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Types of verbal evidentiality marking: towards a g@eral typology

Recent typological studies provide several workahgssifications of evidential meanings
which try to cover the world’s languages as broadiypossible. The publications in the field
which are referred to most frequently seem to biehdmvald (2004) and de Haan (2005);
earlier influential papers include Givon (1982),IMtt (1988), Lazard (1999) and Friedman
(2000), among many others. Some points, howevenaire at issue. The most important
among them are: (i) the interaction of evidentyaind modality (widely discussed in a
number of conflicting approaches), and (ii) possildemantic extensions of evidential
markers, primarily, the so-called mirative values.

So far, the classification of evidentighluesis much more elaborated (and agreed
upon) than the classification of evidentigystems The paper proposes an overview of
possible evidential systems and argues that otieeafost important division within them is
that between “modalized” and “non-modalized” evidlgn systems (the term was first
proposed in Plungian (2001)). The role and statusanlal values differ according to the type
of evidential system, and, most probably, themisinified answer to the question about how
modality and evidentiality are related (if at allfae same is true for the analysis of mirative
values: their status depends on the type of theeetiality system, and modalized systems
tend to integrate mirativity in a more consistemayvthan non-modalized ones.
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The rise of evidential markers in Modern Greek

Like most European languages, Modern Greek doeshawé a grammatical system of
evidentiality. Moreover, for a language spokenhe Balkans Modern Greek is unusual in
that it lacks grammatical coding of evidentiality.(Joseph 2003).

Nevertheless, tendencies of grammaticalization videstial markers in the verbal
domain can be observed both in earlier stageseofaiiguage and in real-time. The case of
the verb of speecléi ‘(one) says’ which grammaticalizes to a report@egesh marker
meaning ‘allegedly, reportedly’ in the 3. persongsilar, is already mentioned in Aikhenvald
(2004: 150-151, 272).

Additionally, there is synchronic evidence for tge|mmmaticalization of the verbs
apilo ‘threaten’,ipésxome'promise’ andfénome‘appear/seem’ to evidential markers, as in
languages like German and English.

Furthermore, the partickla, which is used for the expression of tense (fQtasewell
as epistemic modality, has also developed to a enadf inferred evidentiality in a
construction with the imperfect.

In this paper we will discuss the grammaticalizati@ndencies that lead to the
emergence of evidential markers in Modern Greesudmg of verbal constructions. We will
thereby address two issues. Firstly, we will discube processes that lead to the
grammaticalization of particular verbs and congtomns to evidential markers in the light of
similar processes that are well-attested for otheropean languages. Secondly, we will
discuss which interrelations between evidentiaditgl other categories (for example tense and
mood) can be particularly observed in the caserekla Our findings are based on corpus-
based analyses using both synchronic data (fronHtkenic National Corpus) as well as
diachronic data.
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The modalized evidential system in Hungarian

Epistemic modality and inferential evidentialityeawidely recognized to be overlapping
domains rather than separate categories (van deeraPlungian 1998: 86, Plungian 2001
354). This treatment receives substantial empisoalport from the analysis of Hungarian, in
which both functions are expressed by the same emaufKugler 2003, 2003—-2005: 59). In
my presentation, | interpret the results of my csrpased study within the framework of
functional linguistics.

The linguistic coding of epistemic modality and damtiality can be regarded as the
manifestation of natural epistemology (Chafe—Nisht®86: vii). The inferential process and
interpretation in general can be affected by releeaand (Givén’s) implicit communicative
contract (Givon 1982: 24). The marking of episteraititude and indirect evidence is
generally highly relevant in verbal interaction,dahas a strong metapragmatic function
(Verscheuren 1999).

| interpret evidentiality in Hungarian as a ‘modelil evidential system’ (Plungian
2001: 354) with a bias for the distinction betweelmable (direct) and unreliable (indirect or
inferred) evidence.

Also significant in Hungarian is the quotative typé evidence, subtly related to
epistemic modality. For example, the stance ad@litblag ‘allegedly’ indicates that the
speaker commits herself to some extent to the wltthe statement, but adds a degree of
uncertainty by locating the source of evidence reetdy. Combining elements of
perspectivization and subjectification (Sanders-eB@o 1997: 96), this adverb is also a clear
example of how the systems of evidentiality and atibglcan be closely intertwined.

In Hungarian, there is no coherent morphologicateay of evidential affixes or
clitics. Evidential functions appear to be lessitBraightforwardly grammaticalized, and are
generally linked to lexical rather than grammatidalices. Although the mood suffixasA-
(quotative / inferential evidence) anlAt (inferential evidence) seem to be associated with
some of these functions, they compare poorly totwdacal items can express, éilitélag
‘allegedly’, valoban, ténylegndeed’ (degree of commitment to the propositjdaltehetleg
‘presumably’,valészirileg ‘probably’ (epistemic modality), and so on.
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Grammatical encoding of lexical evidentiality in aSpanish-to-Basque parallel corpus

Among Western European languages, Basque is umquesenting a grammatical ‘hearsay’
evidential. Reported evidence is marked with thetigga omen and everything else is
purportedly unmarkedOmen appears before the tensed verb, a reserved spaBasgue
syntax. Following descriptive grammars, researclenge noted modal/ aspectual particles
that occur in the same spad®de ‘apparently’, ote ‘dubitative’, ohi ‘habitual’, al ‘yes-no
guestion’. Rare though it might be, they are notmws omen‘reputation’, ohi ‘custom’, ote
‘doubt’, bide ‘motive’. This paper studies translation practicea Spanish-to-Basque parallel
corpus (e.g., lomentranslates an adverb and a qualifying sentence).

(1) ..aun esta lejosa que parecda opcion definitiva: el que sea posible escribaliatado.
‘what seems to béhe best solution iget to come: the day one could write by dictating’
Azkeneko aukeramenden esanera idatzi ahal izatea, ordea, uoragndugu oraino

The corpus used in this study @nsumer Erosk{1998-2006), a collection of magazine
articles. We searched for modal/aspectual partiolélse translations, recovering the Spanish
originals. This offers an opportunity to assess tiwie some particles relate to evidential
meaning, and whether certain meanings are gramaiaéd. Even though Basque also has
lexical means to express ‘hearsay’ evidence, etpnv#o those of Spanish, translators tend to
resort toomen

Thatomensimply cites indirect evidence is contrary to fdedr example, Jendraschek
(2003: 51) warns thatmenmay also express doubt. Our corpus study revealomenis
also used as a generic in a similar capacity. Nesearch avenues (DelLancey 1997,
Aikhenvald 2003) include elements expressing uniswgrising information as evidentials.
Ote fits this epistemic reading, and serves othersr@s well. For instance, it appears in
guestions used as section headlines (2). These péemmould be interpreted as genuine
guestions with the partickd, or withoutote

(2) a. ¢ Es cierto? b. ¢ Este tipo de operaciaremsly habituales?
‘Is it true?’ ‘Are these type ofenations very frequent?’
Egia ote da hori? Ohikoak ote thiomelako eragiketak?

Regardingohi, we confirm its equivalence with habitual aspbat, of a normative type (3).

(3) habitualmente‘habitually’, habitian a ‘they often...’, es habitual ‘it is habitual’,
acostumbrdit is customary’,normalmenténormally’, en generalin general’,actualmente
‘nowadays’,se entiende qu®ne understandsa menudo/vece®ften/sometimes’comunes
‘common’...

Translators emploghi to convey evidence when the original does notaiariexical means.
There is a phenomenon of aspectual competitionctaifg habitual aspect thathi is
indifferent to (Alcazar 2003), suggesting habitaspect may be inferred from evidential ohi.

The corpus evidence we present, coupled with neseareh trends, suggest a
reassessment of Basque as a language with sevanaingtical means of encoding evidence
and knowledge. Parallel corpora help gather inweggf lexical evidentiality in Spanish via
Basque evidentials.
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Hearsay and epistemic values cross-classified in amtegrative approach to evidentiality
marking in European Languages

| will start from the assumption that markers ofdewtiality can be ordered along a cline
stretching from grammatical toward lexical mearfs $guartini, to appear; Wiemer 2006: 18-
20). Under typical grammatical means we may subsinfiections (e.g. Turk.mls) and
functional extensions of TMA-paradigms (like thefpet on the Balkans, the Causasus and in
Baltic, or the conditional in French and Italianfyereas as lexical markers we may consider
particles (like Czpry, Russ.mol), adverbials (like Engallegedly, parentheticals (e.g. Fr.
parait-il, Russ kazetsj3, conjunctions (e.g., Rusbudtg and some prepositions (like Germ.
gemal, zufolge Somewhere in-between we can locate auxiliareg.,(Germsollen Ital.
dovereg, perception verbs both with raising (as in ERlgis workshop is supposed to become
a good ong and without (e.g., Spaparece qugas well as petrified copular participles (in
Baltic: Lith. esy, Latv.esd) and predicatives (like Patycha’).

On the basis of this rough classification the ainthe talk will be to show the areal
distribution of hearsay marking in European langsagSpecial attention is paid to an
assessment of Slavic and Baltic languages in threegb of larger linguistic areas. The
following criteria will be relevant:

1. The proportion between (more) lexical and (mgr@mmatical means in the languages. In
particular, 1 will ask whether the distribution afarkers along the cline in a language is
guided by a complementarity principle (more gramoatmeans, less lexical one, and vice
versa). Preliminary observations make us belieaéttiis is not the case.

2. The proportion between epistemically neutral keeg (e.g., Germsollen Pol. podobno
Ital. conditional) and markers with conventionatizepistemic overtones (e.g., Rugsoby,
Rum.chipurile).

3. Irrespective of the interaction with epistemiodality, the proportion between markers
restricted to hearsay (e.g. Geramgeblich Lith. girdi) and markers with an indifferent
meaning of indirect evidence (e.g., Bulg. ‘preizkiaformi’, Eng. apparently Russ kaZetsja
Georgiartitkos).

These three criteria belong to three independemiedsions, so that we may ask
whether their combinations render a random pattdriareal distribution or rather some
clustering can be observed. A preliminary answehi® question will be supplied. The cross-
classification of evidential markers along thesepeeters raises methodological issues which
will be discussed, too.
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Epistemic modality and evidentiality and their detemination on a deictic basis

In the Romance languages, modal adverbials, spesgintence constructions and prosodic
means are included along with the modal verbs @ ittventory of the ways to express
modality. Used in this sense, modality is the eggi@n of the speaker’s attitude as evaluation
of a fact or circumstance in positive-negative ®rf@valuative attitude) or as evaluation of
the probability of a fact or circumstance (valigdatattitude). A further linguistic dimension is
added with the coding of the source from which speaker has gained the information
contained in his utterance (from direct visual @bagon/perception, through linguistic
media, conclusion etc.). Specifying (or conscioustyicealing) the source of information
conveyed in an utterance represents a basic congativa strategy which has been studied in
linguistics in recent years under the term evidgityi The linguistic means corresponding to
this category, such as adverbials, certain usafjélseoFrench conditionnel or the Spanish
imperfecto are termed “evidentials”.

Deixis will be utilised in this paper to identifywidential means. The deictic character
of evidentiality has already been pointed out idieaworks (e.g. Jakobson 1957, Schlichter
1986, Frawley 1992, Volkmann 2005). Deixis is definas a specific mechanism of
referentialisation, which refers to the contexthe utterance and establishes a relationship to
ego-hic-nunc. Evidentiality can be understood ade&tic phenomenon in so far as its
markers refer to extra-linguistic elements suckhassource of knowledge and the participant
in the communication process who has access thetétdhe categories of deictic
classification of the epistemic field which wereggasted by Frawley (1992) are applied
(deictic centre: ego or alter, directionality: ggiaway from X or going toward X), four sub-
categories will result: (1) going away from egofénence), (2) going toward ego (scale of
visual perception, auditive, other senses), (3hgaway from alter (quote, message, rumour),
(4) going toward alter (one to all possible conagmn partners). Thus, deixis implies a
perspectivation from the standpoint of the textdaieer, which the recipient must reinterpret
from his own discursive position. While epistemiodality adds the attitude of the text
producer, evidentiality presumes the establishmanta relationship to the source of
knowledge by the recipient and thus a judgmenhefcredibility.

This paper will begin from the premise that thexeno clear correlation of linguistic
means to (epistemic) modality and to evidentialityhe Romance languages. However, both
categories refer to semantic and pragmatic nessivhich are manifested in the
significance of the corresponding means. This Wwdl demonstrated using examples from
French, Spanish, Italian and Portuguese corpora.
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Revelative evidentiality in European Languages: liguistic coding and its
anthropological background

This collaboration between an anthropologist (Hmjnand a linguist (Kratschmer) seeks to
establish a first inventory of linguistic markersed in European languages for revelative
evidentiality and proposes a typology of these mark(lexical vs. grammatical markers;
independent vs. combinatorial markers; diachronit synchronic semantic aspects; relation
to epistemic modality, cfr. Kratschmer 2005, 2086rourse related conditions of usage).

The term “revelative evidentiality” goes back to Jakobson (1957, quoted following
Aikhenvald 2004: 345) where it covers the meanigge*in a dream”. We want to use the
term “revelative evidentiality” for all informatioareated inside the mind of a subject without
direct input from the outside world (as seen fromoaitivistic view which is not necessarily
the one of the experiencing subject, as we willvghdesides dreams this also refers to
visions/revelations, hallucinations, inspiratioedd. Our present contribution focuses though
uniquely on the linguistic marking of informatioevealed in dreams. Looking at linguistic
markers of this subclass of revelative evidentiaiit biblical (Aramaic, Ancient Greek,
Latin), Romance (ltalian, French, Spanish) and Gaim(lcelandic, Faroese, Dutch, German,
Danish) languages, we will show to what extent linguistic realization of revelative
information source marking depends on cultural ii@as of conceptualizing dream
experiences and on their social function. We wsdpexially focus on the Greek dream
conception that has widely influenced Europeammireonception and linguistic marking of
dream telling in general (cfr. Heijnen 2005) ankick seems unique among the cultures of
the world judging from the linguistic treatment drieam evidentiality as inventorized so far
by Aikhenvald (2004: 344-347).

We want to emphasize that we use the concept adéatiality” — against Aikhenvald
— for all linguistic manifestations of informatiosource marking (lexical markers,
grammatical markers vehiculating additional evigdntnuances as well as genuine
grammaticalized information source markers, amomngsth only the latter are given the
label “evidentiality” by Aikhenvald 2004: 3ff.).
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An interactional approach to evidential and epistent adverbs in Spanish conversation

In many accounts epistemic and evidential meanargslumped together as commitment
expressions with similar functions. It is said ttthey show up and, hence, can be
interchanged, in the same context. This may be bukit does not mean that they all have
the same discourse function. A closer look at theversational context indicates that Spanish
epistemic and evidential adverbs, though sometimdsed interchangeable, often serve
specific interactional purposes in the processuaf-taking and sequential order. It is my
assumption that the meaning of these (and othgujesgions is formed through talk-in-
interaction.

My analysis is based on a sample agarentementéapparently’, evidentemente
‘obviously’, obviamente‘obviously’, claro ‘of course’, supuestamentésupposedly’,a lo
mejor ‘perhaps’, igual ‘perhaps’, quiza ‘maybe’. The data come from th€orpus de
conversaciones coloquialed00.000 words, Val.es.Co. Valencia) and the cosatenal
section of theCorpus oral del castellan(®69.500 words, UAM. Madrid).

Looking for alignment is an important element of tiscourse organization in which
the speaker and the interlocutor(s) are involveshdw thatclaro ‘of course’,evidentemente
‘obviously’, obviamenteobviously’, a lo mejor‘perhaps’ andgual ‘perhaps’ tend to be used
as “alignment seekers” more often thaparentemente‘apparently’, supuestamente
‘supposedly’ andquizéa ‘maybe’. The former adverbs play a more importavie rin the
discourse organization than the latter ones: ttayeather appear at the beginning or at the
end of a turn. This position allows for handing tlwen over to the other participants to
evaluate or validate. The other adverbs, by contdasnot show up at the end of a turn.

From a semantic point of view, the evidential cantef the first series of adverbs is
little or at least quite vague, which allows foofdg some very routinized interactional work”
(Karkkainen 2003:183). The other ones are lessrambdhin the process toward becoming
interactional markers, i.e. they are more attacteedheir original meaning ofparecer
‘showing up”,suponersuppose’ angaber'know’ (quiza~ quien sabéwho knows’).

The analysis crosscuts the traditionally estabtistyi@stemic and evidential functional
categories. It separates the more frequent adveybisthe less frequent ones on the basis of
recurrent interactional patterns. By doing so, faper goes beyond the common focus on
what a modal qualification does to the propositiamamtent of an utterance.
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The English Evidential Nominative and Infinitive Construction

The English nominative and infinitive pattern (oCN short for Latin ‘nominativus cum
infinitivo’), which consists of a passive utterapcegnition or perception verb followed by a
to-infinitive, can realize various form-meaning pags (or ‘constructions’). The pattern can
simply be an instantiation of the passive consioactas in (1), where the utterance verb of
are said torefers to a specific statement made in a tex2)non the other hand, there is no
explicit reference to a communicative exchange.eHbeis said topattern functions as an
evidentiality marker, on a par witleportedly used in the second sentence in the example.

(1) Above Dr. Ravnskov’s findings are dismissed as dpant of step with mainstream
medicine. Yet here thegre said tobe true. Which is it?

(2) Amy Winehouse Gets Rap Makeover From Jay-Z
Rapper Shawn ‘Jay-Z’ Carter has reportedly givenyAwMinehouse’s song Rehab a
hip-hop makeover to help the British soul star kredo the mainstream American
market. The Def Jam presidestsaid tobe a big fan of Winehouse’s sultry vocals,
and has remixed her single Rehab to make it appealvider audience.

This NCI pattern was mentioned by Chafe (1986) im ¢omparison of evidentiality in
English conversation and academic writing. Noélo@0has argued that from a synchronic
point of view the evidential NCI can be construechagrammaticalization of the passive NCI.
Historically, however, the situation in which thexas only a passive NCI and no evidential
one, which is implicit in the grammaticalizatioresario, seems never to have existed, since it
is very likely that the evidential NCI was borrowedm Latin. (3) contains an example of the
Latin NCI construction it was probably modelled on.

(3) Nullam caedem Otho maiore laetitia excepisse, nulbaput tam insatiabilibus oculis
perlustrasséicitur, ... (TacitusHistoriae Liber1, 44)
‘Otho is said to have extracted no greater joy frany other murder, and to have
scrutinized no (severed) head which such insatieys, ...’

The paper's conclusions about the genre-specifiatythe (evidential) NCI and its
entrenchment as a schematic construction will Isedban a comparison of quantitative data
from the Corpus of Late Modern English Texts arelBhitish National Corpus.
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Evidentials in complement clauses: Evidence from Tikish

It has often been argued that evidentials do notribmte to the proposition expressed, but
operate on the speech act level: For example,daegot scope under negation and often falil
truth-conditionality tests. However, Ifantidou (2Q0demonstrated that evidential adverbials
in English do contribute to truth-conditions, usiegnbeddability in the antecedent of
conditionals as a test (cf. (1a)). Similar factédhfor German reportativeollen (‘shall’) (cf.

(1b)).

(1) a. If the cook haallegedlypoisoned the soup, the police should make aninqui
b. Wenn der Koch die Suppe vergiftet halsmil, sollte die Polizei in der Sache
ermitteln

If evidentials in at least some languages can Ivanwk-conditional effects, we expect them to
be licensed in embedded contexts as well. Surgtisitittle research has focused on
evidentials in embedded clauses so far.

It has been claimed (cf. e.g. Aikhenvald 2003, 1@yt evidentials cannot occur in
embedded contexts. We will show that this doeshold in general. For example, the Turkish
indirective markermig often occurs in complements of utterance predscégey.de- ‘say’ in
(2a)) or mental state predicates as well as inestilgjauses (e.g. of the predicatie’good’ in

(20)).

(2) a. Ali de-d-1 ki Maria din iki  tiyatro bild satin al-ny
Ali say-PRET-3SG COMP Maria yesterday two  thetitkets-3SG buy-INDIR-3SG
‘Ali said that Maria (allegedly) bought two theataxkets yesterday’
b.lyi ki Maria din iki tiyatro bilet-l satin al- my
good COMP Maria yesterday two theater ticked63 buy-INDIR-3SG
‘It is good that Maria (allegedly) bought two thesatickets yesterday’

However, the distribution of indirective markingnst completely free in embedded clauses.
Two important factors that influence the accepigbdf embedded evidentials in Turkish are
the choice of the complementizéd ¢s. diye) and the type of the embedding predicate. For
example, the mental state predicdiié ‘know, think’ allows indirective marking in its
complement only if it is headed by the complemantiiye, but not if the complementizé&r

is used.

We will address the following questions in detasjng both corpus data and native
speaker acceptability judgments: (a) Which faciofience the acceptability of embedded
evidentials? For example, how can the contrasstifiied in (3) be explained? (b) What are
the semantic effects of embedding evidentials? admtiqular, are embedded evidentials
speaker-oriented or subject-oriented and are therth-conditional effects? (c) What
implications follow from the embeddability of evidgls for the general picture of
evidentiality?

References

Aikhenvald, A. Y. (2003), ‘Evidentiality in typologal perspective’, in A. Y. Aikhenvald and
R. M. W. Dixon (eds.), Studies in Evidentiality, iga@mins, Amsterdam, 1-31.

Ifantidou, E. (2001), Evidentials and RelevancejjBmins, Amsterdam.



Richard J. Whitt
University of California at Berkeley
Evidentiality, polysemy, and perception verbs: a agpus-based analysis of English and
German
Both English and German perception verbs evincaaad array of evidential meaning,
ranging from first-hand observation to hearsayference. Consider the following:

(2) Ich hore ihn singen.
| hear him singing.
(2) Ich hore, dass er verrickt ist.
| hear (that) he’s crazy.
(3) Ich sehe sie laufen.
| see her running.
(4) Ich sehe, dass sie mich téten will.
| see (that) she wants to kill me.
(5) Ich rieche, dass es Knoblauch in der Suppe gibt.
| smell (that) there’s garlic in the soup.
(6) Es riecht nach Skandal.
It smells like a scandal.

It has often been noted that perception verbs oz rise to evidential meaning (Anderson
1986; Chafe 1986; Willett 1988; Sweetser 1990; Ralg001; Aikhenvald 2004). However,
an in-depth analysis of evidential meaning amomngggion verbs has not been carried out,
nor has the polysemy that exists among perceptobsv(see, for example, Sweetser 1990 or
Harm 2000) been linked to the wide-range of evidémheaning that evidential verbs can
signify.

My study is a corpus-based analysis of evidentiahmmng signified by English and
German perception verbs from the Early Modern pketmthe present. | have two goals in
mind: | wish to examine the wide range of eviddmiieeaning one finds among perception
verbs and link this to the polysemy that exists agioon-evidential uses of perception verbs;
in addition, | will examine the various types ofngctic environments in which evidential
perception appear (e.g. PERCEP VERB + ACCUSATIVRIFINITIVE, PERCEP VERB +
THAT-CLAUSE, etc.), and see if and how this ties inlwibhe broad range of evidential
meanings attested by perception verbs. My study @lsches on more foundational issues
related to evidentiality, i.e. the role of subjécttion, personal deixis, and the connection
with epistemic modality.
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Adverb grammaticalization as source for evidentiamarkers

On the basis of data from Romanian, this paperearghat adverbs receive an evidential
reading only under grammaticalization. The grameadization entails a re-analysis of the
adverb in the domain @&peech actsvhich are syntactically computed to determineséieup
for the utterance.

The empirical data concern adverbs suclsigar ‘surely’, fireste ‘naturally’, which
take propositional scope in two configurations:pasverbal (1a) or as preceding a ‘that’
indicative clause (1b).

(1) a. Sigur vine laora cinci.
Surely comes at hour five// “Of course s/he comédwa o’clock.”
b. Sigur & vine laora cinci.
Surely that comes at hour five// “Of course s/hmes at five o’clock.”

Traditional accounts on (1) (e.gGrammatica Academieil967) consider (la) as a
monoclausal structure, and (1b) as a biclausattstre, where the matrix contains a non-
lexical copula ‘be’+ adverb predication. Empirigaithe account on (1b) fails: the predicative
association with ‘be’ works for adjectives but hat adverbsSigur happens to have identical
forms as adjective and as adverb; however, othesrbd of the same class, which differ from
their adjectival forms, rule out the ‘be’ prediaati

This paper demonstrates that (1b) is also a mousalastructure, and that the
sentential adverb has the properties of a speecmaiker as long as it has an evidential
reading. Syntactically, the speech act status aspihe properties of a non-projecting item
that behaves as a functional (versus substantateyory.

The arguments towards the functional status otthéential adverb in (1) come from
syntactic tests showing that:

- sigurembeds (versus adjoins to) the ‘that’ clause b) (i the absence of a ‘be’;
- sigur cannot take modifiers in (1b), although it disgglalyem elsewhere;
- sigur may take modifiers in (1a) (e.g., ‘more surely\tht loses the evidential
reading, although it maintains the propositionaipss
- sigurin (1b) cannot be replaced with an adverbial P&.,(8n way sure’), although it
freely alternates with such PPs elsewhere;
- sigurin (1a) may alternate with an adverbial PP, bldses its evidential reading.
- any adverb that allows for an evidential readirgpltiiys the same properties.
These results indicate that as longsagir has a phrasal status (i.e., a substantive category
projecting to AdvP) it cannot have an evidentiadiag. For the evidential reading to occur,
sigur must be non-phrasal and it must be merged in etitmal head that occurs outside the
highest level of the core syntactic structure ,(ebove the complementizer ‘that’). Therefore,
only grammaticalization leads to evidentiality.

In conclusion, evidentiasigur in (1a, b) is the marker of a functional head that
“oversees” the syntax, whereas the formsigéir with non-evidential reading are substantive
categories inserted in the regular core syntadtieccire. The spell-out of ‘that’ in (1) is
optional. Cinque (1999) argues that the “overseef€bre syntax are speech act heads which
introduce pragmatic features into computation atitherface between discourse and syntax.
In this framework, the properties of evidentsdur listed above qualify it as a speech act
head.
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Evidential markers in French scientific writing: th e case of the lexicon of perception

The notion of evidentiality covers all marks signgl what testifies to the validity of the
information stated by a speaker or writer. In stfiengenres, in which the academic sources
of knowledge have to be marked, perception lexican be used to express empirical
evidence. Several markers (see Dendale 1994) a@ imseveryday language to express
perception evidenceapparemmentvisiblemeny, or inferences gertainement, stirement
Some markers can express hearslagafait que, but Nglke (1994) has shown that a more
precise distributional and semantic analysis wél required to differentiate the usesilbof
parait que, il semble gqu@s well as, in our casapparemment, visiblemgnwhich are, like
certainemenor sirementfrequent inference markers.

Our goal is to apply this program to scientific gg3) and to examine more complex
syntactical and lexical systems expressing thesidiffces between appearance and fact, or
assumption and empirical evidence, for instanceoincessive structures or sentences with
adverbials such aen fait, which mark an opposition between appearances aalityre
(Blumenthal 1996; Grossmann &Wirth, 2007).

Our study will be based on a corpus of French siéiemwritings in linguistics and
economics including theses, reports and scierdificles (about 1.3 million words). Lexico-
syntactic patterns of evidentiality will be analglssith the help of the corpus processing tool
Nooj built by Silberztein (2004). Evidentiality petns will be annotated in texts in an
interactive way and analyzed in a second step.dBekequency and distribution of these
markers among disciplines and genres, we will olgsand compare the linguistic uses and
the rhetorical functions of these markers.

In this paper, we will also focus on two questiotgt specifically relate to
evidentiality: (a) What are the main functions loése perception markers in the genre under
study, namely the scientific writing? Can we digtish an attenuation function (since
appearance is not reality) and an empirical fumc{gnce facts are matter of observation)? If
yes, how are these two main functions made manifestuency? meaning and use of
markers? existence of specific markers?) (b) Wh#te best theoretical frame for an analysis
of these markers? Is the polyphonic approach inlittee of ScaPoLine (Nglke) the most
appropriate tool for such a study? We will alsosidar an additional question: (c) Is there a
specific use of this sub-category of markers adogrtb the discipline and/or the subgenre
(paper or thesis).
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Complex anaphors as evidential markers

During the so-called complexation process, compaphors condense propositionally
structured text segments and establish their nefergevents, processes, states) as unified
discourse objects (sometimes evaluating them, $be)( cf. Consten/ Knees/ Schwarz-
Friesel 2007).

(1) Ratzinger has been elected Pop@) This was just reported on tv(b) This
catastrophewas a bad setback for ecumenigi). This godsendvill strengthen the
bonds between papacy and theology.

We investigate complex anaphors as evidential msiikea German newspaper corpus. The
anaphoric complexation can be neutral with respeavidential marking (as in (1a), (4)),
confirm it (as in (2)) or change it (as in (3)).

(2) Die Sozialdemokraten fiihren eine Geisterschlachtlienmoderne Wirtschaftspolitik.
» Die Sozis verstehen nichts vom GegldDieses (Vor-)Urteil jedenfalls steht schon
mal fest(TigerKorpus 18199-18201)

In (2), the antecedent is represented by dire@d@peso that the truth value of the proposition
remains unspecified on the text-world level. Dueit® lexical properties, the anaphor
confirms the unspecified truth value. The antecedeii3) is a proposition (indirect speech)
which is marked as untrue by the lexical meaninthefcomplex anaphor.

(3) Der japanische Minister fur Koordination, Takamioktist zurtickgetreten. Vor vier
Wochen hatte er bei einem Hintergrundgesprach mutidalisten gesagtlapan habe
Korea wahrend der Kolonialzeit (von 1910 bis 194®)Jniges Gute“ getan Die
sudkoreanische Zeitung Dong-A zitierte ihn mit 8@merkunges habe in Korea
kein Erziehungssystem gegeben, bevor die Japan&ogenen seien. Korea habe
Japan zu verdanken, dal3 es heute so erfolgreich. $ei] Ein Sprecher des
sudkoreanischen Aul3enministeriums erklarte: ,Wirdsgeschockt und verargert tiber
dieses verzerrte Geschichtsbild eines japanischelitikers.” (TigerKorpus 22295-
22303)

In cases like (4), one needs to differentiate betwine intentions of quoted actants and the
illocution intended by the author. In such cashs, épistemic status of the referent of the
complex anaphor has to be derived from the cotext.

(4) Die Beweislage sei gar nicht so dinmeint Wolfgang Langmack vom LKA. Der
Anwalt eines 17jahrigen Jungen, der als bisher igez Verdachtiger von LKA-
Beamten vernommen wurde, sieht daslers: ,Die haben so gut wie nichts in der
Hand." (TigerKorpus 203-205)

To sum up: Complex anaphors are means of evidéptinamely by marking the epistemic
status of its referent. In some cases, this maridraverriden by the cotext in the course of
the complexation process.



