 

epistemic modality. In his paper 

entitled, ''The Present Perfect as an 

Epistemic Modal'', he draws upon 

Kratzer’s 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 : 
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(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 

evidential meanings, whether 

inferential or reported, or even 

attested  . 

 

2.3. Types of Evidentiality according 

to Plamer's (2001) Model   

For Palmer (2001),  evidentiality is 

of two types: direct (sensory) and 

indirect (non-sensory). Direct 

evidentiality is associated with the 

speaker’s direct physical sensory 

perception, i.e. (visual, auditory,  

olfactory,  gustatory,  and tactile),  while 

indirect non-sensory evidentiality 

includes inferential (deductive and 

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 

their scope according to the language 

systems they belong to. The following 

section shows this disparity in a variety 

of world languages . 

 

2.3.1 Direct Sensory Evidentiality   

Direct sensory evidentiality is 

related to the direct physical sensory 

evidence of the speaker. It includes 

the source or type of evidence 

acquired through the senses of seeing 

(visual), hearing (auditory), smell 

(olfactory), taste (gustatory), and 

touch/feel (tactile). 
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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) diâyɨ wa’î-re yaha-ámi  

dog fish-TOP.NON.A/S steal-

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 

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/I 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 hï-tuki-naka nu-dana 

pi-na  . 

thus DEM:ANIM-DIM-PRES.VIS 

1SG-write 2SG-OBJ  . 

Waha aï-se-nuku matʃa-naka 

thuya  . 
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We here-LOC-TOP.NON.A/S 

be.well-PRES.VIS all  . 

 ‘So I 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 witnessed 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) nipó-k aksóhka-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 

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) Łikah gonłchi h hiłts’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 : 



 

 

 م.م. أحمد مانع حوشان                                    د. رمضان مهلل سدخان      
د/

عد
ال

41 
ني 

ثا
ال

ن 
نو

كا
20

20
 

(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) Mïnaw qanday dämdi 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 

 ‘This sheep’s wool is soft. (and the 

speaker feels it ’) 

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 is 

exemplified by the speaker’s 

sensation : 

(17) bi•Yá 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 

example : 

(18) paita-mha nuha-naku 

ya#umakasi 

one_NUM.CL:ANIM-

PRES.NONVIS I-TOP.NON.A/S 

dress 

di-phua - liphe 

3sgnf-step-FIRMLY 

 ‘Someone has stepped on my 

dress and is holding it firmly’ (I can feel 

it). 

For evidence based on the tactile 

sense of touch, Aikhenvald (2004: 

326) mentions an example from 

Jarawara, where the speaker claims 

that he has the feeling of touching 

something, as in the sentence below : 

(19) jama soki jaa maki bojo 
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thing(f) dark AT man touch/feel 

o-ne-hino-ka 

1sgA-AUX-

IMM.P.NONFIRSTH.m-DECL.m 

 ‘At night I touched a man (while I 

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 ŋidji guUuga-

nha 

rabbit_ABS-SENS.EV here_CIRC 

be.inside-PRES 

ŋama-Ua-baUa_dhu_na 

feel-PRES-

CATEG.ASSERT_1NOM_3ABS 

 ‘The rabbit is in here (I can touch 

it),  I 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 

quotative).  

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 

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’ik, a language 

spoken by the Alaskan Eskimo, can 

exemplify inferred evidentiality : 

(21) Ellallir-ciq-llini-uq (iral-ut 

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 : 
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(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-waʔ-ri-rihi-yu 

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 -ʔel indicates that 

the speaker assumes the sentence 

must be true basing his /her deduction 

or experience, as in the following 

sentence : 

(28) ʔImto•n nuqa•ʔel  

berries ripe-ASSM  

 ‘Berries must be ripe ’ 

The assumptive inferential 

evidential -ʔel 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-Koç 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 
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(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-

ıyor-mus  ̧ ,   

Ali-DAT according to rain rain-

PRES-3SG-INDR 

ama ya˘g-mı-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   

 'They say that house is for me' (but 

I 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) Nkrᴐfoᴐ ka sε Ama papa aba. 

(AGY AS ) 

Ǹkrᴐ̀fóᴐ́ ká sέ Ámá pàpá á-bà . 

People say COMP Ama.POSS 

father Perf-come 

 ‘People say/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-rqa-nki . 

potato-acc take-cis-fut-2 say- say-

nmlz -1o-pst1-2 

 "You said, I will bring you 

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 
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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 to be the 

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-1OBJ-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 

quotative 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 

adverb a lo mejor is used to indicate 

reported (quotative) information, as in 

the following example below : 

(38) A lo mejor tienen el te!efono 

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 : 
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(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-qa 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 …). 

 

 

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 
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indirect evidentiality,  depending on the 

situation and the language system  . 
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 المستخلص 
 بددها ددر تع ف لغويدد  ظددرة   الدديليةيدد 
 يدددي عةى ال عةومدددر  مصددددددددددي  تضددددددد ي 
 وة در الديليةيد  م  اوعدر   وةندر  . ال تكةم
 ال تكةم  ا    تعني  ال برش  ، والتي  اليليةي 
 ع   ومة وس مبدرشددددددد  حسدددددددي  دليد  لييه

 غي  والددديليةيددد  . عنددده يعب  الددد   ال وقف 
 دليةه  ال تكةم في ر  يبني  ال برشدددد  ، والتي

 ال نقول  أو  الافت اضددددددي  الاسددددددتنتر   عةى
 محرول   البحث  ة ا  يعتب   . ال برشددددد   وغي 

 الد يديسدددددددددد  وأادواعد ددددر الدددديلديدةديدددد  لدتدبديددددر  
 في  ع ة ر  آلددددديددددد  لف م  ك حرول   ألف عي و

  . العرل ي  الةغر  بعض
 

 الرئيسية الكلمات
 ال بدرشددددددد  ، اليليةي   اليليةيد ، اليليةيد 

 . برل   ال برش  ، تصنيف  غي 
 

 


