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Abstract

Descriptive perception verbs have failed to receive a uniform analysis in previous verb clas-

sifications (cf. Chomsky 1965, Rogers 1974, Hengeveld 1992, Levin 1993, Van Eynde et al.

2014). This thesis argues that the descriptive perception verbs in Dutch (i.e. eruitzien ‘look’,

klinken ‘sound’, voelen ‘feel’, ruiken ‘smell’, and smaken ‘taste’) should be classified as cop-

ular verbs, much like lijken ‘seem’ and schijnen ‘seem’. This classification is supported by

both the synchronic and diachronic behaviour of these verbs in Dutch. Synchronically,

proposing that Germanic copular verbs (as opposed to copulas) are defined by their syntax

rather than their (empty) semantics, I discuss that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs

behave like stereotypical copular verbs: they require a predicative complement, usually in

the form of an adjective. Semantically, the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are much like

the copular verbs blijken ‘turn out’, lijken ‘seem’ and schijnen ‘seem’ in terms of epistemic-

ity and evidentiality. Diachronically, I hypothesize that the Dutch descriptive perception

verbs have evolved from one of the following two origins: either from intransitive verbs (as

v



is the case for klinken and ruiken), much like English remain, through grammaticalization

processes of semantic bleaching and reanalysis; or from cognitive perception verbs (as is

the case of eruitzien and voelen), as found in Latin, Japanese and Zulu, through the process

of argument reordering. The origin of smaken is not clear, and is left for future research.

I show that other Germanic evidential copular verbs (i.e. lijken, schijnen ‘seem’, scheinen

‘seem’, seem) have developed diachronically in a uniform fashion, suggesting the following

grammaticalization path: from a lexical verb to a copular verb, to taking a that-complement,

an infinitival complement or a like-complement, and eventually being used in parenthetical

constructions. The results of this thesis indicate that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs

are only at the beginning of this grammaticalization path, but are on their way to becoming

grammaticalized evidential copular verbs.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This thesis is an exploration of descriptive perception verbs inDutch: eruitzien ‘look’, klinken

‘sound’, voelen ‘feel’, ruiken ‘smell’, smaken ‘taste’, whose most frequent use (i.e. with a pred-

icative adjective) is exemplified below.1

1. (a) De
The

kamer
room

ziet
looks

er
part

mooi
nice

uit.
part

‘The room looks nice.’

(b) De
The

man
man

klinkt
sounds

Frans.
French

‘The man sounds French.’

(c) Het
The

kleed
rug

voelt
feels

zacht.
soft

‘The rug feels soft.’
1Note that the verb eruitzien is a particle verb, with two particles, i.e. er and uit, which are combined to

form one particle when adjacent, i.e. eruit. These particles do not carry any lexical content individually, but
are said to have a detransitivizing function (Barron 1997).
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(d) De
The

kaas
cheese

ruikt
smells

vies.
disgusting

‘The cheese smells disgusting.’

(e) De
The

soep
soup

smaakt
tastes

pittig.
spicy

‘The soup tastes spicy.’

This set of verbs has received much less attention than their cognitive and active counter-

parts (see Table 1.1), not just in Dutch, but cross-linguistically. This could be due to their

idiosyncratic syntactic behaviour and their complex semantics. In the minimal literature

that does exist, a number of analyses have been proposed to classify this set of verbs, in or-

der to understand their syntactic and semantic behaviour better. Past accounts have claimed

that these verbs are copulative (Lees 1960, Chomsky 1965), have dubbed them ‘flip-verbs’

(Rosenbaum 1967, Rogers 1971, 1972, 1974), or have referred to them as ‘psych-verbs’ (Levin

1993).

Cognitive Active Descriptive
Vision zien kijken eruitzien

‘to see’ ‘to look’ ‘to look ‘
Hearing horen luisteren klinken

‘to hear’ ‘to listen’ ‘to sound’
Touch voelen voelen voelen

‘to feel’ ‘to feel’ ‘to feel’
Smell ruiken ruiken ruiken

‘to smell’ ‘to smell’ ‘to smell’
Taste proeven proeven smaken

‘to taste’ ‘to taste’ ‘to taste’

Table 1.1: Overview of Dutch perception verbs.
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1.2 Central Argument andQuestions

In this thesis, I argue the following: The descriptive perception verbs in Dutch are evi-

dential copular verbs. To be more precise, I argue that these verbs should be analyzed as

copular verbs with an extra modal (epistemic and evidential) ‘flavour’, much like the typical

Dutch copular verbs schijnen and lijken ‘seem’. The claim that the descriptive perception

verbs behave much like copular verbs has been hinted at in the literature, e.g. Rothstein

(1983:141) states that ‘seem, appear and look as if […] all have similar semantic properties,

and all share the same syntactic properties’ and gives them the same analysis as she gives

the copula be, while Breckenridge (2007) and Gisborne (2010) both state that the construc-

tion XP looks ADJ can be compared to XP is ADJ. Other scholars who have likened the

descriptive perception verbs to copular verbs are e.g. Bald (1972), Hatcher (1943), Chomsky

(1965), Lees (1960), Kuzar (2012). However, this claim has only been made in passing. As

such, no in-depth analysis of the descriptive perception verbs as copular verbs exists in the

literature. This thesis aims to fill this gap in the literature.

Furthermore, the claim that descriptive perception verbs are much like copular verbs

has only been made from a synchronic perspective, but has never looked at the similarities

between copular verbs and the descriptive perception verbs from a diachronic perspective.

In this thesis, I follow Givón when he states the following:

But in order to understand the formal properties of the [processing instrument
called syntax (a.k.a. grammar)], one must consider the various substantive pa-
rameters that motivate its genesis. Put another way, syntax is not only a fixed,

3



innate formal structure. It is also a motivated entity whose formal properties
and complex genesis must be not only described, but also explained (2015:28).

In order tomove past the common tendency of synchronic syntax to ignore the ‘ever-present

diachrony in synchrony’ (Givón 2015:51), this thesis uses both synchronic and diachronic

data for the analysis of descriptive perception verbs as copular verbs. It is shown that syn-

chronically, Dutch descriptive perception verbs behave like stereotypical Germanic copular

verbs, in that they require a predicative complement that takes at least the form of an adjec-

tive. Furthermore, it is shown that diachronically, the Dutch descriptive perception verbs

have developed much like other stereotypical Germanic copular verbs.

In order to arrive at the analysis of Dutch descriptive perception verbs as copular verbs,

both synchronically and diachronically, various topics need to be discussed first: 1) copu-

lar verbs from a synchronic perspective, 2) copular verbs from a diachronic perspective, 3)

Dutch descriptive perception verbs from a synchronic perspective, 4) Dutch descriptive per-

ception verbs from a diachronic perspective. For each topic, various questions are posed, as

listed in Table 1.2. This table shows that only after the synchronic questions are answered,

is the analysis of Dutch descriptive perception verbs as copular verbs from a synchronic

perspective given. Furthermore, only after the diachronic questions are answered, is the

analysis of Dutch descriptive perception verbs as copular verbs from a diachronic perspec-

tive given.
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Questions Chapter
Copular Synchronic What are copular verbs? 2
Verbs What are the Dutch copular verbs? 3

Diachronic How have copular constructions emerged 4
in Dutch (and other Germanic languages)?

Descriptive Synchronic What are DPVs in general? 5
Perception What are the DPVs in Dutch? 6
Verbs How are DPVs like copular verbs? 7

Diachronic How have they developed? 8/9/10

Table 1.2: Research questions.

1.3 Outline of the Thesis

This thesis is divided into three parts: chapter 2, 3 and 4 form the background chapters; chap-

ters 5, 6, and 7 present the synchronic material; chapters 8, 9, and 10 discuss the diachronic

material. Chapter 11 is the conclusion.

Chapter 2 This chapter discusses what it means to be a copula or a copular verb. It demon-

strates that most definitions in the literature on copulas have been based on their semantics,

stating that copulas are semantically empty. Typologically, this effectively unites various

types of linking elements under one definition. Language-specifically, this overlooks sim-

ilarities with other linking items that are perhaps not semantically empty. For Dutch, a

syntactic definition of a specific subset of copulas, i.e. copular (predicational) verbs, is pro-

posed: copular verbs are those that require an adjectival complement. This set of copular

verbs can then be split into various groups of copular verbs based on their semantics, using

semantic features or flavours. These various groups are captured in a taxonomy for copular

verbs.
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Chapter 3 This chapter discusses the synchronic syntax and semantics of the class of evi-

dential copular verbs, in order to understand the analysis of the descriptive perception verbs

as evidential copular verbs. Even though evidentiality has often been seen as a purely gram-

matical (i.e. morpho-syntactic) phenomenon, recently more research has started to focus

on evidential markers that are not strictly grammatical, but mark the source of information

nonetheless. I discuss how Dutch copular verbs lijken and schijnen ‘seem’ can be considered

evidential markers (the former marking direct evidence, the latter indirect evidence), how

their evidential reading is linked to their degree of epistemicity (both verbs mark that the

speaker is not completely certain or uncertain about their utterance), and their subjectivity.

Chapter 4 This chapter discusses the grammaticalization of other Germanic evidential cop-

ular verbs and shows that the verbs lijken ‘seem’, schijnen ‘seem’, scheinen ‘seem’ and seem

are all evidential copular verbs which appear to have undergone the same diachronic devel-

opment, though in different time frames. All these verbs started off as intransitive verbs,

after which they started to be also used as copular verbs (taking an adjective). After this

first step they started to be able to take complements (infinitival or headed by THAT or

LIKE).2 The final step in the diachronic development is the use of these verbs in parentheti-

cal constructions. This developmental path is taken to form a template for the development

of evidential copular verbs in the Germanic languages.

Chapter 5 This chapter provides an overview of the class of perception verbs, consisting

of the cognitive perception verbs, the active perception verbs and the descriptive perception
2Capitalized English terms are used to refer to patterns that occur cross-Germanically, e.g. SEEM to cover

all equivalents of English seem in all the Germanic languages.
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verbs. The descriptive perception verbs are those verbs that take a stimulus subject and an

adjectival complement. This is unlike the cognitive and active perception verbs, which both

take an experiencer subject and a stimulus object. A brief overview is given of how these the

descriptive perception verbs have been analyzed: as copular verbs (e.g. Lees 1960; Chomsky

1965), as flip-verbs (Rosenbaum 1967; Postal 19870) and as psych-verbs (Levin 1993).

Chapter 6 This chapter explores the syntactic and semantic behaviour of Dutch descrip-

tive perception verbs, and shows that they can take adjectival complements (that do not

necessarily have to be scalar) and prepositional complements headed by zoals/als ‘like’ or

alsof ‘like’. When the Dutch descriptive perception verbs appear without a complement,

an elliptical adjective must be assumed, meaning either ‘good’ (for klinken ‘sound’, smaken

‘taste’) or ‘bad’ (for ruiken ‘smell’). The Dutch descriptive perception verbs (like all percep-

tion verbs) involve a perceiver (referred to as the Pgoal), which is usually not syntactically

realized, and a perceivee (referred to as the Psource), which is the subject.

Chapter 7 This chapter argues that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are evidential

copular verbs, as syntactically they adhere to the definition for copular verbs: they require

an adjectival complement. Semantically, they can receive three readings: attributary, judge-

ment (control) and judgement (raising). Which reading is intended can be tested by three

diagnostics: evaluativity (i.e. is the adjective evaluative?), factivity (i.e. can the construc-

tion be negated?), and comparativity (i.e. can the construction be paraphrased by an as if -

construction?). Attributary readings are evaluative, factive and cannot be paraphrased by an

as if -construction. Judgement readings (both control and raising) are non-evaluative, non-
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factive and can be paraphrased by an as if -construction. Attributary and judgement read-

ings all receive evidential and (inter)subjective flavours. They differ in the degree of epis-

temicity: attributary readings are higher in epistemicity than judgement readings, which

is reflected in the different positions they take in the taxonomy. Finally, lexical meaning

terms and f-structures for all three readings and f-structures are proposed.

Chapter 8 This chapter gives the necessary background information for the diachronic

analysis. It shows that grammaticalization has often been discussed from a morphosyntac-

tic perspective. However, there are often semantic and functional changes that occur in

grammaticalization. Diewald and Smirnova (2010) show that the grammaticalization of evi-

dential markers is marked by metaphorization and template retention. Two other processes

that I discuss in light of the grammaticalization of evidential markers are subjectification and

evidentialization. Furthermore, this chapter briefly discusses the literature on the grammat-

icalization of the descriptive perception verbs in the Germanic languages.

Chapter 9 This chapter provides the materials, methods and results of the diachronic study.

It shows that eruitzien first appears as copular verb (Middle Dutch), followed by klinken,

ruiken and smaken (Early Modern Dutch), followed by voelen (Modern Dutch).

Chapter 10 This chapter analyzes the data discussed in chapter 9. It hypothesizes that the

verbs eruitzien and voelen originated from the cognitive/active perception verbs, through

reordering of arguments. The verbs klinken and ruiken are hypothesized to have originated

from intransitive verbs, which have copularized through semantic bleaching of the verb
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and the reanalysis of the postverbal element as an adjective. The origins of smaken are

not clear. It has been shown that the history of smaken consists of many of its meanings

having been taken over by the cognitive/active verb proeven, which could eventually take

over the descriptive perception meaning as well. During each verb’s processes of grammat-

icalization, they are shown to have retained their semantic template. No metaphorization

has taken place, however. Furthermore, the verbs have undergone evidentialization, epis-

temicization, (inter)subjectification and evaluativitization. It is not clear whether the Dutch

descriptive perception verb constructions were initially only used with an attributary read-

ing, before being used with a judgement reading. If that has indeed taken place, a process

of de-evaluativization of the construction must have occurred.

Chapter 11 This chapter concludes the thesis by summarizing the findings and highlight-

ing the problems. Furthermore, areas for further research are pointed out.
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Part I

Background
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Chapter 2

Copulas and Copular Verbs

2.1 Introduction

There seems to be nothing particularly exciting about copulas. This impression
is confirmed by the treatment that copulas have received in the theoretical and
descriptive literature so far. Although the term ‘copula’ is encountered regu-
larly both in the descriptive and in the theoretical literature, authors hardly
ever bother to define it; nevertheless, they are (sic) readily understood by any
reader who has mastered the basics of philology. The meaning of the term ‘cop-
ula’ is, apparently, so self-evident that rigid definitions become unnecessary.
However, what is true for so many traditional grammatical categories that had
not been considered problematic until they were made the subject of systematic
cross-linguistic research, is also true for copulas: there is more to it than meets
the eye. (Pustet 2003:2)

The quote above is from Pustet’s introductory chapter on copulas. In this, she highlights the

recurring lack of a clear definition of copulas in the literature. As Moro put its: ‘the term

‘copula’ will turn out to have been used to refer to very different entities. Failure to notice

this has been at the root of some major misunderstandings’ (1997:15). When it is defined,
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the definition is often intended to include copulas from a typological perspective, an aim

which is doomed to result in a very broad definition as many cross-linguistic characteristics

have to be allowed for.

The boundaries of the term copula become even more blurry as another term is often

used in the literature, i.e. copular verb. At times, this term overlaps completely or partially

with the term copula, while at other times they are put in stark contrast to one another.

Unfortunately, this ill-defined relationship between the terms copula and copular verb has

triggered the creation of even more terms, e.g. pseudo-copulas or semi-copulas.

In this thesis, I focus on copular verbs in Dutch, with an occasional extension to copular

verbs in the Germanic languages. It is therefore necessary to clearly demarcate this defi-

nition. In this chapter, I discuss how, within the jungle of terms and definitions regarding

copulas and copular verbs, I define copular verbs. To be more precise, I discuss how we

can define Dutch (and Germanic) copular verbs. First of all, I reject the claim that copu-

las should be differentiated from other copular verbs (also referred to as semi-copulas and

pseudo-copulas), as this overlooks the syntactic and semantic similarities that exist between

the various types of ‘linking’ verbs. Instead, I refer to all linking verbs in Dutch (and Ger-

manic) as copular verbs (i.e. including copulas, pseudo-copulas and semi-copulas under the

term copular verb).1 Secondly, I do away with the typical typological definition of copular

verbs as being ‘semantically empty’. For the Germanic languages, this definition does not

work, as it would include only the BE-verbs (e.g be, zijn, sein), but ignore the various verbs
1The term copula is used in discussions of all types of linking elements from a typological perspectives.

However, in discussions of verbal elements I call the linking elements copular verbs.
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that behave like these verbs (e.g. seem, scheinen, worden).2 Instead, I argue that a syntac-

tic definition of Germanic copular verbs is more effective as it includes a larger number of

copular verbs and draws the attention to the many similarities these verbs have, not only

synchronically in terms of syntax and semantics, but also diachronically. Contrary to many

definitions of copular verbs, I propose a language-specific (or language family-specific, as it

can be applied to other Germanic languages as well) definition of copular verbs, in the hope

that this will be more successful in defining copular verbs more clearly and in revealing the

syntactic and semantic similarities between verbs within a language.

This chapter is structured as follows: first, the common definition for copulas based on

their semantics is discussed. This is followed by an introduction of a subset of copulas, i.e.

copular verbs. Then, a new definition is proposed for Dutch and other Germanic languages,

which is based on the syntactic behaviour of the verbs. Finally, I propose a taxonomy of

Dutch copular verbs. This taxonomy serves as the basis for the discussion of descriptive

perception verbs in chapter 7.

2.2 Semantic Definition

Many attempts have been made to define copulas from a cross-linguistic perspective, as

these verbs are found in many of the world’s languages (but do not constitute a universal

linguistic category, Pustet 2003). Two major contributions to the literature on copulas come

from Hengeveld (1992) and Pustet (2003), both from a typological perspective, and both
2Furthermore, it begs the question what it means for a verb to be semantically empty to begin with, and

whether the BE-verbs can be said to be semantically empty (see 2.3.3).
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classifying copulas based on semantic grounds. These works are discussed below, followed

by arguments why their definitions are not adopted in this thesis.

2.2.1 Hengeveld (1992)

Hengeveld’s (1992) discussion of copulas consists largely of a list of what does not constitute

a copula. He defines copulas as those verbs that do not have any semantic content, i.e. the

semantically empty ‘true’ copulas (such as English be), as shown in 2a. He sets them apart

from the semantically contentful semi-copulas, which are verbs such as English remain and

become (see 2b and 2c).

2. (a) Peter is happy.

(b) John remained ill.

(c) Susan became angry.

He states that semi-copulas (such as remain and become) are much like ‘true’ copulas (such

as be) in that they function to help a non-verbal predicate such as an adjective to act as the

main predicate. However, they are not ‘true’ copulas, since they are not semantically empty

(i.e they carry tense, mood and aspect). Hengeveld lists four other differences between ‘true’

copulas and semi-copulas. First of all, he states that for both ‘true’ copulas and semi-copulas

the non-verbal predicate imposes selectional restrictions on the subject. Take for instance

3a and 3b, which show that the predicate happy selects only animate subjects.

3. (a) This person became happy.
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(b) ⁇This table became happy.

Secondly, he states that for both ‘true’ copulas and semi-copulas the valency of the non-

verbal predicate determines the number of arguments within the construction. A more

precise claim about the valency of these verbs is that both verbs take two arguments, i.e. a

subject and a predicate. The predicate can itself take non-subject arguments. This is shown

in 4, which shows the same pattern for both be and become.

4. (a) Sheila is/became ill.

(b) Sheila is/became fond of chocolate.

(c) Sheila *is/*became fond.

Furthermore, Hengeveld claims that both ‘true’ copulas and semi-copulas show (to some ex-

tent) the same distribution regarding the non-verbal predicate that follows them. As shown

in 5, the ‘true’ copula be and the semi-copular verb become can both appear with an adjec-

tive (5a), a noun phrase (5b), and in restricted cases a noun phrase without a determiner

(possible in 5c, but not in 5d).3

5. (a) Sheila was/became ill.

(b) Sheila was/became a doctor.

(c) John was/became president.

(d) *John was/became carpenter.
3However, it appears that this argument does not hold for all categories of complements, for instance a

prepositional complement can appear after be, but not after become: Sheila was in the room vs *Sheila became
in the room.
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Finally, he states that languages in which there is agreement between a non-verbal predicate

and the subject for copular constructions do so as well for semi-copular constructions. This

is shown in 6 from Spanish, in which for both the copular and the semi-copular verb the

non-verbal predicate orgullosas ‘haughty’ is inflected for plural feminine (i.e. -as), agreeing

with the inflection of the first argument chicas ‘girls’.

6. (a) Esas
Those

chicas
girls

son
are

muy
very

orgullosas.
haughty

‘Those girls are very haughty.’

(b) Esas
Those

chicas
girls

se
REFL

han
have

vuelto
become

muy
very

orgullosas.
haughty

‘Those girls have become very haughty.’

Even though ‘true’ copulas and semi-copulas appear to be similar in various aspects, they

also show differences. As Hengeveld argues, they differ mainly in that semi-copulas con-

tribute meaning, especially aspectual meaning (Goossens 1990:182-183) andmodal meaning,

whereas ‘true’ copulas do not. For instance, English remain is continuative and become rep-

resents change, whereas be does not contribute such meanings, but instead refers to a state.

Hengeveld claims that when the semi-copular verb is removed from sentences that contain

them, the meaning of the sentence changes, which is not the case for ‘true’ copulas.

Hengeveld discusses a third set of copulas, which he distinguishes from both ‘true’ cop-

ulas and semi-copulas. This set of verbs is what he refers to as the pseudo-copulas, which

he says are ‘easily mistaken for (semi-)copulas’ (1992:39). The pseudo-copula verbs might

look like (semi-)copular constructions at first sight, as they take predicative complements

just like ‘true’ copulas and semi-copulas (see the comparison in 7).
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7. (a) John is ill. ‘True’ copula

(b) John became ill. Semi-copula

(c) John seemed ill. Pseudo-copula

Hengeveld argues that these verbs are different from both ‘true’ copulas and semi-copulas

in four ways: first, the pseudo-copular verb appears in combination with what Hengeveld

refers to as a ‘reduced complement’ based on a non-verbal predicate (see 8a and 8b); second,

the pseudo-copular verb occurs with a predicative adjunct based on a non-verbal predicate

(see 9a and 9b); third, the pseudo-copular verb is lexical (as 10); fourth, the pseudo-copular

verb has a non-verbal quotative argument (see 11). These differences are discussed in detail

below.

8. (a) John seemed (to be) ill.

(b) It proved (to be) true.

9. (a) He died (a beggar).

(b) He married (young).

10. He looked angry.

11. Die
That

jongen
boy

heet
is.called

Peter.
Peter

‘That boy is called Peter.’

The first difference concerns alternations like those shown in 12-14. Hengeveld claims that

even though the adjectives in the constructions in 12 and 13 might appear as if they are
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non-verbal predicates just like those found in (semi-)copular verb constructions (like in 14)

they are, in fact, not. Instead, Hengeveld claims that they are ‘reduced complements’ of

the complements as shown in 12b and 13b. Since this is not possible for (semi-)copulas,

as shown in 14b, Hengeveld groups verbs such as seem and prove as pseudo-copulas: they

might look like copulas, but they behave differently. Kahn (1973:203-205) therefore refers

to verbs such as seem as ‘be’-modifiers, and to verbs such as become as ‘be’-replacers.

12. (a) John seemed ill.

(b) John seemed to be ill.

13. (a) The rumour proved true.

(b) The rumour proved to be true.

14. (a) Sheila became ill.

(b) *Sheila became to be ill.

Under this analysis, the verbs seem and prove are not the linking items between John and ill

in 12a and between the rumour and true in 13a. Instead, this relation is established in the

complements in 12b and 13b. This view only works if one assumes that the constructions

in 12a, 13a and 14a are derived from the constructions in 12b 13b and 14b. Under a non-

transformational analysis, each of the constructions in 12-14 are generated independently,

and the difference in constructions is seen as due to each verb’s individual subcategorization

pattern.4

4Furthermore, Hengeveld’s claim suggests that (semi-)copulas cannot take clausal complements. However,
it appears that, at least, specificational be can take that-complements, e.g. The problem is that this is not the
case.
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Secondly, Hengeveld argues that pseudo-copulas are also those verbs that can appear

with predicative adjuncts, which can be left out without changing the grammaticality of the

sentence. He gives the examples in 15a and 15b, in which the (so-called pseudo-verb) die

can take an optional predicative adjunct. This is different from the non-verbal predicates

of (semi-)copulas, which cannot be left out, as is illustrated in 16a and 16b. Hengeveld

argues that verbs that can appear with an predicative adjunct (e.g. die, return) might look

like copulas at first sight, but they are not. One could argue that the semi-copulas remain

or stay can also appear without a complement without changing the grammaticality of the

sentence. However, leaving out the complement (as in 17b) would change the meaning of

the verb, as it would receive the intransitive lexical interpretation (e.g. ‘to stay behind’).

15. (a) He died a beggar.

(b) He died.

16. (a) He became a beggar.

(b) *He became.

17. (a) He remained/stayed ill.

(b) He remained/stayed.

Thirdly, Hengeveld states that pseudo-copulas are also those verbs that look like copulas

but that take predicative arguments. The verbs that belong to this set of pseudo-copulas

are the verbs look, sound, feel, smell, taste. Hengeveld argues that these verbs cannot be

considered grammatical items that modify a non-verbal main predicate, as these verbs are
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‘clearly lexical in nature’. He bases this analysis of these verbs on the fact that these verbs

impose a selectional restriction on their first argument, namely that it should be perceivable

through the senses. He therefore analyzes them not as (semi-)copulas, but as lexical verbs

taking two arguments: ‘[t]his means that the non-verbal predicate should be considered an

argument […] of the perceptual impression verb’ (1992:42).

Lastly, Hengeveld argues that pseudo-copula verbs are those verbs that take what he

refers to as quotative arguments. An example is given in 18, in which Peter is the quotative

argument. Hengeveld argues that verbs taking such quotative arguments are more like

speech act verbs, where the particular speech act described is one of naming.

18. Die
that

jongen
boy

heet
is.called

Peter.
Peter

‘That boy is called Peter.’

In short, Hengeveld takes a semantic definition for copulas, arguing that only those that are

semantically empty are ‘true’ copulas, distinguishing them from semi-copulas and pseudo-

copulas.

2.2.2 Pustet (2003)

Pustet defines copulas as follows: ‘A copula is a linguistic element which co-occurs with cer-

tain lexemes in certain languages when they function as predicate nucleus. A copula does

not add any semantic content to the predicate phrase it is contained in.’ (Pustet 2003:5). This

definition might seem very general, but this is an unavoidable consequence of Pustet’s aim

to capture the characteristics of copular elements in many unrelated languages in just one
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definition. Her definition of the copula is actually carefully crafted, as is evident from her

scrutiny of regularly proposed alternative definitions, such as the copula being a linking

element, a hitching post for verbal inflections, or a added predicator, each of which are dis-

cussed below.

First, Pustet rejects the definition of the copula as being an element linking clausal el-

ements such as subjects and predicates (e.g. Crystal 2011) also referred to as the Linker

Hypothesis. She argues that this definition is not successful for two reasons. First, there

are languages (e.g. Tagalog) with grammatical clause structures that do not have a linking

element. Pustet considers this evidence that the definition of copulas as necessary elements

to link clausal material does not hold, as clauses can operate without an overt connection

between a subject and predicate. Furthermore, there is cross-linguistic variation as to which

elements the copula links together, as it depends on the language which type of lexeme re-

quires a linking element. In English, for example, it is nouns and adjectives in the predicate

phrase that require the insertion of a copula. Verbs are predicates that cannot be combined

with copulas.5 In a language such asMandarin it is only nouns that require a linking element.

Pustet appears to suggest that this cross-linguistic variation makes the Linker Hypothesis

too confusing as a plausible explanation for the existence of the copula.

Secondly, Pustet rejects the definition of the copula as a hitching post for verbal inflec-

tions (e.g. Stassen 1997, Lyons 1968), also referred to as the Dummy Hypothesis. She states

that if the copula is indeed the carrier of inflection, two types of constructions should be
5Verbs can of course be combined with auxiliaries. Hengeveld (1992:30) states that there are two classes of

auxiliaries: those that cannot take verbs (e.g. copulas) and those that can (e.g. English have).
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excluded: constructions with copulas that do not carry inflection, and constructions with

copulas but in which inflection is carried by other clausal material. However, since these

constructions are found, Pustet argues that this hypothesis does not hold. For instance, Man-

darin copula shì ‘be’ does not take any verbal morphology, but is still considered a copula.

Furthermore, in Turkish the predicate nucleus carries verbal inflections, whether or not it

appears with a copula. This is shown in 19a, in which the person affix im is directly attached

to the predicate nucleus öğretmen, and in 19b, in which the copula affix –y is added to the

predicate nucleus, but is not the carrier of the person inflection.

19. (a) (Ben)
ISG

öğretmen-im.
teacher-ISG

‘I am a teacher.’

(Kornfilt 1997: 78)

(b) (Ben)
1SG

satici-y-im.
seller-COP-lSG

‘I am a seller.’

(Kornfilt 1997: 77)

Third, Pustet rejects the definition of the copula as an added predicator, as proposed by

Hengeveld (1992:32): ‘A copula enables a non-verbal predicate to act as a main predicate

in those languages and under those circumstances in which this non-verbal predicate could

not fulfill this function on its own.’ Pustet finds this definition unconvincing, as she states

it is not cross-linguistically applicable. She wonders how such a definition can account for

the fact that lexical items from different languages that denote the same concept can differ

in their requirement to appear with a copula. She gives the example of the English adjective
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tall that requires a copula, whereas its Mandarin counterpart gaō ‘tall’ does not.

Lastly, Pustet discusses themost commonly found definition of copulas, namely that cop-

ulas are semantically empty elements. The following quotes illustrate this view: ‘[t]he most

salient feature of the copula is that it makes no independent contribution to the meaning of

the sentence.’ (Hengeveld 1992:32), ‘[t]he copula as a semantically empty element; it’s an

‘abstract linking morpheme’ which is devoid of lexical ‘independent’ (Dik 1989:56) meaning’

(Stassen 2003:65), and ‘[s]entences containing is probably have their origin… from ‘nominal

sentences’ in which two words were formlessly placed together as subject and predicative;

later these were brought to the usual type by the addition of the least substantial verb …,

in much the same way as other sentences were made to conform to the usual type by the

addition of the colourless subject it (e.g. it rains, it pleases me to go)’ (Jespersen 1937:135).

One of the arguments for considering copulas as semantically empty is that there are

languages in which copulas can be freely omitted without changing the meaning of the

sentence. When the copula is dropped, there is no overt lexical marking of the relation be-

tween the subject and the predicate nominal or predicate adjective.6 Pustet (2003) discusses

Cantonese as an example of a language that employs such dropping, as shown in 20a and

20b.7

6Stassen (2005) finds 175 languages (in a sample of 386 languages) that allow zero copula encoding for
predicate nominals. Even though this is not a conclusive number, it does indicate that zero copulas are not
rare in the world’s languages.

7However, whether Cantonese can really freely omit copulas (as also assumed by Kwok 1971) is put into
question by Lai Sze Ling (2011), who states that only when the intensifier hou ‘very’ precedes the predicate
adjective can the copula be dropped: Bei-dak hou gou ‘Peter very tall (Peter is tall)’. Without this intensifier the
copula is preferably not absent: ⁇Bei-dak gou ‘Peter is tall’. Since the intensifier does not necessarily indicate
emphasis, but appears to simply serve as a filler of the slot in between the subject and the predicative adjective,
it could be analyzed as a linking element. Lai Sze Ling claims that the copula can also be used: Bei-dak hai
daan-san ‘Peter is single’ (Lai Sze Ling 2011:10-14).
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20. (a) Nī
this

go
CL

hai
COP

ngóh
ISG

sailóu
younger.brother

léihge.
PRT

‘This is my younger brother.’

(b) Nī
this

go
CL

ngóh
ISG

sailóu
younger.brother

léihge.
PRT

‘This is my younger brother.’

(Matthews and Yip 1994:129)

For some languages, copular verb dropping is restricted and triggered only by certain gram-

matical factors. For instance, the Russian copular verb byt’ ‘be’ is always dropped in the

present tense, but can appear in the past tense, as is shown in 21a and 21b.

21. (a) Dom
house

bol’sój.
big

‘The house is big.’

(b) Dom
house

by-l
COP-3SG.MSC.PST

bol’sój.
big

‘The house was big.’

(Pustet 2003:35)

Yet other languages employ copula dropping for pragmatic reasons. In Japanese, for in-

stance, the presence of the copulative affirmative marker da in informal speech depends

on the speaker’s evaluation of his interpersonal hierarchical relation with the addressee:

the copula verb is dropped when the speaker considers themselves lower on the hierarchy

than the addressee (Narahara 2002). The two alternations are presented in 22a and 22b. In

other cases (i.e. when the speaker does not feel like they are lower than their interlocutor),

the speaker can choose to use the copular element or to drop it. Dropping of the copular

element is only possible for men, not for women.
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22. (a) Mosi
hello

mosi, boku
me[male]

da.
COP-AF

‘Hello, it’s me.’

(b) Mosi
hello

mosi, boku.
me[male]

‘Hello, it’s me.’

(Narahara 2002:183)

2.2.3 Arguments against a Semantic Definition

Hengeveld’s (1992) claim that copulas are those verbs that are semantically empty, which

should be distinguished from both semi-copulas and pseudo-copulas, can be questioned in

two ways. First of all, it is not very clear what Hengeveld means by the semantic emptiness

of ‘true’ copulas. Since he is a functionalist, one can see why he argues that the BE-verbs are

empty: these verbs do not play an informative role in the utterance, they are mere elements

required by the grammar. However, under such a functional view, the semi-copulas should

also be analyzed as functionally empty. As such, this definition does not seem to differenti-

ate the true copulas from the semi-copulas. Even if we were to take a formal approach, the

true copulas would not be differentiated from the semi-copulas, as both would be seen as

semantically contentful (i.e. carrying a truth value). In addition, it has been claimed that

Germanic BE-verbs are, in fact, not semantically empty. This view is proposed by Lohndal

(2006) who claims that the Germanic BE-verbs, in combination with their predicative com-

plement, assign theta roles to their subjects. Even though Lohndal claims this with more

certainty for copulas in combination with DP complements than for copulas with adjecti-
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val complements or prepositional complements, he assumes that ‘the syntactic structure is

similar with both DPs and APs when they function as postcopular elements’ (2006:45). He

bases his claim that copulas assign a theta role, just like lexical verbs, on the following be-

haviour in Norwegian, in which a seemingly problematic subject (fjellet ‘mountain’ in 23b)

can become grammatical in a construction, by changing the verb (er ‘is’ in 23b versus veks

‘grows’ in 23c).

23. (a) Han
he

er
is

rask.
fast

‘He is fast.’

(b) #Fjellet
mountain.DEF

er
is

raskt.
fast

‘The mountain is fast.’

(c) Fjellet
mountain.DEF

veks
grows

raskt.
fast

‘The mountain grows fast.’

(Lohndal 2006:42)

Secondly, it is not clear what makes a semi-copular verb more semantically contentful than

a true copula. Hengeveld states that true copulas are supportive devices functioning as

carriers of mood and aspect, but he claims elsewhere that the fact that semi-copulas carry

information, which he specifies is often aspectual in nature, is what distinguishes them from

being ‘true’ copulas. It then seems as if both true copulas and semi-copulas can carry aspec-

tual information.

Even though Pustet is not convinced that the observation that copulas are semantically
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empty motivates their existence, she agrees with the characterization of copulas as semanti-

cally empty elements, as she herself states that a ‘copula does not add any semantic content

to the predicate phrase it is contained in’ (2003:5). This leaves her wondering how we can

account for their existence if not in terms of meaning.

Frommy perspective, the definition of copulas as proposed byHengeveld (andmany oth-

ers with him) as semantically empty is not precise enough: for instance, what does it mean

for a verb to be semantically empty? It appears that this definition is often proposed from a

functional perspective, suggesting that a copular verb is functionally empty, not that these

verbs have no formal semantic meaning (they are semantically contentful as they carry e.g.

tense, which affects truth conditions). Pustet proposes a slightly modified definition (i.e. ‘A

copula is a linguistic element which co-occurs with certain lexemes in certain languages

when they function as predicate nucleus. A copula does not add any semantic content to

the predicate phrase it is contained in’). However, this definition appears to be equally

vague, which appears to be the result of Pustet’s aim to capture the various characteristics

of copular elements in many unrelated languages in just one definition. As a typological

definition, Pustet’s definition seems to work, but it seems to be a difficult working defini-

tion for language-specific, non-typological research into copulas. The semantic definition

proposed by her and Hengeveld downplays other possible language-specific characteristics

that lie outside the field of semantics.

29



2.3 Syntactic Definition

The previous section has discussed a definition of copulas based on their semantic charac-

teristics, and which aims to be applicable cross-linguistically. However, since I focus only

on a subset of copulas, i.e. on copular verbs, and only on a subset of languages, i.e. the Ger-

manic languages, a more specific definition of these linking items is preferred. This section

proposes a definition for copular verbs (in the Germanic languages at least) that does not

focus on the semantic properties of copular verbs, but instead on their syntactic characteris-

tics. Before presenting the syntactic definition of copular verbs, the notion of copular verbs

is discussed.

2.3.1 Copulas vs Copular Verbs

Copulas are said by Hengeveld (1992) to be split into verbal copulas (or predicativizing) cop-

ulas and discriminating copulas. Predicativizing copulas are morphemes that can be used

predicatively, like verbs, verbalizing affixes or adjectival copulas. These copulas, even when

they are non-verbal, can be used to mark inflection. Hengeveld (1992:189) uses the construc-

tion in 24a to show how the Turkish adjective var meaning ‘existent’ takes a copular role

here, as it is replaced by the verbal copular ol- when future tense needs to be expressed,

since adjectives cannot be inflected for future tense. As Hengeveld states, if var had been
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a true adjectival predicate, it ‘would not have been replaced by the verbal copular, but ac-

companied by it, as would have been the case with any other adjective’ (1992:190).8

24. (a) Ev-in
house-GEN

bahçe-si
garden-POSS.3.SG

var-dı.
ADJ.POS-PAST.3.SG

‘The house had a garden.’

(b) Ev-in
house-GEN

bahçe-si
garden-POSS.3.SG

ol-acak.
COP.FUT

‘The house will have a garden.’

(Lewis 1967:143)

Discriminating copulas, on the other hand, are morphemes that cannot be used predica-

tively, and are usually particles or pronouns, as Hengeveld states. These copulas do not

mark inflection. An example comes from Hebrew, in which the pronominal copula can op-

tionally be used in present tense (see 25a), unless the complement is a nominal complement

containing a full DP, in which case the pronominal copula is obligatory (Berman and Grosu

1976), as shown in 25b. Since the pronominal copula cannot carry any inflections, to mark

any other tense than present tense, the copular verb h.y.y. is used (see 25c).9

25. (a) Dan
Dan

(hu)
he

gadol.
big

‘Dan is big.’

(b) David
David

*(hu)
he

ha-ganav
DEF-thief

‘David is the thief.’
8One could argue that these constructions are not strictly copular clauses, as suggested by Higgins (1979),

but are existential clauses instead (e.g. like constructions like There is a cat outside the door). Here, I simply
follow the examples used by Hengeveld to illustrate the distinctions that he makes.

9This is a very brief view on how pronominal copulas are used in Hebrew; for more restrictions on where
hu appears, the reader is referred to Li and Thompson (1977) and Katz (1996).
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(c) Dan
Dan

haya
COP.PAST

gadol.
big

‘Dan was big.’

(Junger 1981:117)

Here, I am interested in predicativizing (verbal) copular clauses. Furthermore, the copular

clauses I am interested in for the purpose of this thesis are predicational copular clauses. Hig-

gins (1979) proposes a distinction between four types of copular clauses in English: predica-

tional, identificational, specificational and equative.10 Predicational constructions consist of

a referential subject and a predicational predicate, which specifies a certain attribute of the

subject, as shown in 26. Identificational constructions express the identity of the referential

subject. They consist of a referential subject and a identificational predicate, as shown in 27.

Equative constructions consist of a referential subject and a referential predicate, which are

interchangeable. Switching the subject and the predicate in an equative construction will

not alter the meaning of the sentence, which means that there is no difference in meaning

between the two constructions given in 28.11 Finally, specificational constructions consist

of a subject that is different from the subjects in the copular clauses discussed so far: it is

non-referential. Specificational constructions are used to specify who or what someone is,

rather than to say specify a certain attribute to that person. This is shown in 29.

26. He is happy. Predicational

27. That is Sylvia. Identificational
10Higgins uses the term ‘identity clause’ instead of equative clause. However, since the latter is said to be

more common in the literature (Mikkelsen 2008), I will use that term here.
11Some argue that no copular clause in any language is truly equative (Moro 1997, den Dikken 2006, Adger

and Ramchand 2003) and that even apparently symmetrical clauses are in fact instances of predication.

32



28. (a) Cicero is Tully. Equative

(b) Tully is Cicero. Equative

29. The only director I met was Hans. Specificational

2.3.2 Van Eynde et al. (2014)

As a syntactic definition for copular verbs in the Germanic languages, I take the one pro-

posed by Van Eynde et al. (2014). They argue that the traditional discussions of copular

verbs lack thoroughly motivated distinctions between true copular verbs and other linking

verbs. Instead, they propose to shift the focus from the verbs to the constructions they are

in, and propose to define copular verbs in the following way: verbs that appear with com-

plements consisting of an attribute that is assigned to the subject, and which can take the

form of an adjective. Based on a syntactically annotated Dutch corpus (i.e. Lassy Klein 1.1.),

they show that the number of copulatively used verbs (i.e. with a predicative complement

that can be realized as an adjective and which is not an adjunct) is much larger than is

normally assumed: they find more than 40 copular verbs in Dutch (compared to the usual

nine copular verbs that Dutch is said to have). This means that not only is the ‘true’ copula

construction in 30 considered a copular construction, but that the constructions in 31 are

all equally considered copula (all taken from Van Eynde et al. 2014).

30. Hij
He

is
is

boos.
angry

‘He is angry.’
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31. (a) Zijn
His

huis
house

staat
stands

in
in

brand.
fire

‘His house is on fire.’

(b) Het
The

onderwerp
subject

lag
lay

gevoelig…
sensitive

‘The subject was perceived as sensitive…’

(c) Wanneer
When

[…]
[…]

blijkt
appears

dat
that

de
the

kamer
room

vol
full

hangt
hangs

met
with

afbeeldingen…
pictures

‘When it turns out that the room is full of pictures…’

(d) Met
With

slechts
only

dertien
thirteen

punten
points

en
and

twee
two

zeges
wins

oogt
appears

de
the

balans
balance

na
after

de
the

heenronde
outgame

erg
very

mager.
meagre

‘With only thirteen points and two wins the balance after the out game appears
very meagre.’

(e) Hij
He

moest
must

vooral
especially

ook
also

menselijk
human

overkomen.
appear

‘He had to appear especially human.’

(f) Overigens
Moreover

kunnen
can

hogere
higher

milieustandaarden
environmental.standards

soms
sometimes

ook
also

positief
positive

uitpakken.
turn.out

‘Moreover, higher environmental standards can sometimes also turn out to be
positive.’

A consequence of this approach is that some of the verbs that are included in the set of

copular verbs have semantic content. Since there is much variety among the semantics of

the copular verbs, Van Eynde et al. split the 40 copular verbs from their research into several

subgroups based on their semantics, as shown in Table 2.1. The main division lies between

static copular verbs and dynamic copular verbs. The static copular verbs can be divided into
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copular verbs of position (e.g. zijn ‘be’, blijven ‘remain’, staan ‘stand’, zitten ‘sit’), copular

verbs of modality (e.g. lijken ‘seem’, blijken ‘appear’, schijnen ‘seem’, moeten ‘must’, kunnen

‘can’), and copular verbs of impression (e.g. eruitzien ‘look’, klinken ‘sound’, smaken ‘taste’).

The dynamic verbs can be split into telic copular verbs (e.g. worden ‘become’, lopen ‘walk’,

vallen ‘fall’) and atelic copular verbs (e.g. doen ‘do’, werken ‘work’).

Static Dynamic
Position Modality Impression Telic Atelic
zijn lijken eruitzien worden doen
blijven blijken klinken lopen werken
staan schijnen smaken vallen
zitten moeten

kunnen

Table 2.1: Copular subgroups (Van Eynde et al 2014).

A similar approach of grouping and distinguishing between copular verbs based on their

semantics is proposed by Van Gelderen (2015), who uses semantic features (also referred to

as flavours) to distinguish the various semantic contributions of copular verbs.12 Assuming

that copular verbs are always grammaticalized elements (discussed in chapter 4 and 10), and

that the lexical semantics of the pre-grammaticalized element (whether a verb, preposition,

demonstrative, etc) are still discernible in the grammaticalized copular verbs, the semantic

features can be traced back to the semantics of the pre-grammaticalized element. For in-

stance, Van Gelderen assigns English remain and stay the feature [aspect], which is due to

the feature of [duration] of their lexical (i.e. pre-grammaticalized) counterpart. Similarly,

the semantic feature assigned to seem is [modal], which is linked to the semantic feature
12Rothstein (1983) touches on this briefly as well when she states that ‘seem and other raising verbs are also

to be understood as copulas, but with a somewhat different semantic force from the simple copular verb be’
(1987:140).
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[visible] that belongs to the original lexical verb.

The syntactic definition of copular verbs as given above is typologically not universally

applicable, because it assumes a copular construction with the structure copular verb + (ad-

jectival) predicate and even though this copular construction is found in many of the Indo-

European languages, it is not found in all of the world’s languages (Pustet 2003). The fact

that the syntactic definition is not widely applicable is its weakness: it only applies to a

subset of copulas (i.e. copular verbs) and a subset of languages, and is therefore typolog-

ically not very insightful. However, it is an effective definition to take on for languages

that only use copular verbs and not any other linking strategy, as it unites all verbs that

behave copulatively. Not doing so would lead to the neglect of the following three aspects:

first, the shared syntactic properties that exist among all types of linking verbs would be

ignored. Secondly, just as the synchronic similarities would be overlooked, so would the

diachronic similarities (as is demonstrated in more detail in chapters 4 and 10). Thirdly,

drawing a strong line between those verbs that are ‘true’ copular verbs and other linking

verbs ignores the possibility of there being a copular cycle (Van Gelderen 2015, 2011, Lohn-

dal 2009, Katz 1996), which assumes that copular verbs are grammaticalized items, often

having originated from demonstratives, lexical verbs or pronouns. In the case of lexical

verbs, they change into grammatical items by slowly bleaching their meaning (among other

processes). The line between semantically empty verbs and semantically contributing verbs

then, is not between ‘true’ copular verbs and only apparent copular verbs, but instead be-

tween those that are further in the grammaticalization process than others. As discussed

in more detail in chapter 4, Van Gelderen (2015) shows, for instance, that the verb remain
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(considered a semi-copular verb by Hengeveld 1992), is a grammaticalized intransitive verb

that used to mean only ‘to stay behind’. Over time, remain has also grammaticalized into

a copular verb that requires a predicative adjective. However, as Van Gelderen discusses,

during the process of grammaticalization remain went through a period of layering, during

which the verb’s function was ambiguous between being a lexical verb or a copular verb.

During this stage, remain could have been labelled as a pseudo-copular verb: a verb that

only looks like a copular verb.

In summary, the syntactic approach to copular verbs defines a copular verb as a verb

that appears with a complement that assigns an attribute to the subject, and which can take

the form of an adjective. As discussed above, this definition cannot be applied in all lan-

guages. However, it can be applied to the specific class of Germanic copular verbs and has

as its advantage that it groups together a set of verbs that behave similarly synchronically

and diachronically, a classification that would be overlooked when adopting a semantic def-

inition of copular verbs for the Germanic languages.

This thesis will follow the syntactic definition for Dutch copular verbs. This allowsme to

analyze the descriptive perception verbs in Dutch as copular verbs and to compare them to

other Dutch copular verbs synchronically. Furthermore, it allowsme to trace their grammat-

icalization from lexical verbs into copular verbs and make the comparison with the gram-

maticalization of other copular verbs, without being hindered by labels such as pseudo-,

semi- or ‘true’ copular verbs.
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2.4 Dutch Copular Verbs

2.4.1 Overview

The copular verbs that are usually considered the main copular verbs in Dutch are zijn ‘be’,

worden ‘become’, blijven ‘stay/remain’, blijken ‘turn out’, dunken ‘seem’, heten ‘be said to be’,

lijken ‘seem’, schijnen ‘seem/be said to be’, voorkomen ‘seem’.13 Their use is given in 32.14

32. (a) Ze
She

is
is

aardig.
nice

‘She is nice.’

(b) Ze
She

wordt
becomes

moe.
tired

‘She is getting tired.’

(c) Ze
She

blijft
remains

ziek.
ill

‘She remains ill.’

(d) Toen
Then

bleek
turned.out

alles
everything

ineens
suddenly

fout
wrong

(te
to

zijn).
be

‘Then everything suddenly turned out wrong.’

(e) Het
The

nuttigste
most.useful

cadeau
present

dunkt
seems

me
me

die
that

nieuwe
new

schooltas
schoolbag

(te
to

zijn).
be

‘The most useful present seems to me to be that new school bag.’

13By ‘usually’ I refer to the linguistic literature and the verbs taught in primary schools as the Dutch copular
verbs.

14Note that the copular verbs lijken ‘seem’, schijnen ‘seem’, blijken ‘turn out’, dunken ‘seem’, heten ‘be said to
be’, voorkomen ‘seem’ can optionally appear with te zijn ‘to be’, but this appears to be dependent on individual
preferences.
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(f) De
The

kerk
church

heet
is.said.to.be

rijk
rich

(te
to

zijn).
be

‘The church is said to be rich.’

(g) Ze
She

lijkt
seems

verlegen
shy

(te
to

zijn),
be,

maar
but

ze
she

is
is

het
it

niet.
not

‘She seems to be shy, but she is not.’

(h) Hij
He

schijnt
seems

moe
tired

(te
to

zijn).
be

‘He seems to be tired.’

(i) Dit
This

komt
appears

me
me

voor
part

bekend
familiar

(te
to

zijn).
be

‘This appears to be familiar to me.’

As stated above, Van Eynde et al (2014) claim that there are more copular verbs in Dutch

than the typical ones listed: in their research they claim that there are more than 40 copular

verbs in Dutch. The Dutch Grammar Algemene Nederlandse Spraakkunst (General Dutch

Grammar, also referred to as the ANS) also lists more than nine copular verbs in Dutch, and

considers these verbs to be the semantic equivalents of the copular verbs listed above (i.e.

zijn ‘be’, worden ‘become’, blijven ‘stay/remain’, blijken ‘turn out’, dunken ‘seem’, heten ‘be

said to be’, lijken ‘seem’, schijnen ‘seem/be said to be’, voorkomen ‘seem’). Some frequently

used copular verbs that the ANS mentions that are the semantic equivalents of the verb

worden ‘to become’, i.e. gaan, komen, lopen, raken (see 33), yet staan, vallen, zitten are the

semantic equivalents of the copular verb zijn ‘be’ (see 34).15

15The latter use also appears to be found in unrelated languages: Hurford (2012:665) refers to Dixon (2002:1)
who states that Australian languages show a tendency to create copular verbs by grammaticalizaiton of stance
verbs (e.g. ‘sit’, ‘stand’, and ‘lie’, or of ‘stay’ or ‘go’).
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33. (a) Mijn
My

jas
coat

gaat
becomes

hier
here

kapot.
ripped

‘My coat is starting to rip here.’

(b) Dit
This

gebouw
building

komt
becomes

volgende
next

maand
month

klaar.
done

‘This building will be finished next month.’

(c) Het
The

vat
barrel

liep
became

langzaam
slowly

leeg.
empty

‘The barrel slowly became empty.’

(d) Toen
When

het
the

bootje
boat

lek
leaking

raakte,
became,

begon
began

het
it

snel
quickly

te
to

zinken.
sink

‘When the boat started to leak, it quickly began to sink.’

34. (a) Mijn
My

neef
cousin

staat
is

bekend
known

als
as

een
a

oplichter.
crook

‘My cousin is known as a crook.’

(b) Het
It

valt
is

me
me

zwaar
difficult

afscheid
goodbye

te
to

nemen
take

van
from

dit
this

land.
country

‘It is difficult to me to say goodbye to this country.’

(c) Zit
Are

u
you

soms
perhaps

om
of

wat
some

geld
money

verlegen?
shy?

‘Are you perhaps shy of some money?’

2.4.2 Syntactic Behaviour

Dutch copular verbs differ from each other semantically (as will be discussed below), but

share some syntactic characteristics. For the examples in this section I use only the most

common copular verbs in present-dayDutch (i.e. zijn ‘be’,worden ‘become’, blijven ‘stay/remain’,

blijken ‘turn out’, lijken ‘seem’, schijnen ‘seem/be said to be’). The less traditional copular
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verbs are left out here, since these verbs are often equivalents of either zijn ‘be’ or worden

‘become’, and do not behave differently.

First of all, all the Dutch copular verbs can appear with adjectival complements, as

shown in 35.

35. (a) De
The

kamer
room

is
is

mooi.
nice

‘The room is nice.’

(b) De
The

man
man

lijkt
seems

Frans
French

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘The man seems (to be) French.’

(c) Het
The

kleed
rug

schijnt
seems

zacht
soft

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘The rug seems (to be) soft.’

(d) De
The

kaas
cheese

blijkt
turns.out

vies
disgusting

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘The cheese turns out to be disgusting.’

(e) De
The

soep
soup

blijft
stays

pittig.
spicy

‘The soup stays spicy.’

(f) De
The

tante
aunt

wordt
becomes

ziek.
ill

‘The aunt becomes ill.’

Secondly, zijn ‘be’ can appear with prepositional phrases headed by Dutch als or zoals ‘like’

followed by a nominal complement (see 36). The other Dutch copular verbs cannot appear

in such constructions, as shown in 37.
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36. De
The

man
man

is
is

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

‘The man is like a monkey.’

37. (a) *De
The

man
man

wordt
becomes

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

(b) *De
The

man
man

blijft
stays

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

(c) *De
The

man
man

lijkt
seems

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

(d) *De
The

man
man

schijnt
seems

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

(e) *De
The

man
man

blijkt
turns.out

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

Similarly, only the copular verb zijn ‘be’ can be followed by a prepositional phrase headed

by alsof followed by a clausal complement. Zijn ‘be’ appears to be reluctant to be placed in

such a copy raised construction, which is the ‘phenomenon in which a raising verb takes a

non-expletive subject and a complement containing an obligatory pronominal ‘copy’ of the

subject (Asudeh and Toivonen 2012:322). An example of a copy raised construction with

seem is shown in 38.

38. Laura seems like she is angry.

When zijn ‘be’ appears in a copy raised constructions it usually has an expletive subject,

copy raised zijn with full subjects can be found, as the examples in 39 show, or with no copy

pronoun, as shown in 40.
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39. (a) ze
They

zijn
are

alsof
like

ze
they

vers
fresh

uit
from

de
the

pan
pan

komen.
come

‘The are like they are fresh from the pan.’

(http://uitmijnkeukentje.blogspot.nl/2015/12/to-do-today-oliebollen-en-

appelbeignets.html)[Retrieved:11/01/2016]

(b) Ze
They

zijn
are

alsof
like

ze
they

uit
out

een
a

sprookje
fairytale

komen.
come

‘They are like they are from a fairytale.’

(http://www.monschau.nl/bezienswaardigheden/)[Retrieved:11/01/2016]

40. (a) Het
The

effect
effect

is
is

alsof
like

er
there

losse
loose

blaadjes
pages

in
in

het
the

boekje
booklet

liggen.
lie

‘The effect is as if there are loose pages in the booklet.’

(http://nederl.blogspot.nl/2014/08/lunchlezing-nelleke-moser-

bedekte.html)[Retrieved:11/01/2016]

(b) Een
A

avondje
night

Jamrock
Jamrock

is
is

alsof
like

je
you

met
with

een
a

helikopter
helicopter

middenin
amidst

een
a

Jamaicaans
Jamaican

straatfeest
streetparty

wordt
are

gedropt.
dropped

‘A night Jamrock is like being dropped by helicopter in the middle of a
Jamaican streetparty.’

(http://www.nrc.nl/next/2009/05/07/heel-veel-schudden-in-heel-weinig-kleren-

11723249)[Retrieved:11/01/2016]

Finally, only the copular verb zijn ‘be’ can take a nominal complement, unlike the other

copular verbs in Dutch:
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41. John
John

is
is

een
a

lange
tall

man.
man

‘John is a tall man.’

Unlike English copular verbs, which can optionally take a to-phrase (see 42), Dutch copular

verbs cannot take such an oblique (see 42b).

42. (a) The cake is/seems/sounds tasty to me.

(b) *De
The

cake
cake

is/schijnt/lijkt/klinkt
is/seems/seems/sounds

lekker
tasty

aan
to

mij.
me.

However, a dative indirect object is allowed in certain contexts in Dutch, namely when these

constructions are uttered as exclamations, and when extra stress is placed on the copular

verb. This is only possible for the verbs zijn and lijken in combination with an adjectival

complement (see 43a), and for zijn when followed by a nominal complement (see 43b). Note

that this dative indirect object is not present in the translation, as its function is to reinforce

the utterance (e.g. how tasty the cake is in 43a or how messy the room was in 43b) rather

than to mark subjectivity.

43. (a) De
The

cake
cake

is/lijkt
is/seems

me
me

lekker!
tasty

‘The cake is/seems/sounds tasty!’

(b) De
The

kamer
romo

was
was

me
me

een
a

zooi!
mess

‘The room was a mess!’

In conclusion, the syntactic behaviour of the various copular verbs is not the same across the

board, and the copular verbs can be divided into zijn ‘be’ which can appear with adjectival
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complements, nominal complements, and prepositional complements headed by zoals, als or

alsof ‘like’ and the other copular verbs, which can only appear with adjectival complements.

Their shared ability to appear with an adjectival complements is taken to be the defining

characteristic of copular verbs in Dutch (following Van Eynde et al. 2014).

2.4.3 Taxonomy of Dutch Copular Verbs

As a consequence of defining Dutch copular verbs in terms of syntax, rather than in terms

of semantics, we end up with a large set of semantically different verbs (see also Van Eynde

et al. 2014). In order to create order in this chaos, these verbs can be distinguished from

one another by labelling them according to their distinctive semantic flavours, in line with

Van Gelderen (2015). The Dutch copular verbs and their distinctive features are presented

in the taxonomy in Figure 2.1.

First of all, there are a number of verbs that make no extra aspectual or modal con-

tribution, namely zijn, staan, vallen, zitten ‘be’. These are given the feature [-Information].

These verbs are different from those verbs that have either clear aspectual [-Modal] or modal

[+Modal] (which for copular verbs is equivalent to epistemic) meaning, which all aremarked

[+Information]. The aspectual copular verbs can be split into those aspectual verbs that de-

note change (i.e. worden, gaan, komen, lopen, raken ‘become’), and are [-Continuous], and

those that denote continuation (i.e. blijven ‘remain’) and are [+Continuous]. Alternatively,

there are the verbs under the [+Modal] node, by which in this case is meant that they are

epistemic. As is discussed in more detail in the next chapter, these modal verbs can be split

into two groups. First of all there are those verbs that denote a high degree of certainty (i.e.
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Copular Verbs

−Information

zijn, vallen
staan, zitten

‘be’

+Information

−Modal

−Continuous

worden, gaan
komen, lopen, raken

‘become’

+Continuous

blijven
‘stay’

+Modal (epistemic)

+High

blijken
‘turn out’

+Medium (evidential)

−Direct

schijnen, heten
‘seem’

+Direct

lijken, dunken
voorkomen

‘seem’

Figure 2.1: Taxonomy of copular verbs in Dutch.

[+High] such as blijken ‘turn out’). However, in this thesis I am interested in the second

group of verbs (as marked in boldface in the taxonomy), which are those verbs that denote

a lower degree of certainty, and which are required to mark evidentiality as explained in the

next chapter (i.e. [+Medium]).16 This latter set of verbs can be split up into those verbs that

are based on direct evidence [+Direct] (i.e. lijken, dunken, voorkomen ‘seem’) and those that

are based on indirect evidence [-Direct] (i.e. schijnen, heten ‘seem’). In the remainder of this

thesis I refer to the copular verbs marking evidentiality as the evidential copular verbs.
16Note that I place evidential markers under the heading of modality. Here I follow McCready and Ogata

(2007) who state:‘modality and evidentiality are different [categories]; but there is nothing that says that a
single form cannot encode both types of meaning.’ The placement of evidentials under the modal node only
states that these evidentials always also have a modal (in this case, epistemic) reading, not that evidentials are
a subclass of modality in general.
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2.5 Conclusion

This chapter has provided an introduction to copulas and copular verbs. Synchronically, I

have argued that the common typological definition for copulas is vague and overly broad

for the present research, due to the fact that it aims to be applicable cross-linguistically. Es-

pecially the frequently used definition of the copula as being a semantically empty element

appears to be problematic as it raises questions as to what is meant by ‘semantic emptiness’,

and excludes verbs that appear to behave like copular constructions syntactically, but are

seen as semantically contentful. Instead, I have argued that definitions of copulas should

be tailored to individual languages or language families. For Dutch, copulas, or rather cop-

ular verbs, appear to be united by their syntax and therefore a syntactic approach is pro-

posed instead of a semantic approach, as it links together verbs that would not have been

grouped together otherwise. In addition, this chapter has proposed a taxonomy of copular

verbs, in which the various Dutch copular verbs are distinguished from one another based

on their semantics, using the semantic flavours [±Information], [±Modal], [±Continuous],

[±Medium(evidential)], and [±Direct], marking how they are different from one another

and from the main copular verb zijn ‘be’.

The following two chapters zoom in on a subset of copular verbs (i.e. the evidential

copular verbs), and discuss their synchronic syntactic and semantic behaviour, and their

diachronic development. The main focus will be on the evidential copular verbs in Dutch,

which is extended to other Germanic languages where needed.
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Chapter 3

Evidential Copular Verbs:

Synchronic Properties

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter presented a taxonomy of Dutch copular verbs. To this taxonomy the

descriptive perception verbs are added under the category of evidential copular verbs (see

chapter 7). In order to understand this class of evidential copular verbs (highlighted in

boldface in the taxonomy in Figure 3.1), this chapter provides some background on this

group of verbs (in particular schijnen and lijken, leaving their equivalents heten, dunken

and voorkomen out of the discussion for now), and focuses on how these verbs are used

synchronically in Dutch, in terms of syntax and semantics.

The Dutch evidential copular verbs under discussion in this chapter are schijnen and

lijken. Unlike German and English, Dutch has two evidential copular verbs, which have a
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Copular Verbs

−Information

zijn
‘be’

+Information

−Modal

−Continuous

worden
‘become’

+Continuous

blijven
‘stay’

+Modal (epistemic)

+High

blijken
‘turn out’

+Medium (evidential)

−Direct

schijnen
‘appear’

+Direct

lijken
‘seem’

Figure 3.1: Taxonomy of copular verbs in Dutch.

different evidential meaning than English seem or German scheinen. These twoDutch SEEM-

verbs have caused confusion in the literature, based on the way in which seem and schijnen

are translated in the literature: Asudeh and Toivonen (2012) translate lijken as ‘seem’ (but

as German scheinen), Koring (2012) claims lijken is very similar to ‘appear’, ‘look like’ and

‘seem’, Seuren and Hamans (2009) and Augustinus and Van Eynde (2011) translate lijken

as ‘seem’ and schijnen as ‘appear’, De Haan (2007) translates schijnen as ‘seem’, Haegeman

(2006) claims that schijnen and lijken both mean ‘seem’. I will translate both verbs as ‘seem’.

3.2 Syntax

The Dutch evidential copular verbs schijnen and lijken are raising verbs, as they take a syn-

tactic subject that is not a semantic argument. In other words, schijnen and lijken impose no

semantic constraints on the raised subject. The verbs can take adjectival complements (see
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44), nominal complements (see 45), prepositional complements (see 46), that-complements

(see 47), like-complements (only lijken, and not in copy raising constructions (see 48a) but

only in constructions with expletive subjects (see 48b), and parenthetical constructions (see

49).1

44. Adjectival Complements

(a) De
The

man
man

lijkt
seems

Frans
French

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘The man seems (to be) French.’

(b) Het
The

kleed
rug

schijnt
seems

zacht
soft

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘The rug seems (to be) soft.’

45. Nominal Complements

(a) Boris
Boris

lijkt
seems

een
a

mannetje
male

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘Boris seems (to be) a male.’

(b) Boris
Boris

schijnt
seems

een
a

mannetje
male

te
to

zijn.
be

‘Boris seems to be a male.’

46. Prepositional Complements

(a) Het
The

boek
book

lijkt
seems

op
on

de
the

trap
stairs

te
to

liggen.
lie

‘The book seems to be on the stairs.’
1Adjectival and nominal complements can optionally appear with te zijn ‘to be’, depending on the speaker’s

preference and on the predicative material. Preliminary results from a small pilot survey conducted at the
University of Amsterdam suggests that younger generations find copular constructions without te zijn less
acceptable than with, which is not found for older generations. Further research is needed to shed light on
dialectal differences and the possible syntactic and semantic constraints on the presence of te zijn ‘to be’.
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(b) Het
The

boek
book

schijnt
seems

op
on

de
the

trap
stairs

te
to

liggen.
lie

‘The book seems to be on the stairs.’

47. That-Complements

(a) Het
It

lijkt
seems

dat
that

Margot
Margot

boos
angry

is.
is.

‘It seems that Margot is angry.’

(b) Het
It

schijnt
seems

dat
that

Margot
Margot

boos
angry

is.
is.

‘It seems that Margot is angry.’

48. Like-Complements

(a) *Margot
Margot

lijkt
seems

alsof
as.if

ze
she

boos
angry

is.
is.

‘Margot seems as if she is angry.’

(b) Het
It

lijkt
seems

alsof
as.if

Margot
Margot

boos
angry

is.
is.

‘It seems as if Margot is angry.’

(c) *Het
It

schijnt
seems

alsof
as.if

Margot
Margot

boos
angry

is.
is.

49. Parentheticals

(a) ‘t
it

is
is

heel
quite

wat
some

werk
work

lijkt
seems

me
me

als
if

ik
I

het
it

‘ns
once

zo
so

hoor.
hear

‘It’s quite a lot of work I guess, judging from what I hear.’

(Schelfhout et al. 2003)
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(b) ja
yes

want
because

uh
uh

zij
she

is
is

zwanger
pregnant

schijnt.
seems

‘Yes, because, uh, she is pregnant, I’m told.’

(Van Bogaert and Leuschner 2015)

3.3 Semantic Flavours

Recal from chapter 2 that copular verbs are considered to be the copula BE with additional

semantic features or shades, which I refer here as semantic flavours: these are extra aspects

of meaning. The flavours that the evidential copular verbs receive are evidential, epistemic

and (inter)subjective.

3.3.1 Evidentiality

If we zoom in on the modal copular verbs that are evidential in the taxonomy as proposed in

chapter 2, we get the taxonomy in Figure 3.2. This structure shows the main two Dutch evi-

dential copular verbs, i.e. schijnen and lijken ‘seem’. As the taxonomy in Figure 3.2 indicates,

these verbs are said to both be evidential: both mark the evidence that the speaker has for

their proposition. However, as the taxonomy shows, they differ in the type of evidence they

mark: lijken ‘seem’ is used for direct evidence (van Bruggen 1980, Rooryck 2001a, 2001b),

whereas schijnen ‘seem’ is used when the speaker has indirect reported evidence (Vliegen

2011, De Haan 1999b, 2007) or inferential evidence (Van Bogaert and Leuschner 2015).2

2However, as Mortelmans (2017) discusses, the inferential reading is much less commonly found than the
hearsay reading: she reports that of the 272 occurrences of schijnen (with an infinitive) in Corpus Gesproken
Nederlands (Corpus Spoken Dutch), only 35 were inferential. She provides the following example: Maar de kat
schijnt niet meer zo’n pijn te hebben‘But the cat no longer seems to have so much pain’, in which, on observing
the cat, the speaker makes the inference that the cat is no longer in pain.
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+Medium (evidential)

−Direct

schijnen
‘seem’

+Direct

lijken
‘seem’

Figure 3.2: Taxonomy of copular verbs in Dutch.

Before I go into a discussion of the evidential differences between lijken and schijnen, let me

briefly introduce the phenomenon of evidentiality. Evidentiality is the linguistic marking of

the source of information, evidence, or justification for a proposition (cf. Bybee 1985, Ander-

son 1986, Palmer 1986, Willett 1988, Dendale and Tasmowski 2001, Palmer 2001, Aikhenvald

and Dixon 2003, Aikhenvald 2004, Crystal 2011, Murray 2017). In this thesis, I will not make

a point of distinguishing between these three notions and they are considered equivalent.

Evidentials not only mark that there is a source of information, but usually also mark

what kind of evidence there is. Many different kinds of evidence are marked in the world’s

languages. Willett (1988) provides us with an overview of the different types of evidence,

i.e. the various intra-evidential distinctions, as presented in Figure 3.3.

Willett’s taxonomy shows that the various subtypes of evidential markers can be split first

into direct markers (or attested, as they appear to denote exactly the same evidence type in

Willett’s taxonomy). Direct evidentials can be used in situations in which the speaker was

present at the described event. Direct evidence is usually of a perceptual nature and may be

visual, auditory, or based on another type of sense. Visual evidence is preferred to the other

types of sensory evidence. If an event is simultaneously heard and seen, the evidence will
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Evidence

Direct

Attested

Visual Auditory Other

Indirect

Inference

Results Reasoning

Reported

Secondhand Thirdhand Folklore

Figure 3.3: Taxonomy of evidential categories (Willett 1988:57).

be specified as coming from visual evidence. As Barnes (1984:262) says: ‘it does not matter

what evidence the speaker later sees or what information he receives; if, at any point, he

saw or is seeing the state or event he reports it using a visual evidential’.

Indirect evidence, on the other hand, implies that the speaker did not have direct access

to the event described in the proposition: ‘The speaker has not perceived P directly being

separated from P in space and time. However s/he has had access to other kinds of infor-

mation about P’ (Plungian 2001:351-2). As Willett’s taxonomy shows, one type of indirect

evidence is inferentials, which can be split into evidence based on results (perceptual in-

ferentials) or reasoning (conceptual inferentials). Perceptual inferentials refer to signs or

traces of X that make the speaker infer X. For instance, if person P sees a wet umbrella

by the door, he knows that it is raining outside even though he has not perceived the rain

falling down himself. The wet umbrella is the result of rain, and P infers from this that it is

raining. Conceptual inferentials refer to the speaker knowing Y and knowing that Y entails
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X. Reasoning: ‘P, because I know Q, and I know that Q entails P’. The example Plungian

gives is: ‘Today there must be a fair in Salzburg (because I know the routines of this region,

etc.)’ (2001:354).

Indirect evidence can also refer to reported evidence, in which case it is someone other

than the speaker who provides the evidence. Information in this case can come from a sec-

ondhand source, in which case the speaker knows the source of the evidence, or thirdhand

sources, in which case the source is unknown. Alternatively, folklore evidence refers to

common knowledge, which can for instance in English be marked as ‘they say…’ or ‘it is

said that…’.

Linguistic evidentials are studied in many languages and seem to be ‘the flavour of the

month’ (Aikhenvald 2004:16). However, even though already introduced as a linguistic phe-

nomenon in 1938 by Boas, the interest in evidentiality started to gain momentum only from

the 1980s onwards (Bybee 1985, Chafe and Nichols 1986, Willet 1988), and has really picked

up in the last decade. In early work especially, but also in more recent studies, evidentiality

is often considered a purely grammatical category. Such research therefore focuses mainly

on languages that mark evidentiality grammatically, usually morphologically. This is appar-

ent in Anderson’s (1986) often quoted four criteria for grammaticalized evidentials as listed

below in 50. As opposed to lexical evidentials, he argues that evidentiality is a ‘special gram-

matical phenomenon’ and that ‘an evidential does not simply include anything one might

consider to have an evidential function’ (1986:274-275). Especially Anderson’s fourth point

highlights his perspective that evidentials are morphological elements in language, as he

limits the definition of evidentials to ‘inflections, clitics or other free syntactic elements’.
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50. Anderson’s Criteria for Evidential Markers

(a) Evidentials show the kind of justification for a factual claim which is available

to the person making that claim

(b) Evidentials are not themselves the main predication of the clause, but are rather

a specification added to a factual claim about something else

(c) Evidentials have the indication of evidence […] as their primary meaning, not

only as a pragmatic inference

(d) Morphologically, evidentials are inflections, clitics or other free syntactic ele-

ments (not compounds or derivational forms)

An example of morphological evidentials comes from Aikhenvald (2004), who discusses Tar-

iana, whose speakers always specify the source of information by using evidential morpho-

logical markers fused with tense. Tariana encodes five types of source of information: visual

evidence, non-visual evidence, inferred evidence, assumed evidence and reported evidence.

These types of information are exemplified in 51 (from Aikhenvald 2004:2-3), in which the

morphological marker for evidentiality is added as a suffix at the end of the verb: the suffix

-ka is used to mark visual evidence, the suffix -mahka is used to mark non-visual evidence,

suffix -nihka expresses inferred evidentiality, the suffix -sika is used for assumptions and

-pidaka is used for reported evidence.

51. (a) Juse
José

iɾuda
football

di-manika-ka.
3sgnf-play-REC.P.VIS

‘José has played football (we saw it).’
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(b) Juse
José

iɾuda
football

di-manika-mahka.
3sgnf-play-REC.P.NONVIS

‘José has played football (we heard it).’

(c) Juse
José

iɾuda
football

di-manika-nihka.
3sgnf-play-REC.P.INFR

‘José has played football (we infer it from visual evidence).’

(d) Juse
José

iɾuda
football

di-manika-sika.
3sgnf-play-REC.P.ASSUM

‘José has played football (we assume this on the basis of what we already
know).’

(e) Juse
José

iɾuda
football

di-manika-pidaka.
3sgnf-play-REC.P.REP

‘José has played football (we were told).’

A consequence of viewing evidentiality as a grammatical category (e.g. Palmer 1986, Aikhen-

vald 2004) is that much of the literature on evidentiality is on non-European languages in

which evidentiality is obligatory and marked morpho-syntactically. Take for instance the

World Atlas of Language Structures (WALS), which provides a typological overview of the

coding of evidentiality in the world’s languages, given in Figure 3.4.3 This map shows that

verbal affixes and clitics are the most used strategy for evidential marking found in the

world’s languages (i.e. found in 131 languages of 418 included). Another 65 languages use

particles to convey evidentiality. A further 24 languages combine evidentials with tense

(as was the case for Tariana). Then there a few languages which use a modal morpheme to

encode evidentiality. Finally, a small number of languages have a mixed system consisting

of a combination of the ways of evidentiality encoding that have been discussed so far. Of
3This map is described in chapter 78 (De Haan 2013), and provided by Leaflet by OpenStreetMap. Permis-

sion to reproduce this image has been granted by WALS Online, under a CC-BY license.
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the languages analyzed in the WALS, 181 languages are said to have no grammatical evi-

dentials. This map shows how skewed the research on evidentiality is: most data points are

from the indigenous languages of North America, Central America, and South America, and

Australian Aboriginal languages. The European languages are underrepresented or ignored

in such studies, as these languages often lack morphological evidentiality.4

It is only recently that languages without fully grammaticalized evidentiality or lexical

evidentials have started to receive more attention. The Germanic languages have especially

received much attention lately (e.g. Diewald and Smirnova 2010, Whitt 2010a, 2010b on Ger-

man; Gisborne andHolmes 2007, Whitt 2009, 2010a, 2010b, 2011, Asudeh and Toivonen 2012,

Rett and Hyams 2014, Lesage et al 2015 on English and De Haan 2007, Vliegen 2011, Koring

2013 on Dutch). This shift in focus of study from purely grammaticalized systems towards

a more general way of marking of evidentiality is a positive development. Distinguishing

between grammatical evidential systems and other systems is important. However, exclud-

ing languages from the study of evidentiality based on the fact that these languages do not

use an independent grammatical evidential system even though they do mark evidential-

ity in other ways, is not preferable. It causes interesting patterns within languages, and

similarities between languages to be overlooked. Furthermore, ignoring less fully grammat-

icalized evidential systems has as a result that the fact that fully grammatical evidentials

often develop from other kinds of evidential strategies is overlooked.

4Note the evidential modal morphemes in Dutch (De Haan 1999b, although these could be epistemic
modals) and German (Palmer 1986:75), and the mixed evidentials in Swedish (Dahl 1985).
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Even though this has been noted by Aikhenvald, who states that ‘grammaticalization of

evidentiality strategies often results in the creation of [grammaticalized] evidentiality sys-

tems’ (2003:20), languages that are in the stages before the establishment of a full grammati-

cal evidential system are excluded from discussion. As Diewald and Smirnova (2010) argue:

‘as there are several grammaticalization channels leading towards grammaticalized eviden-

tial systems we should be prepared to be confronted with all sort of intermediate stages

[…] evidential expressions may belong to the lexical as well as to the grammatical layer

of a language, or to some intermediate stage between the two’ (2010:40). In other words,

Diewald and Smirnova do not classify languages according to whether they have an eviden-

tial system or not, but see languages as being on a spectrum from evidential strategies to

grammatical evidentials, with all its intermediate stages. Languages can even be at different

stages of grammaticalization at the same time. German, for instance, uses both grammatical

evidentials and other kinds of evidential strategies. To the evidential strategies belong for

instance (similar to English) constructions with perception verbs (52a), but also evidential

adverbs, such as angeblich ‘allegedly’ (see 52b). These evidentials are not ‘grammaticalized’

in Aikhenvald’s definition, in that they are not part of a grammatical system.

52. (a) Sie
She

hört
hears

ihn
him

die
the

Treppe
stairs

heraufkomen.
come.up

‘She hears him come up the stairs.’

(b) Angeblich
Allegedly

hat
has

sie
she

den
the

Bus
bus

genommen.
taken

‘Allegedly, she has taken the bus.’
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On the other hand we have the grammatical evidentials in German, which according to

Diewald and Smirnova (2010) are grammatical as they form grammatical distinctions in the

German verbal system. As such, evidentiality can also be expressed by grammatical means

in German. This verbal evidential system in German consists of the verbal constructions

werden+INF ‘shall’, scheinen+zu+INF ‘seem’, drohen+zu+INF ‘threaten’, versprechen+zu+INF

‘promise’, used respectively as shown in 53 (from Diewald and Smirnova 2010:41).

53. (a) Der
The

Wasserspiegel
waterlevel

wird
is.bound

steigen.
rise

‘The water level is bound to rise.’

(b) Der
The

Wasserspiegel
waterlevel

scheint
seems

ze
to

steigen.
rise

‘The water level seems to rise.’

(c) Der
The

Wasserspiegel
waterlevel

droht
threatens

zu
to

steigen.
rise

‘The water level threatens to rise.’

(d) Der
The

Wasserspiegel
waterlevel

verspricht
promises

zu
to

steigen.
rise

‘The water level promises to rise.’

In line with Diewald and Smirnova (2010), here I will consider any element that receives

some sort of evidential reading as an evidential. As Murray (2017:4) states: ‘Even though

there are important differences between grammatical and lexical means of expressing evi-

dentiality, there are many semantic parallels between them and they may contribute similar

kinds of meaning.’ Although Murray focuses on grammatical evidentiality, she acknowl-

edges that by evidentiality not only grammatical evidentiality is meant. Under this assump-
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tion, evidentials come in many shapes and forms: they can not only be expressed morpho-

syntactically by elements such as the clitics in Tariana (see 51), but also by adverbs (see

reportedly in 54a for reported evidence), parentheticals (see 54b), or certain syntactic con-

structions (e.g. the difference between 54c marking directly perceived evidence by using a

non-finite complement and 54d marking hearsay by using a finite complement).

54. (a) Reportedly, John is sick.

(b) John is sick, it seems.

(c) I heard France beating Brazil.

(d) I heard that France beat Brazil.

The term evidentiality can thus be used to represent either a semantic domain, which can be

expressed lexically or grammatically, or a grammatical category, which is expressed purely

morpho-syntactically. Here I view evidentiality as a semantic domain. Under the assump-

tion that evidentials are not necessarily part of a fully grammaticalized morpho-syntactic

system, then, lijken and schijnen are also considered evidentials, as they mark the speaker’s

source of information for their proposition. As mentioned before, lijken and schijnen can

be distinguished from each other by their evidence type. The direct evidential lijken marks

the fact that the speaker has directly perceived the event, whereas the indirect evidential

schijnen mark the fact that the speaker has not experienced the event directly themselves,

but uses another source of information (De Haan 1999b, 2007).5 The difference between

lijken and schijnen can be illustrated in the following way: when you see your cousin Susan
5As such, these verbs are not the exact equivalents of either German scheinen or English seem, as German

scheinen is only used for inferential evidence and English seem can be used for both direct and indirect evidence.
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at a party and her blouse seems to be quite tight around her stomach, which is unusual for

Susan, you can utter 55. In this scenario, you have some directly witnessed visual evidence

of Susan potentially being pregnant, in which case the verb lijken is used.

55. Susan
Susan

lijkt
seems

zwanger
pregnant

te
to

zijn.
be

‘Susan seems to be pregnant.’

However, lijken can also be used in cases in which you have auditory evidence, for instance

in the scenario in which you are not sure where your cat Bob is, but you hear noises coming

from upstairs. When your friend asks you where Bob is, you can utter 56, in order to mark

directly perceived (auditory) evidence.

56. Bob
Bob

lijkt
seems

boven
upstairs

te
to

zijn.
be

‘Bob seems to be upstairs.’

Furthermore, as Koring (2013) discusses, the verb lijken marks the fact that the speaker

finds similarities between the scenario at hand and a scenario in which the proposition of

the complement is true. In other words, the speaker in 55 and 56 knowswhat a woman looks

like when she is pregnant, and what it sounds like when the cat is rummaging upstairs. The

verb lijken is used in order to mark the fact that the current situation resembles another

scenario, but that the speaker is not completely sure that the proposition is true.

A different scenario is when you are at a party and Susan is not present, even though you

expected her to be there. You hear her neighbour Tom say to his wife that Susan is pregnant.

When someone asks you where Susan is, you utter 57a. As such, schijnen marks hearsay
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evidence, but the speaker is not sure whether the source can be trusted. For instance, if

you had not heard Susan’s neighbour Tom but instead Susan’s mother say that Susan is

pregnant, you would probably not have uttered 57a, but instead 57b.

57. (a) Susan
Susan

schijnt
seems

zwanger
pregnant

te
to

zijn.
be

‘Susan seems to be pregnant.’

(b) Susan
Susan

is
is

zwanger.
pregnant

‘Susan is pregnant.’

Following De Haan (1999b), Mortelmans (2017), Vliegen (2011), and Koring (2013), I assume

that lijken and schijnen are evidentials, regardless of the grammatical vs lexical distinction

advocated by Aikhenvald (2004) and Anderson (1986). In fact, a recent contribution to the

discussion as to how to delineate the category of evidentials comes from Boye (2010, 2012),

who moves beyond the grammatical vs lexical distinction of evidentials and states that evi-

dentials should be defined by their scope properties. He argues that the scope of evidentials

is neither a state-of-affairs (e.g. Nuyts 2006, Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008), nor a speech

act (e.g. Cornillie 2009). Instead, Boye takes evidentiality to apply to propositions, and

states that evidential markers are only those that have scope over a proposition: ‘propos-

tions are something for which there can be evidence’ (2010:299), which is not the case for

states-of-affairs or speech acts. Propositions (as exemplified in 58a) are pieces of knowledge,

representing information or facts about the world and they possess a truth value. States-of-

affairs (as exemplified in 58b), on the other hand, are seen as actions occurring at a specific

point in time and do not have a truth value. Since propositions have a truth value, they
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can be subject to epistemic qualification (e.g. I heard that he was probably yelling), whereas

states-of-affairs cannot (e.g. ?I heard him probably yell).

58. (a) I heard that he was yelling.

(b) I heard him yell.

At first, it may seem that since copular lijken and schijnen do not take a proposition as their

complement (as discussed in chapter 2), they cannot be considered evidential markers. How-

ever, Boye (2012) argues that there are cases of evidential markers ‘coercing’ a proposition,

even though it is not overtly present: ‘even when epistemic expressions [which includes

evidential expressions in his view] have less than a propositional construction in their se-

mantic scope, their epistemic meanings are interpreted as having a proposition as their

scope’ (2012:253). In other words, in some constructions that do not contain a proposition,

a propositional reading can be coerced. Note that Boye claims that this coercion is a char-

acteristic of epistemic markers, copular verbs that are not epistemic (e.g. aspectual copular

verbs) do not have such coercive powers. Whitt (2017) argues that for copular scheinen such

a coerced proposition is plausible, ‘given the copula construction’s close affinity with the

compound copula construction (where an explicit proposition does fall within the scope

of scheinen), it may well be possible for propositional coercion to occur in at least some

copular constructions’ (2017:11). Similarly, lijken and schijnen can appear both as copular

constructions and compound copular constructions, as shown in 59 (repeated from 44).

59. (a) De
The

man
man

lijkt
seems

Frans
French

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘The man seems (to be) French.’
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(b) Het
The

kleed
rug

schijnt
seems

zacht
soft

(te
(to

zijn).
be)

‘The rug seems (to be) soft.’

Following Whitt (2015) it is assumed that ‘there is an implicit proposition in both these in-

stances [which] is supported by the fact that these could be turned into compound copula

constructions’ (2015:11). The examples in 59 demonstrate that constructions with lijken and

schijnen can be turned into compound copular constructions with the addition of te zijn

‘to be’. This is taken to support the idea that the non-compound copular constructions (i.e.

those without te zijn ‘to be’) contains an implicit proposition. Then, if compound copular

constructions are indeed propositional, the evidential verbs that appear in such construc-

tions can take scope over these propositions. Under the view of proposition coercion, the

copular verb is thought to implicitly take a proposition in its complement, even though this

proposition is not syntactically present (e.g. the complement te zijn ‘to be’ in 59). As such,

lijken and schijnen can be analyzed as evidentials. In short, the verbs schijnen and lijken are

both evidentials (marking indirect hearsay and direct evidence, respectively) and copular

verbs, making them evidential copular verbs.

As such, I follow Whitt (2015) who proposes that the evidential copular uses of scheinen

can coerce a proposition, and therefore argues that these kinds of verbs can be both copu-

lar and evidential, and I assume that lijken and schijnen behave similarly. This goes against

Diewald and Smirnova (2010:187) who argue that copulars cannot be evidential, as they draw

a line between lexical-copula-readings of verbs such as scheinen and more grammatical-
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evidential-readings, suggesting that a verb cannot be both a copular verb and an evidential;

to them a verb is either a copular verb or an evidential marker.

3.3.2 Epistemicity

The taxonomy provided in chapter 2 shows that evidential copular verbs not only have

an evidential flavour, but also an epistemic flavour. Being both evidential and epistemic,

the SEEM-verbs show an ‘interesting semantic ambivalence’ (Mortelmans 2017:123): ‘seem

straddles the boundary between perception (an evidential category) and epistemic modality’

(Aijmer 2009:64). The taxonomy in Figure 3.5 provides a zoomed in view of the epistemic

node and below.

+Modal (epistemic)

+High

blijken
‘turn out’

+Medium (evidential)

−Direct

schijnen
‘seem’

+Direct

lijken
‘seem’

Figure 3.5: Taxonomy of copular verbs in Dutch.

Epistemicity belongs to the grammatical category of modality, which is concerned with the

expression of possibility or necessity, and has to do with the coding of the degree of com-

mitment or the degree of certainty of the speaker to the statement (e.g. Palmer 1979, 2001,

Coates 1983, Bybee, Perkins and Pagliuca 1994, Van der Auwera and Plungian 1998, Nuyts

2001): ‘the evaluation of the chances that a certain hypothetical state of affairs under con-

sideration (or some aspect of it) will occur, is occurring or has occurred in a possible world’
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(Nuyts 2001:21). As Cornillie (2009:46) states, ‘[t]he result of the evaluation goes from abso-

lute certainty that a state of affairs is real to absolute certainty that it is not real’.

It is necessary to provide a brief discussion here on the difference between evidential-

ity and epistemicity, as ‘the relationship between the two semantic domains remains one of

the main problems in the research area of evidentiality’ (Dendale and Tasmowski 2001: 340).

Both categories convey additional information about the evidence, the difference being that

evidentials mark the source of evidence without adding a factuality judgement whereas epis-

temicity exclusively marks a factuality judgement about the evidence and does not indicate

source of evidence. Three relations between the notions of evidentiality or epistemicity (or

epistemic modality) are found in the literature: disjunction, inclusion and overlap.

First of all, under the disjunction view, evidentiality and epistemicity are two distinct

categories (e.g. Willett 1988, De Haan 1999a, Nuyts 2001, Aikhenvald 2003, 2004). Under

this view, a morpheme can indicate both evidentiality and epistemicity, but these are sepa-

rate categories that are combined in one morpheme. Advocates for this view acknowledge

the interplay between evidentiality and epistemic meaning. For instance, Aikhenvald (2004)

argues that evidentials may over time acquire a secondary epistemic meaning, marking reli-

ability, probability or possibility. Furthermore, De Haan (1999a) argues that evidentials can

turn into evaluative epistemicity and vice versa. However, both regard epistemicity and

evidentiality as separate as there is a distinction in the marking of the presence of evidence

(evidentiality) and the marking of the degree of certainty of the proposition (epistemicity).

Then there are those who advocate an inclusion view, regarding evidentiality as a subcat-

egory of epistemicity (e.g. Frajzyngier 1985, Bybee 1985, Palmer 1986, Aijmer 1980, Conrad
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and Biber 2001). Palmer (1986) regards evidentiality as dealing with the degree of commit-

ment about the statement, just like epistemicity, and sees evidentiality as an irrealis cate-

gory, in which evidentiality is used to indicate the speaker’s lack of commitment to the truth

of his statement, whether he is speculating about it, presenting it as an deduction, has been

told about it or it is a matter of appearance, based on perceptual evidence (1986:51). Frajzyn-

gier (1985) also claims that stating the manner of acquiring knowledge is linked to a degree

of certainty about the truth of the proposition. Under this view, direct evidence would be

more ‘believable’ than indirect evidence. Furthermore, visual evidence would carry a higher

degree of certainty than auditory information.

Finally, there is the perspective that evidentiality and epistemicity overlap (e.g. Van der

Auwera and Plungian 1998): ‘[t]he interface between the two concepts is then occupied by

the evidential value ‘inferential’, which [Van der Auwera and Plungian] claim to be identical

to the modal value of epistemic necessity’ (Dendale and Tasmowski 2001:342).

The verbs lijken and schijnen also straddle this boundary and have an epistemic reading

in addition to their evidential meaning. Koring (2013) claims that by using schijnen, which

marks hearsay evidence, the speaker is distancing themselves from the truth value of the

proposition: ‘although the speaker is committed to the evidential verb schijnen, the speaker

is not committed to the proposition in its scope’ (2013:21). This means that constructions

with schijnen cannot be used when the speaker is certain either about the truth (e.g. 60a) or

falsity (e.g. 60b) of the proposition. Rather, the speaker is only committed to the fact that

they have hearsay evidence, which can be put into question, as shown in 60c.
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60. (a) *Daria
Daria

schijnt
seems

de
the

wijn
wine

te
to

hebben
have

opgedronken,
drunk,

maar
but

het
it

is
is

niet
not

zo.
so

‘Daria is said to have drunk the wine, but that’s not the case.’

(b) *Daria
Daria

schijnt
seems

de
the

wijn
wine

te
to

hebben
have

opgedronken,
drunk,

en
and

dat
that

is
is

ook
also

zo.
so.

‘Daria seems (=is said) to have drunk the wine, and that is indeed the case.’

(c) Daria
Daria

schijnt
seems

de
the

wijn
wine

te
to

hebben
have

opgedronken,
drunk,

maar
but

ik
I

geloof
believe

daar
it

niets
nothing

van.
of

‘Daria seems (=is said) to have drunk the wine, but I don’t believe that.’

(Koring 2012:878)

The hearer, however, cannot put the evidence into question. As Koring states, ‘[i]t is possible

that someone other than the speaker has the same, or even opposing hearsay evidence,

but this is irrelevant for the truth of schijnen(p). As such it is not possible for the hearer

to disagree with schijnen(p)’ (2013:24). Rather, the hearer can only put into question the

proposition, as shown in 61: negating the utterance in 61a as in 61b can only receive the

interpretation that Daria is not home (i.e. negating the proposition) and not that it does

not seem to be the case that Daria is home (i.e. negating the source of information). This

is in line with Murray’s cross-linguistic findings (ranging from Cuzco Quechua, German,

St’át’imcets, and Cheyenne: in all these languages the scope proposition (at-issue content)

is directly challengeable, whereas the evidential proposition (not at-issue content) is not

directly challengeable.
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61. (a) Daria
Daria

schijnt
seems

thuis
home

te
to

zijn.
be

‘Daria seems to be home.’

(b) Nee,
No,

dat
that

is
is

niet
not

waar.
true

‘No, that is not true.’

(Koring 2013:878)

The verb lijken, on the other hand, can be used both in situations where the speaker is quite

certain about the truth (e.g. 62a) or falsity (e.g. 62b not from Koring, but constructed in

analogy with 60b) of the proposition. Since lijken marks evidence directly acquired by the

speaker, the speaker is more committed to the proposition in its scope. Although Koring

(2013) does not discuss the construction in which the report is questioned by the speaker, it

is the case that this is not possible for lijken (unlike with schijnen), as shown in 62c.

62. (a) Daria
Daria

lijkt
seems

de
the

wijn
wine

te
to

hebben
have

opgedronken,
drunk,

maar
but

het
it

is
is

niet
not

zo.
so

‘Daria only appears to have drunk the wine, but that’s not the case.’

(Koring 2013:879)

(b) Daria
Daria

lijkt
seems

de
the

wijn
wine

te
to

hebben
have

opgedronken,
drunk,

en
and

dat
that

is
is

ook
also

zo.
so.

‘Daria seems to have drunk the wine, and that is indeed the case.’

(c) *Daria
Daria

lijkt
seems

de
the

wijn
wine

te
to

hebben
have

opgedronken,
drunk,

maar
but

ik
I

geloof
believe

daar
it

niets
nothing

van.
of

‘Daria seems to have drunk the wine, but I don’t believe that.’
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Furthermore, again unlike schijnen, when the hearer negates the utterance by the speaker,

as 63b does for 63a, this negated sentences can have two interpretations: in this case either

that that Daria is not home, or that it does not seem to be the case that Daria is home.

63. (a) Daria
Daria

lijkt
seems

thuis
home

te
to

zijn.
be

‘Daria seems to be home.’

(b) Nee,
No,

dat
that

is
is

niet
not

waar.
true

‘No, that is not true.’

(Koring 2013:879)

Koring states that the difference between the epistemic readings of the two evidential cop-

ular verbs lies in the fact that schijnen can only be used when the speaker does not know

whether the proposition is true or false, whereas lijken can only be used when the speaker

has knowledge of whether the proposition is true or false.

This does not seem to be a correct analysis of the difference in epistemicity between

these verbs. First of all, the constructions in 62a and 62b are not using the unmarked inter-

pretation of lijken, but a more fixed reading of the verb: in a construction such as Het lijkt

X, maar het is Y ‘It may seem X, but is Y’, the interpretation of the verb is not ‘seem, based

on the speaker’s evidence’, but rather ‘may appear to other people’. The fixed status of this

construction is highlighted by the fact that it requires the verb lijken to receive stress: when

the unmarked reading of lijken is used (e.g. see 63a), the interpretation is ‘seem, based on the

speaker’s evidence’, which does not mark whether the speaker has knowledge of whether

the proposition is true or false. If the speaker had knowledge of whether the proposition
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was true or false, they would have used the copular verb zijn ‘be’ (either negated or not).

Secondly, even though schijnen marks that the speaker did not witness evidence about the

proposition themselves, its use does not mean that the speaker is uncertain whether the

proposition is true or false. In line with Grice’s maxim of quality, the speaker will assume

that their source of information has tried to be truthful, and has not given information

that is false or not supported by evidence. When the speaker uses schijnen, they do not

mark uncertainty about the truth value of the proposition, they merely mark that they have

not witnessed the proposition directly, which inherently marks a lesser degree of certainty

than when the speaker had been a witness. In other words, Koring’s categorization is too

extreme: schijnen does not mark uncertainty and lijken does not mark certainty. Rather,

schijnen marks hearsay evidence and the speaker is therefore perhaps less certain about

the truth value of the proposition than for lijken, which marks directly perceived evidence.

However, on Givón’s (1982) three-segment scale of epistemic modals, as shown in Figure

3.6, both mark medium levels of certainty.

highest certainty > medium certainty > lowest certainty
evidentiality not required evidentiality required evidentiality impossible

Figure 3.6: Givón’s (1982) scale of epistemic modality.

Givón illustrates these groups by the adverbs that would fall under these three levels: an

adverb of highest certainty would be e.g. obviously, an adverb of medium certainty would be

e.g. allegedly, and an adverb of lowest certainty would be e.g. possibly. In terms of copular

verbs, zijn ‘be’ or blijken ‘turn out’ would be the highest certainty copular verb (see 64a),
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lijken and schijnen would be grouped under medium certainty (see 64b), and a construction

consisting of zijn ‘be’ and an epistemic adverb would fall under the lowest certainty (see

64c). Note that in line with Givón’s evidential properties of the epistemic modals, only the

group of medium certainty requires the marking of evidentiality, which is adhered to by

schijnen and lijken as the evidential copular verbs can only be used for medium certainty.

64. (a) Hij
he

is/blijkt
is/turns.out

ziek.
sick

‘He is/turns out to be sick.’

(b) Hij
he

schijnt/lijkt
seems/seems

ziek.
sick

‘He seems to be sick.’

(c) Hij
he

is
is

misschien
perhaps

ziek.
sick

‘He is perhaps sick.’

In short, the difference in the degree of epistemicity does not lie in either being uncertain

about the truth value of the proposition (schijnen) or being certain about it (lijken), but is

rather more subtle: both verbs mark a medium degree of certainty, but lijken is used to mark

direct evidence, whereas schijnen is used to mark hearsay evidence (which is arguably less

reliable than direct evidence).

3.3.3 (Inter)Subjectivity

Two final notions that need to be discussed are subjectivity and intersubjectivity (to be

distinguished from the notions subjectification and intersubjectification, which will be dis-

cussed in chapter 8). The term subjectivity has received a variety of definitions, but refers
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roughly ‘to the way in which natural languages, in their structure and their normal manner

of operation, provide for the locutionary agent’s expression of himself and his own attitudes

and beliefs’ (Lyons 1982: 102). Some scholars focus mostly on the syntactic presence of the

speaker in the discourse, i.e. whether or not the speaker is linguistically realized in the

content of the discourse (e.g. Whitt 2011), and the degree to which the speaker is explicitly

referred to in the utterance (Langacker 1990). The following examples show the various

degrees of subjectivity that can be determined (Langacker 1990):

65. (a) Vanessa jumped across the table.

(b) Vanessa is sitting across the table from Veronica.

(c) Vanessa is sitting across the table from me.

(d) Vanessa is sitting across the table.

These sentences are ordered frommost objective (65a) tomost subjective (65b). The sentence

in (65a) is considered most objective since there is no involvement of the speaker or hearer

in this utterance. The sentence in (65b) is slightly more subjective, in that it consists of a

reference point (i.e. Veronica) in relation to Vanessa. The sentence in (65c) is considered

even more subjective as it involves the speaker, and makes explicit reference to the speaker

(i.e. me). The last sentence, in (65d), is considered the most subjective, in that it involves

the speaker. However, unlike in (65c), in (65d) the speaker is not explicitly mentioned, but

is present implicitly. Langacker’s criterion is thus to what degree the speaker or hearer is

‘on-stage’ in the utterance.

Others have defined subjectivity in a more abstract way, one that is not concerned with
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whether it is syntactically realized or not, but one that is more concerned with whether

or not an utterance can be linked to the speaker and their perspective, i.e. their beliefs,

evaluations or judgements. Under this view subjectivity is understood as the ‘relationship

to the speaker and the speaker’s beliefs and attitudes’ (Traugott 2010:29), and an utterance

is considered subjective ‘if the issuer presents it as being strictly his/her own responsibility’

(Nuyts 2006:14) or‘if it is only the worlds in the speaker’s belief set that are quantified over’

(Koring 2013:17).

For the evidential copular verbs lijken and schijnen, we can state that they are both

subjective: they both mark the speaker’s involvement in the utterance;lijken marks that

the speaker was a direct witness to the evidence, whereas schijnen marks that the speaker

has heard the information from other people. Both in Whitt’s or Traugott’s conceptual or

Langacker’s syntactic sense, the speaker is implicitly but not explicitly present in utterances:

the hearer knows that when lijken is used, the speaker is talking about his own perception,

whereas when schijnen is used, the speaker is talking about a report he himself has received

from someone else.

Koring (2013:21) says that the difference between schijnen and lijken lies in a difference in

subjectivity: she considers schijnen to be subjective as it marks only the speaker’s evaluation,

whereas lijken is not subjective, as it marks a shared evaluation. Regardless of the fact that

this latter interpretation of lijken is only true for the fixed use, as discussed above, it appears

that what Koring (2013) sees as a difference in subjectivity between schijnen and lijken could

be better understood as a difference in intersubjectivity. Intersubjectivity, recently receiving

increased attention (e.g. Nuyts, 2001; Traugott and Dasher, 2002; Verhagen, 2005, although
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it was already briefly discussed by Benveniste 1971 [1966]:223–230), refers to ‘the encoding

of the S/W’s [speaker/writer’s] attention to or relationship with the addressee in the speech

event’ (Whitt 2011): Traugott (2010), for instance, sees intersubjectivity as the encoding

of the speaker’s awareness of the addressee’s attitudes and beliefs, whereas Nuys (2005:14)

states that an evaluation ‘is intersubjective if (s)he indicates that (s)he shares it with a wider

group of people, possibly including the hearer.’ Since Koring (2013) defines the degrees of

subjectivity in terms ofwho the information is sharedwith, it seems that she is talking rather

about intersubjectivity (i.e. the relation between the speaker and hearer) than subjectivity.

Again, this difference in (inter)subjectivity is linked to the type of evidence: since schijnen

is used for hearsay evidence, the hearer by definition does not share the event of perception.

Lijken, however, can potentially be directly perceived by both the speaker and hearer.

3.4 Conclusion

This chapter has focused on the synchronic properties of the Dutch evidential copular verbs,

in terms of both syntax and semantics. I have shown that in terms of syntax, these verbs

take a variety of complements (among others the prototypical adjectival complement), and

that in terms of semantics, they have evidential flavours that are tightly linked to their

epistemic and (inter)subjective interpretations. However, copular verbs are not only char-

acterized by their synchronic properties (i.e. adjectival complements and distinguishing

semantic flavours), but are grammaticalized items that have developed over time to become

copular verbs. The next chapter, therefore, focuses on the various steps which evidential
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copular verbs go through in their diachronic development towards being copular verbs. This

knowledge of both the synchronic and diachronic properties can then be used to show that

descriptive perception verbs display the synchronic and diachronic characteristics of copu-

lar verbs, and should, therefore, be classified as copular verbs.
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Chapter 4

Evidential Copular Verbs:

Diachronic Properties

4.1 Introduction

The previous chapter discussed the synchronic status of evidential copular verbs. This chap-

ter focuses on the diachronic development of these verbs. Copulas (and as such also the sub-

set of copular verbs) are said to be the product of grammaticalization: ‘the grammaticaliza-

tion process which turns full verbs or other non-copular elements into copulas’ (Hengeveld

1992:237-256). This specific instance of grammaticalization of copular verbs can be referred

to as copularization. The source of copulas are often full lexical verbs, but they can also

emerge from demonstratives and pronouns (Lohndal 2009:209). The process of copulariza-

tion is said to be a part of a process in which non-copular elements develop into copulas to

‘develop further into auxiliaries and grammatical markers like affixes’ (Lohndal 2009:209).
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The process of copularization is sometimes part of a complex cyclical development (as is of-

ten the case in diachronic change), in which a copula disappears after which another copula

takes its place from a non-copular element (e.g. Hebrew in which h.y.y disappears under

certain syntactic conditions and in which pronominal hu takes its place, Li and Thompson

1977). The literature on the origins of copular verbs in the Germanic languages demonstrates

that these are also grammaticalized items, and have grammaticalized from lexical verbs (e.g.

Whitt 2015, 2017, Gisborne and Holmes 2007, Vliegen 2011, Poortvliet 2016, Van Gelderen

2015).

This thesis argues that Dutch descriptive perception verbs should be considered eviden-

tial copular verbs. The aim of this chapter is to create a template of the development of ev-

idential copular verbs, based on the literature on these verbs in Dutch and other Germanic

languages. It would make most sense to use the grammaticalization of other evidential cop-

ular verbs in Dutch (i.e. lijken and schijnen) as an example and to serve as a template of the

diachronic path of evidential copular verbs. However, not much has been written on the

grammaticalization of these verbs. In this chapter I show results from a small corpus study

of the Dutch verb lijken in order to arrive at a better understanding of the development of

this verb. However, assuming that the equivalents of lijken and schijnen in other Germanic

languages have developed similarly to lijken and schijnen I also rely on discussion on the

diachronic developments of German scheinen and English seem as provided in the literature

(this group of Germanic verbs is referred to as the SEEM-verbs). The development of these

verbs has been studied much more extensively, especially that of scheinen, whose grammat-

icalization process is said to be more transparent than that of English seem (De Haan 2007).
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This chapter gives an overview of the grammaticalization paths of Dutch lijken and schi-

jnen ‘seem’, German scheinen ‘seem’ and English seem. It is shown that these verbs have

developed in roughly the samemanner: they have all started out as lexical verbs, after which

the copular use was created. This was then followed by the emergence of that-complements,

infinitival complements, like-complements and, finally, parenthetical constructions.

4.2 Grammaticalization in English, Dutch and German

4.2.1 Dutch lijken

4.2.1.1 Lexical Use

The original meaning of lijken is ‘to resemble’ (first attested in 1240 according to Philippa

et al 2009), which is very similar to its abstract meaning ‘to seem’, except that the strictly

comparative component of themeaning has been bleached. This original use of lijken is char-

acterized by its possibility to appear intransitively. This lexical use has not faded away, and

is still found in present-day Dutch and in the intermediate stages of Dutch. This intransitive

use of lijken is illustrated in 66.
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66. ‘Sakkerloot,
Gosh,

die
that

is
is

goed!’
good!

riepen
yelled

Jan
Jan

Greven
Greven

en
and

Piet
Piet

Essen
Essen

te
at

gelijk,
same,

terwijl
while

zij
they

den
the

kop
top

bezagen,
looked,

waarop
on.which

het
the

welgelijkend
well.resembling

afbeeldsel
image

van
of

een
one

in
in

de
the

stad
city

hunner
their

inwoning
living

wel
well

bekend
known

liedjeszanger
song.singer

prijkte.
displayed.

‘Nu,
Well,

die
that

lijkt
looks.alike

ook,
also,

hoor!’
you.know!

‘ ‘Gosh, that one is good!’ yelled Jan Greven and Piet Essen simultaneously, while
they looked at the top, on which a closely resembling image was displayed of a
singer that was well known in their city. ‘Well, that one also looks very much alike,
you know!”

(Uit den Schooltijd, H.J. van Kesteren, 1861)

4.2.1.2 Copular Use

Van der Horst and Van der Horst (2008) claim that lijken as a copular verb is found from the

17th century, but refer to one example from the 15th century (see 67).

67. Ic
I

heb
have

veel
many

liede
people

dic
that.I

horen
hear

spreken,
speak

die
who

reckelic
decent

ende
and

warachtigh
sincere

liken.
seemed
‘I have heard many people talk, who seemed decent and sincere.’

(Van Den Vos Reinaerde, 1451-1500)

4.2.1.3 ‘That’-Complement

As no information was found in the literature on the emergence of lijken in combination

with a that-complement, a corpus search was conducted in the Corpus Gysseling (Early

Middle Dutch, 1200-1300), the Chancellery and Narrative Subcorpora by Coussé (1250-1800

and 1575-2000 respectively), and Brieven als Buit (Letters from 1600-1700). This search gave

84



the following example as the first attested instance of lijken with a dat-complement, from

the 17th century.

68. Het
it

leijcket
seems

dat
that

daer
there

voer
for

meij
me

ghen
no

voermack
entertainment

ijn
in

de
the

werelet
world

ijs.
is

‘It seems that there is no entertainment for me in the world.’

(Letter to Harmen Gerritsen, 1 November 1672)

4.2.1.4 Infinitival Complement

A similar corpus search was conducted for occurrences of lijken in combination with an INF-

complement, This search showed that the first attested instance of lijken with an infinitival

complement dates from the 17th century (see 69).

69. En
and

lijckt
seems

wel
well

te
to

gan
go

ende
and

mijn
my

lijfste
dear

tijmenon
Tijmenon

lijckt
seems

unen
one

halfemalen
unresolved

begenen
begin

te
to

wylle.
want

‘and seemed to go well and my dear Tijmenon seems to want…’

(Letter to unknown, 6 November 1672)

4.2.1.5 ‘Like’-Complement

The samewas done for the emergence of constructions with a like-complement. The corpora

showed that the first instance of (the expletive variant, as this is the only kind used in Dutch)

lijken with a clausal complement headed by alsof occurred at the end of the 18th century

(see 70).
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70. Zo
So

dat
that

het
it

lijkt
seems

als
as

of
if

wij
we

ons
us

met
with

elkander
each.other

in
in

het
the

geheel
whole

niet
not

bemoejen.
meddle
‘So that it seems as if we do not meddle with each other at all.’

(Betje Wolff, Isaac Van Cleef, 1793)

4.2.1.6 Parenthetical Construction

There is no discussion in the literature on the emergence of the parenthetical construction

with lijken even though it does exist in present-day Dutch:

71. ‘t
it

is
is

heel
quite

wat
some

werk
work

lijkt
seems

me
me

als
if

ik
I

het
it

‘ns
once

zo
so

hoor.
hear

‘It’s quite a lot of work I guess, judging from what I hear.’

(Schelfhout et al. 2003)

4.2.1.7 Overview

Table 4.1 provides an overview of the various grammaticalization stages of lijken and the

estimated years of introduction of these stages in Dutch. There is no discussion in the

literature on the evidentiality or subjectivity of these constructions.

Syntax First Att. Evidential Subjective
Intransitive 1287 e.l. e.l.
Copular 1400-1500 e.l. e.l.
That-complement 1600-1700 e.l. e.l.
Infinitival complement 1600-1700 e.l. e.l.
Like-complement 1700-1800 e.l. e.l.
Parenthetical e.l. e.l. e.l.

Table 4.1: Diachronic development lijken (e.l. = evidence lacking).
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4.2.2 Dutch schijnen

4.2.2.1 Lexical Use

Like its German cognate scheinen, schijnen has as its original meaning ‘shine’, as shown in 72.

Holierhoek states that not just the moon could shine, but that in earlier varieties of Dutch

‘almost anything that is visible can be said to shine: weapons, helmets, precious stones, and

the sun, the moon and so on’ (1978:85). De Haan (2007) shows that the intransitive concrete

verb schijnen already saw some semantic bleaching as it went from meaning ‘to shine’ (see

72 from 1320-1330, used in combination with the adverbs scone ‘bright’ and clear ‘clear’) to

a verb meaning ‘to be(come) visible’ (see 73).

72. Die
The

maene
moon

scheen
shone

scone
bright

ende
and

clear.
clear

‘The moon shone bright and clear.’

(No source given, 1320-1330)

73. Haer
Her

arme,
arm,

…
…

haer
her

been,
leg,

…
…

haer
her

hooft,
head,

daer
there

bloet
blood

dor
through

sceen.
shone

‘Her arm, her leg, her head, blood was visible there.’

(Lancelot, Lodewijk van Velthem, 1301-1400)

4.2.2.2 Copular Use

Example 74 is an early example of the copular usage of the verb schijnen, in combination

with an adjective (i.e. heilich ‘holy’). As Vliegen (2011) discusses, Van der Horst and Van der

Horst (2008:451) estimate that the copular usage of schijnen started somewhere during the
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Middle Dutch period (1350-1500). As a copular verb, the meaning of the verb schijnen had

slightly shifted and now had the evenmore abstract meaning ‘to appear’. This is exemplified

in 74, of which no source is given. However, the Middle Dutch used suggests that this dates

back to around the 13th or 14th century. The difference between the early meaning and

the newer meaning ‘to be(come) visible’ (as used for the intransitive usage of the verb) is

explained by De Haan (2007:143): ‘the connection between speaker and perception is no

longer necessary, but the connection becomes one of speaker and deixis’. This points to a

more subjective meaning than previous readings of schijnen received.

74. Nonne
Nuns

die
who

ooc
also

heilich
holy

scinen.
seem

‘Nuns who appear holy as well.’

(No source given)

4.2.2.3 ‘That’-Complement

The combination of schijnen and a complement clause headed by dat ‘that’ is already attested

in the 14th century as Vliegen (2011) claims (see 75, albeit from the 15th century).

75. De
the

naem
name

van
of

desen
this

mantel
coat

is
is

ypocrisie
hypocrisy

ende
and

is
is

gheuoert
lined

mit
with

vellen
furs

van
of

vossen
foxes

al
although

schijntet
seems.it

van
from

buyten
outside

datse
that.he

mit
with

lammeren
lambs

geuoert
lined

is.
is

‘The name of this coat is hypocrisy and it is lined with the fur of foxes although it
seems from the outside to be lined with (the fur of) lambs.’

(Het boeck van den Pelgherym, Jacob Bellaert, 1486)
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4.2.2.4 Infinitival Complement

The next construction to emerge is the infinitival construction. Vliegen (2011) shows that

there is one early example from the 13th century of a bare infinitive construction such as

shown in 76 (the exact year is not given). However, the te+infinitive construction becomes

more frequent in later times (the use of which is shown in 77).

76. Si
They

hooren
hear

dat
that

woort
word

Gods
of.God

ende
and

schinen
seem

houden
keep

die
the

gheboden
commandments

Gods.
of.God
‘They hear the word of God and seem to keep to God’s Commandments.’

(No source given)

77. Nochtan
although

waren
were

fonteynen
wells

niet
not

verre
far

vanden
from.the

mueren
walls

daer
there

die
the

poorters
burghers

scenen
seemed

te
to

sceppen
take

heymelijc
secret

watere.
water

although there were wells not far from the walls where the burghers seemed to
secretly take water.’

(No source given, 1477)

4.2.2.5 ‘Like’-Complement

Examples of constructions with like-complements can be found as early as 1287, as shown

in 78.

78. Dattet
That.it

scijnt
seems

voer
for

onsen
our

Here,
Lord,

Ende
and

scijnt
seems

of
if

et
it

ware
were

verwoeghe.
moved

‘That it seems for our Lord as if it were moved.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme, Van Maerlant, 1287)
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An antiquated variant of the copy raised variant of the like-complement, in which the com-

plement clause is headed by dat ‘that’ and has a non-expletive subject in the matrix clause

and a copy pronoun in the embedded clause, is found around 1400 (see 79). This usage is no

longer possible in present-day Dutch.

79. Si
they

schinen
seem

dat
that

si
they

weten
know

algader
all.together

die
the

verborgenheit
mysteriousness

des
of.the

Vader.
Father

‘They seem to all know the mysteriousness of the Father.’

(No source given, 1390-1410)

4.2.2.6 Parenthetical Construction

Based on the developmental path laid out by German scheinen and English seem, the next

construction to discuss is the parenthetical construction. De Haan (2007) claims that Dutch

schijnen cannot be used in a parenthetical construction, and has not entered the parentheti-

cal stage yet. However, a recent paper by Van Bogaert and Leuschner (2015) focuses on the

grammaticalization of parenthetical schijnen. In this, they show that Netherlandic Dutch

(as opposed to Belgian Dutch) uses a construction similar to the English parenthetical con-

struction ‘it seems’, namely the construction schijnt ‘seems’, as shown in 80 (the hearsay

evidential meaning of which is highlighted in the translation).

80. ja
yes

want
because

uh
uh

zij
she

is
is

zwanger
pregnant

schijnt.
seems

‘Yes, because us she is pregnant, I’m told.’

(Van Bogaert and Leuschner 2015:492)
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Vliegen (2011) provides an early examples of schijnen as a possible parenthetical construc-

tion, shown in 81.

81. Tschijndt
It.seems

sy
they

sijn
are

vol
full

lieften/
love

en
and

charitaten.
charity

‘They are full of love and charity, it seems.’

(No source given, 1548)

4.2.2.7 Overview

Based on the discussion of the various constructions in which schijnen can appear, the time

line as given in Table 4.2 can be created, summarizing the findings in the literature on the

development of the verb schijnen.

Syntax First Att. Evidential Subjective
Intransitive 700-1050 No e.l.
Copular 1200-1300 e.l. e.l.
That-complement 1300-1400 e.l. e.l.
Infinitival complement 1400-1500 e.l. e.l.
Like-complement 1200-1300 e.l. e.l.
Parenthetical 1548 e.l. e.l.

Table 4.2: Diachronic development schijnen (e.l. = evidence lacking).

4.2.3 German scheinen

Synchronically, German scheinen means ‘to seem’ and is used as an (indirect) inferential

evidential (and also as a direct (visual) evidential in the case of scheinen+zu, according to

Diewald and Smirnova 2010:177). As Whitt (2015:4) states, ‘What exactly drives this in-

ference can range from direct observation of events and actions, to logical processes, to

assumptions […], and can only be retrieved from the discourse context.’ There is thus a
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whole range of possible sources for the inference. Important to note here is that scheinen

can never be used for hearsay evidence (Van Bogaert and Leuschner 2015), which is different

from English seem and Dutch schijnen, which can be used for both inferential and hearsay

evidence. The sections below list the various stages of development of scheinen.

4.2.3.1 Lexical Use

Etymologically, scheinen comes from Old High German scinan ‘to shine’ (see 82), whose

meaning still exists in present-day German (see 83). As Diewald and Smirnova (2010) dis-

cuss, in most of the attestations of Old High German scheinen they found in corpora, the

verb has a meaning of visual effect, whether used as a verb of visual appearance (see 84,

from Diewald and Smirnova 2010:254) or to describe a (visual) effect (see 85, from Diewald

and Smirnova 2010:254), in which case scheinen is used metaphorically. As Diewald and

Smirnova (2010:254) state: ‘scheinen does not have any nuances of non- or counter-factual

status of the described situation. Rather, the verb is used to emphasize the clearly factual

status of what is being said’.

82. er
he

lâzit
lets

sunnûn
sun

sîna
his

scînan
shine

filu
very

blîda.
brightly

‘He lets his sun shine very brightly.’

(No source given)

83. Die
The

Sonne
sun

scheint.
shines

‘The sun is shining.’
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84. daz
that

kemeine
common

ring
ring

ist.
is

allero
all

dero
of.the

anderro
other

sternon.
stars

die
which

in
in

heiterero
bright

naht
nights

skînent.
shine

‘There is the common ring of all the other stars which shine during bright nights.’

(Notker, 9th century)

85. bluot
blood

skein
shone

in
in

uuangon.
cheeks

‘The blood shone in cheeks.’

(Ludwigslied, 9th century)

AsWhitt (2015) states, this intransitive usage of scheinen is virtually the only use of scheinen

found until Middle High German (but see the discussion below on the time period in which

complement clauseswere first used), when it continues to be used albeit with amore abstract

meaning. Whereas it was formerly used mostly with entities that have the ability to shine,

such as jewels, swords, the sun, etc, in Middle High German it comes to be used with entities

that do not have such an ability, as shown in 86.

86. dô
there

scein
shone

der
the

gotes
god’s

gwalt.
power

There shone god’s power.’

(Frühmittelhochdeutsche Wiener Genesis, 12th century)

4.2.3.2 Copular Use

It is also in Middle High German that scheinen starts to be used as a copular verb, taking

adjectival or nominal complements. In this usage, the verb scheinen means ‘to seem to

93



be’. An example of this usage of scheinen is given in 87, taken from Diewald and Smirnova

(2010:256).

87. So
So

schinent
seem

si
they

uswendig
outsidely

wise
wise

und
and

sint
are

doch
however

alle
all

leider
unfortunately

inwendig
inwardly

toren.
silly

‘Thus they seem wise outside and are however silly inside.’

(Mechthild von Magdeburg)

Diewald and Smirnova (2010) argue that copular constructions with scheinen are not evi-

dential in Middle High German and that they would only get the reading of the appearance

of something or the impression of this appearance on the speaker, without any reference

to a source of evidence. Furthermore, they show that copular scheinen can often be used

in combination with the adverb wol ‘well, certainly, indeed’ (as shown in 88). In this case,

Diewald and Smirnova consider the verb scheinen to be a lexical verb meaning ‘to be obvi-

ous’, marking factuality.

88. ez
it

schînet
seems

wol
indeed

…
…

daz
that

mîn
my

vrouwe
wife

ein
a

wîp
woman

ist.
is

‘It is indeed obvious that my wife is a woman’

(Iwein, Hartmann von Aue, ca. 1203)

In the Early New High German period, the meaning of the copular scheinen starts to change,

developing various interpretations: ‘its meaning ranges from the expression of the appear-

ance of something/someone […], to the indication of a perceptional effect of something/someone

to someone,[…] and further to the expression of a deceptive or delusive appearance of
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something/someone that is explicitly contrasted to its actual being’ (Diewald and Smirnova

2010:258). This means that the factuality of the verb scheinen has been supplanted by a

meaning that marks doubtfulness, e.g. an appearance.

However, there is still no attestation of scheinen being used as an evidential verb in the

Early New High German period either. In fact, it is only from the 18th century onwards

that scheinen, according to Diewald and Smirnova, receives an evidential reading. They

state that, from this period onwards, copular scheinen is said to have three readings: a sub-

jective reading, a ‘make-believe’ reading, and an evidential reading. The subjective reading

occurs when copular scheinen appears in combination with a dative object, which acts as

the observer.1 This use is exemplified in 89, in which the observer is explicitly mentioned,

i.e. ‘the Herr von Mehlfeld’.

89. Nun
Now

schien
seemed

es
it

aber
but

dem
to.the

Herrn
Herr

von
von

Mehlfield
Mehlfeld

Zeeit
time

ze
to

seyn,
be,

seinen
his

Kopf
head

gänzlich
complete

aus
out

der
the

Schlinge
noose

zu
to

ziehn…
pull…

‘Now it seemed to Herr von Mehlfeld to be the right time to pull his head out of the
noose…’

(Geschichte Peter Clausens, Knigge, 1785)

Second, the ‘make-believe’ use of copular scheinen is ‘used in contexts where the real state

of existence of something is explicitly confronted with its illusory appearance’ (Diewald and

Smirnova 2010:264). This latter use is exemplified in 90.

1This is the interpretation of subjectivity as adopted by Langacker (1990), rather than by Traugott (1982,
1989), in that subjectivity here is measured by the explicit (i.e. syntactic) presence of a reference point, and
not by the degree of speaker involvement whether explicit or implicit (see chapter 3).

95



90. Du
you

kannst
can

zur
at.the

rechten
right

Zeit
time

zerstreuet
distracted

scheinen,
be,

wenn
if

Du
you

etwas
something

nicht
not

hören,
hear,

auf
to

etwas
something

nicht
not

antworten
answer

willst.
want

‘You can seem distracted at the right time, if you don’t want to hear something or to
answer a question.’

(Knigge, 18th century)

Thirdly, Diewald and Smirnova state that it can be used as an evidential (i.e. inferential),

however they do not give an example of this evidential usage. Whitt (2015, 2017) shows how

this evidential reading of copular scheinen is dependent on the complement, by presenting

the constructions given in 91 and 92. In 91 ‘the appearance is purely physical in nature’

(Whitt 2015:12), in that the subject ‘the sea’ is directly perceived, and speaker inference is

not present. There is, therefore, no evidential reading involved. This is different from 92,

in which ‘inference is part and parcel of the expressed meaning’ (Whitt 2015:12): whether

someone is in a state of shock, i.e. betroffen ‘shocked’, cannot be directly perceived, but is

instead inferred, e.g. based on some facial expression.

91. Hier
Here

scheinet
seems

die
the

See
sea

gantz
very

grün.
green

‘Here the sea appears very green’

(Munid mirabilis tripartiti, Everhard Gvern. Happelii, 1708)

92. Die
The

Kindbetterin
women.who.just.gave.birth

schien
seemed

bey
by

dem
the

Anblick
sight

der
of.the

unbekannten
strangers

etwas
somewhat

betroffen.
shocked

‘The woman who just gave birth seemed shocked at the sight of the strangers’

(Volksmärchen der Deutschen, Johann Karl August Musäus, 1826)
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Whitt (2015) and Diewald and Smirnova (2010) claim that the use of scheinen as a copular

verb creates the foundation for the further development of scheinen.

4.2.3.3 ‘That’-Complement

Even though it is claimed by Paul (1992), De Haan (2007) and Askedal (1999) that the use of

scheinen in combination with a complement clause headed by dass ‘that’ was first attested

only in the 18th century, Diewald and Smirnova (2010) provide examples from the Middle

High German period (see 93). They even provide examples from the Old High German pe-

riod (see 94). However, these examples are said to contain so-called ‘loan translations’ from

Latin. In these cases, for example in 94, the Latin impersonal predicate liquet ‘it becomes

obvious’ is said to have been translated as schînet ‘it is evident’. These examples are prob-

lematic, and it is unclear whether these examples can be used as the first attestations of this

construction, as the use of scheinen here is not a direct reflection of the use of this verb in

the German language, but rather is the result of the decision to use this verb as a translation

of Latin liquet.

93. ez
it

schînet
seems

wol…daz
indeed…that

mîn
my

vrouwe
wife

ein
a

wîp
woman

ist.
is

‘It is indeed obvious that my wife is a woman.’

(Iwein, Hartmann von Aue, ca. 1203)

94. Unde
and

skînet.
shines.it

taz
that

platonis
Plato’s

reda
words

uuariu
true

ist.
are

‘And it is evident that Plato’s words are true.’

(Notker, 9th century)
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Diewald and Smirnova do not discuss the potential evidential readings in these early ex-

amples from Old and Middle High German, and only state that the meaning in these con-

structions is ‘it is obvious that’ or ‘one can clearly see that’. They do state that the addition

of prepositional phrases headed by an ‘from’ to these constructions with daz-complements

can be seen as the predecessors of the evidential reading found in present-day German, as

they state some kind of proof for the statement made in the complement clause. These con-

structions, as illustrated in 95 (from Diewald and Smirnova 2010:256), allow the expression

of evidence for the statements made (in the case of 95 the evidence is ‘from your body’).

Whitt is more direct in his claims and explicitly states that the verb in 95 is evidential and

states that ‘the body language of the interlocutor serves as the speaker’s evidence for the

claim that the former lacks certain knowledge’ (Whitt 2015:8).

95. Das
It

schinet
seems

uch
also

an
from

uwerm
your

libe
body

wol
indeed

das
that

ir
you

darumb
about.it

nit
not

enwissent.
know

‘It is also obvious from your body that you do not know about it.’

(Lancelot, 12th century)

In Early New High German, this construction continues to exist (albeit with a lower fre-

quency), but is said to undergo a slight change in meaning. Whereas it was previously used

to mark factuality, it can now also be used to mark doubt. An example of this usage is given

in 96.
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96. Es
it

ist
is

auch
also

kein
no

wunder,
wonder,

wie
how

mans
one

damit
it

macht,
does,

denn
because

offt
often

scheint
seems

daß
that

mans
one

nicht
not

brauchen
use

wolle
want

hinter
behind

die
the

wahrheit
truth

zu
to

kommen…
come

‘This is no wonder how one does it, because (it) often seems that one does not want
to use it to get to the truth of the matter…’

(Brief an Gabriel Wagner, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, 1696)

From the 18th century onwards, the complement construction continues to optionally re-

ceive an evidential reading. Whitt (2015) states that these constructions can be non-evidential

(see 97), as ‘the context suggests a mere impression being contrasted with reality’, and at

times clearly inferential and evidential (see 98), as ‘there is a clear inference driven by obser-

vation as to the vitriolic acid combining with salt’ (2015:15). Even though Whitt claims that

Diewald and Smirnova do not consider examples with complement clauses as evidential,

they do imply that scheinen has an evidential nature when used with a complement clause,

as they state that these constructions refer to ‘an impression (of an observer) which is pro-

duced by some entity or situation. The impression may be more or less specific, it may also

be more or less plausible; it can further coincide with reality or may contradict it’. Diewald

and Smirnova clearly point here to the marking of evidence (i.e. ‘some entity or situation’).

97. es
it

scheinet
seems

offt/
often

der
the

Baumeister
master.builder

habe
has

eine
one

Stein
stone

weggeworffen.
thrown.away

‘It often seems that the master builder has thrown away a stone.’

(Todt und Leben: Das ist, Solms-Laubachisches Denckmahl, Johann Philipp

Marquard, 1703)
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98. Es
It

scheinet,
seems

dass
that

die
the

Säuere
acid

des
of.the

Vitriols
vitriol

sich
REFL

mit
with

dem
the

Alcali
akali

des
of.the

Salzes
salt

vereinigt.
combines

‘It seems that the acid of the vitriol combines with the alkali of the salt.’

(Die neue Heutiges Tages gebräuchliche Scheide-Kunst, Ludolph Henrich

Hauenstein, 1708)

4.2.3.4 Infinitival Complement

The next change occurs in the Early New High German period (from the 16th century on-

wards) when scheinen begins to be used as a compound copula, in which scheinen appears

in combination with sein ‘be’, first without zu ‘to’ and later with zu ‘to’, as shown in 99 and

100 (from Diewald 2000:351 and 2001:100, respectively).

99. der
the

glaub
faith

scheinet
seems

klein
small

sein,
be,

ist
is

aber
but

viel
much

edler
nobler

und
and

besser.
better

‘Faith seems to be small, but is much nobler and better.’

(Luther, 16 century)

100. und
and

ob
if

ich
I

zwar
indeed

scheinte
seemed

nur
only

ein
a

zwerg
dwarf

zu
to

seyn
be

gegen
against

meinen
my

feind.
enemy

‘and if I seemed only to be a dwarf against my enemy.’

(No source given, 1684)

Diewald and Smirnova claim that the scheinen+(zu)+sein construction ‘served as a kind of

catalyst triggering the development of a more general constructional pattern scheinen & zu-

infinitive with all type of infinitives.’ (2010:260). At the start of this change, the scheinen+zu-

construction is restricted to appear with sein ‘be’, but this restriction is quickly lifted for
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scheinen to appear with other verbs as well (from the 17th century onwards).2 Diewald

and Smirnova (2010:262) state that this sudden increase of the use of scheinen with a zu-

construction with a verb other than sein is possibly the result of earlier developments of

the construction werden ‘become’ and zu and an infinitival verb. This verb is said to behave

much like modal verbs, which had grammaticalized into deictic factuality markers to a high

degree already in Early New High German. Werden, by analogy, grammaticalized into a

modal verb appearing with an infinitive. However, it did not become a factuality marker,

but an inferential evidentiality marker. Scheinen followed werden through analogy as they

could both receive such an inferential evidential reading, and came to be used with an in-

finitive (and zu).

Regarding the semantics, it is not exactly clear from the literature what meaning this

construction has in Early New High German, but it ranges ‘from indication of the factual

status of the described event to the expression of the mere appearance (which may reveal

either the real or the ‘pretended’ status of the described event)’ (Diewald and Smirnova

2010:262). In the 18th century, the construction scheinen+INF develops towards an inferen-

tial evidential marker, whose original meaning is bleached. For instance, scheinen starts to

appear with infinitives that are very close to the original meaning of scheinen, i.e. ‘shine’.

This shows that the verb scheinen itself no longer carries this meaning, otherwise the use

of a verb meaning ‘shine’ would be redundant. Diewald and Smirnova give the following
2Whitt (2015) shows that this step in the grammaticalization process heightens in the 18th century. Using

the GerManC corpus, Whitt (2015) shows that whereas there are only a few instances of the zu-construction
with sein (3 instances) or any other verb (2 instances) found in the first period (1650-1700), these numbers
increase in the period 1700-1750 (9 instances of the zu+sein-construction and 11 with another verb), and even
more in the period 1750-1800 (15 instances of the zu+sein-construction and 44 instances with another verb).
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examples (2010:265), in which the verb hervorleuchten ‘shine’ is used in combination with

scheinen.

101. Das
The

Kind
child

auf
in

ihren
her

Armen
arms

ist
is

ein
a

Kind
child

über
above

gemeine
usual

Kinder
children

erhaben,
elevated,

durch
trough

ein
a

Gesichte,
face,

aus
out

welchem
which

ein
a

Strahl
ray

der
of

Gottheit
divinity

durch
through

die
the

Unschuld
innocence

der
of

Kindheit
childhood

hervorzuleuchten
shine

scheinet.
seems

‘The child in her arms is a child that is above all usual children, due to a face out of
which a divine ray seems to shine through the innocence of childhood.’

(Sämtliche Werke, Winckelmann, 1825-1829)

Secondly, it starts to be used in raising constructions with first person subjects, in which the

subject is not a semantic argument of scheinen, but instead of the infinitive. This is illustrated

by the example in 102 (from Diewald and Smirnova 2010:266), in which the syntactic subject

ich ‘I’ is the semantic subject of gefallen ‘please’ and not of schien ‘seem’.

102. Unterdessen
Meanwhile

bat
asked

er
he

mich
me

doch,
though,

einige
some

Zeit
time

bey
with

ihm
him

zu
to

bleiben,
stay,

wurde
got

nach
more

und
and

nach
more

vertraulicher
intimate

gegen
towards

mich,
me,

ich
I

schien
seemed

ihm
him

zu
to

gefallen.
please

‘Meanwhile he asked me to stay with him for a while, he got more and more
intimate towards me, I seemed to please him.’

(Geschichte Peter Clausens, Knigge, 1785)

In addition, scheinen comes to be used in combination with verbs that do not denote action,

e.g. deuten ‘suggest’ andeuten ‘hint at’, anzeigen ‘indicate’, and wissen ‘know’. This use

is shown in 103 (from Diewald and Smirnova 2010:266). Diewald and Smirnova state that

this new use marks a step even further in the process of semantic bleaching of scheinen.
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Even though they do not elaborate on this point, they probably mean that the perceptual

interpretation component of the verb is still partly present when used in combination with

verbs denoting action, such as gehen ‘go’ or kommen ‘come’. When usedwith such verbs, the

action of coming or going can be perceived perceptually. However, one cannot perceptually

perceive a person suggesting, indicating or knowing. As such, the verb scheinen appears to

have lost the perceptual aspect of its meaning.

103. Alles,
everything

wonach
to.which

du
you

strebst,
strive,

ist
is

neu
new

und
and

schön
beautiful

und
and

groß,
big,

aber
but

du
you

scheinst
seem

es
it

nicht
not

zu
to

wissen.
know

‘Everything you strive for is new and beautiful and big, but you seem not to know
this.’

(Phantasien über die Kunst, Wilhelm Heinrich Wackenroder, 18th century)

In terms of semantics, from this time period onwards (i.e. the 18th century), this construc-

tion is said to have the meaning ‘to seem’, with the addition of ‘due to some pieces of in-

formation available to the speaker’ (Diewald and Smirnova 2010:267). Whitt notes that the

scheinen+zu-construction can potentially be evidential, but that this is not always the case.

An example of a scheinen+zu-construction that is not evidential is shown in 104. Whitt

comments on this example that scheinen is used ‘to indicate how things appear in contrast

with how they actually are. As speaker inference is not involved in either case, evidential

meaning is not present.’ (2015:12).
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104. Was
What

die
the

Welt
world

mit
with

Gunst
grace

und
and

Liebe
love

allhier
here

zu
to

geben
give

scheinet.
seems

‘What the world seems to give here with grace and love.’

(Der Verstellte einer gantzen Welt, Aemilian Daneli, 1728)

4.2.3.5 ‘Like’-Complement

Linked to the constructionwith a dass-complement is the constructionwith an like-complement.

This construction is usually not included in discussions of the diachronic development of

scheinen. Whitt (2015, 2017) does not discuss it at all, and Diewald and Smirnova (2010)

group this construction together with the that-complement construction. The only (brief)

discussion of the like-complement construction in German scheinen is by De Haan (2007),

who states that complements headed by als ob occur for the first time in Goethe’s work

(between 1700-1800). Diewald and Smirnova, however, provide an example dating from the

Early New High German period (see 105), which predates Goethe. Note that this construc-

tion is very similar to the copy raising construction. However, true copy raising is not found

in present-day German (Asudeh and Toivonen 2007), only the expletive-subject alternant is,

i.e. the unraised counterpart of copy raising, in which the subject of scheinen is impersonal

es ‘it’.

105. Es
It

scheinet/als
seems/as

wenn
if

diese
this

Tapfferkeit
bravery

mit
with

keinem
no

geringen
lesser

Lohne
wage

werde
becomes

zufrieden
satisfied

seyn.
be

‘It seems as if this bravery will not be satisfied with a lesser wage’.

(Neue Jugend-Lust, Christian Weise, 1642-1708)
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In terms of its semantics, De Haan argues that this construction is more subjectified than

the that-complement construction ‘as it involves speaker involvement’ (2007: 141). DeHaan

does not specify how exactly it involves speaker involvement, but my guess is that he refers

to the fact that a like-complement marks a comparison from the speaker’s point of view

between the appearance of the entity or person denoted by the subject and that which it

resembles.

It is not clear from the literature whether this construction has an evidential reading. As

stated above, Diewald and Smirnova state that all complement clauses of scheinen (that- and

like-complements) refer to ‘an impression (of an observer) which is produced by some entity

or situation. The impression may be more or less specific, it may also be more or less plau-

sible; it can further coincide with reality or may contradict it’ (2010:263). As such, scheinen

has lost the ability to be used to mark factuality. Instead, it is used to mark someone’s (of-

ten the speaker’s, but someone else’s could be marked by the use of a dative experiencer,

as shown in 106) point of view. As it also refers to an impression that is produced by some

entity or situation, this points to the evidential use of scheinen.

106. es
it

scheint
seems

ihm
he.DAT

dass
that

sie
she

Fritz
Fritz

liebt.
loves

‘it seems to him that she loves Fritz.’

(Fanselow and Mahajan 2000:6)

4.2.3.6 Parenthetical Construction

The last construction to discuss here is the parenthetical construction, which is considered

the final step in the grammaticalization process of scheinen (De Haan 2007). Diewald and
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Smirnova (2010) state that the parenthetical construction was first attested in Early New

High German, and its meaning is said to be the same as that of the infinitival use (i.e. ‘from

indication of the factual status of the described event to the expression of the mere ap-

pearance (which may reveal either the real or the pretended status of the described event)’

Diewald and Smirnova 2010:262). There is no discussion of how this verb changes in mean-

ing in later times. An example of a parenthetical construction is given in 107. Whitt (2015)

considers such constructions as clearly evidential: ‘They scope over the propositional con-

tent of the clause in which they are embedded, and indicate that such content was arrived

at either via mediated information […] or inference’ (2015:16). This stage of the grammati-

calization path of scheinen is said to show full subjectification (De Haan 2007:142), ‘as there

is not even the slightest syntactic connection between the subject, and the utterance’.

107. Es
There

war,
was,

wie
how

es
it

schien,
seemed,

niemand
nobody

schöner,
more.beautiful,

niemand
nobody

geschickter
smarter

und
and

vollkommner,
more.perfect

als
than

ich.
me

‘There was, so it seemed, nobody more beautiful, smarter and more perfect than me.’

(Leben der schwedischen Gräfin, Gellert, 1747-48)

Just like the complement construction, this construction too raises the question of where its

origins lie: Diewald and Smirnova (2010), De Haan (2007) and Thompson and Mulac (1991)

consider the parenthetical construction to have derived from the complement construction.

Under this assumption, it is thought that the first step that has given rise to the parenthetical

construction is the complement clause headed by a complementizer (dass, that or dat), as

shown in 108a. The second step in this process is for the complementizer to fall away, as
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shown in 108b. At this stage, the status of the matrix verb is not clear. This, then, gives

rise to the parenthetical construction (see 108c), in which what originally was the subject

and the matrix verb are independent from the main proposition and become adjuncts. This

hypothesis is called the matrix clause hypothesis (Brinton 2008:36), as it is the elements in

the matrix clause that slowly become a parenthetical.

108. (a) It seems that there is no other way for me to get your attention.

(b) Suddenly it seems humans are encounteringmountain lions fromTexas to Canada.

(c) It’s a nation ravaged by chaotic civil war and in this war, it seems, anything

goes.

(Heller and Howe 2008)

An alternative hypothesis is called the parataxis hypothesis (Brinton 1996:252), which as-

sumes that the starting point for the emergence of the parenthetical construction is the

paratactic (non-subordinating) construction (see 109a). The next step in the process is the

paratactic construction becoming more incorporated with the matrix proposition, as shown

in 109b. In this stage, the complementizer (e.g. that) is alternated with as or so. The next

stage then sees the optional appearance of as or so (see 109c, which eventually leads to the

parenthetical adjunct status of what was once a construction on its own (see 109d).

109. (a) They are poisonous. That I think.

(b) They are poisonous, that I think/so I think.

(c) They are poisonous, (so) I think.
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(d) I think they are poisonous.

(Brinton 1996:252)

I have introduced these two perspectives solely with the purpose to show that it is not clear

where parenthetical constructions originate from. I will, however, not take a stance here on

which perspective I find more plausible, as that is not relevant to the thesis. Further work

on the possible origins of the parenthetical construction can be found in e.g. Haider (2005),

Avis (2005) López-Couso and Méndez-Naya 2014).

4.2.3.7 Overview

This discussion of the development of scheinen provides us with the semantic and syntactic

changes of this verb, and the times of their first attestations, which are given in Table 4.3.

Syntax First Att. Evidential Subjective
Intransitive <1050 No e.l.
Copular 1050-1350 Potentially e.l.
That-complement 1050-1350 Potentially e.l.
Infinitival 1350-1650 Potentially e.l.
Like-complement 1350-1650 e.l. Yes
Parenthetical 1700-1800 Yes Yes

Table 4.3: Diachronic development scheinen (e.l. = evidence lacking).

4.2.4 English seem

Present-day English seem can be used in various ways: seem can be used for direct evidence

(i.e. personally perceived by the speaker), for inferential evidence and for hearsay or medi-

ated evidence. As such it has a wider range of use than German scheinen, which can only

be used for inferential evidence.
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4.2.4.1 Lexical Use

De Haan (2007) states that the verb seem entered the English language from Old Norse

(i.e. søma) in the Middle English period (in Old English, the verb þyncan served the role of

‘seem’), during which its lexical meaning was ‘to be suitable, to befit, to beseem’. This use

is illustrated in 110, from around 1300 (taken from Denison 1993:224).

110. Hire
Her

semes
befits

curteys
courteous

forto
to

be,
be,

for
for

she
she

is
is

fayr
fair

so
like

flour
flower

on
on

tre.
tree

‘It befits her to be courteous/she seems to be courteous, as she is fair as a flower on a
tree.’

(Havelok the Dane, 13 century)

4.2.4.2 Copular Use

Gisborne and Holmes (2007) provide the most detailed discussion of the diachronic devel-

opment of English seem, by consulting the Helsinki Corpus. The first attested construction

is that with a predicative complement that consists of an adjective, a noun, a prepositional

phrase, or a verb phrase. This construction was attested in 1150-1250, of which an exam-

ple is given in 111. In terms of semantics, Gisborne and Holmes claim that none of their

examples from this time show any linguistic expression of evidence. However, some other

examples, but not all, show evaluation and subjectivity.

111. his
his

grisliche
horrible

teð
teeth

semden
seemed

of
like

swart
black

irn.
iron

‘his horrible teeth seemed like black iron.’

(No source given, ca. 1225)
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Gisborne and Holmes make a distinction between the copular usage of seem without a

clausal subject and the usage with a clausal subject (e.g. that Jane has left seems too obvious

for words). Constructions with a clausal subject are first attested in the period 1250-1350.

An example of such a construction (but from a later period) is given in 112. Gisborne and

Holmes claim that all examples of this construction are evaluative, but none evidential.

112. That
that

it
it

seemeth
seemed

to
to

mee
me

an
an

unreasonable
unreasonable

thing,
thing

that
that

the
the

Grammar
Grammar

Schooles
schools

should
should

bee
be

troubled
troubled

with
with

teaching
teaching

A.B.C..
A.B.C.

‘That the Grammar schools should be troubled with teaching A.B.C. seemed to me an
unreasonable thing.’

(Ludus Literarius or the Grammar Schoole, Brinsley, 1917)

4.2.4.3 ‘That’-Complement

The next construction type that is attested for English seem by Gisborne and Holmes is the

construction of seem in combination with a complement clause, the first attestation dating

from 1350-1420. In these examples, the complements are either headed by that (see 113),

by as, by so, or have an empty complementizer (see 114). Gisborne and Holmes claim that

these constructions are also evaluative. However, they claim that ‘subjectivity belongs in the

domain of small-clause complements of seem rather than seem with a clausal complement’

(2007:10).
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113. And
And

yif
if

I
I

turne
turn

ayein
again

to
to

the
the

studies
study

of
of

men,
men,

who
who

is
is

he
he

to
to

whom
whom

it
it

sholde
should

seme
seem

that
that

he
he

ne
not

scholde
should

nat
not

oonly
only

leven
allow

thise
these

thinges,
things,

but
but

ek
also

gladly
gladly

herkne
hear

hem?
them?

‘And if I turn again to the study of men, who is it to whom it should seem that he
shoud not only allow these things but also gladly hear them?’

(Boece, Chaucer, 14th century)

114. Thou
You

had’st
had

need
need

to
to

know
know

it
it

very
very

well,
well,

for
for

it
it

seems
seems

thou
you

wentest
went

without
without

a
a

Candle
candle

or
or

any
any

thing
thing

in
in

the
the

World.
world

‘You needed to know it very well, for it seems you went without a candle or
anything into the world.’

(The Trial of Lady Alice Lisle, 18th century)

4.2.4.4 Infinitival Complement

During this same period (1350-1420) the construction of seem with to and an infinitive is

first attested, a later example of which is given in 115. Note that this example contains the

verb be as the infinitive. Gisborne and Holmes do not make a distinction between the use

of to+be and the use of to in combination with other verbs, and therefore no conclusions

can be drawn from their work as to whether English went through the same development

as German in which scheinen first only takes sein ‘be’ as the infinitive and only later allows

other verbs. In terms of semantics, Gisborne and Holmes state that this construction is

evaluative (and potentially subjective), because ‘when SEEM has scope over a whole clause,

it has evaluative scope over the whole proposition expressed by that clause.’ (2007:11).
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115. But
But

what
what

other
other

thynge
thing

semethe
seems

to
to

be
be

the
the

helth
health

of
of

mens
people’s

mindes
minds

and
and

thoughts,
thoughts,

but
but

onely
only

vertue?
virtue?

‘But what other thing than virtue seems to be the health of people’s minds and
thoughts?’

(Boethius’ Consolation of Philosophy, translated by George Colville, 1556)

4.2.4.5 ‘Like’-Complement

The only source that I am aware of that discusses the like-complement construction as used

in older varieties of English is López Couso and Méndez Naya (2014). They do not discuss

this construction in detail and do not talk about the early attestations of this construction,

but the examples they provide contain true copy raising and indicate that this type of con-

struction for seem was already present in the 14th century (see 116). Moreover, they show

that the copy raising construction with seem could also appear with a that- or zero comple-

ment clause (see 117, dating from 1614). There is no discussion on the semantics of these

constructions.

116. And
and

Lazar
Lazarus’

saule
soul

til
to

him
him

semed
seemed

þan
then

als
as

he
he

had
had

body
body

and
and

lymes
limbs

of
of

man.
man
‘And Lazarus’ soul seemed to him as if it had the body and limbs of a man.’

(Pricke of Conscience, 14th century)
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117. She
She

[…]
…

durst
dared

not
not

[…]
…

seeme
seem

she
she

did
did

teares
tears

discerne.
discern

‘She dared not to seem that she discerned tears.’

(Lucan’s Pharsalia, translated by Gorges, 1614)

4.2.4.6 Parenthetical Construction

Based on the development of German scheinen, the last construction to cover here is the

parenthetical construction, on which not much has been written in the literature on the

history of seem.3 López Couso and Méndez Naya (2014) provide the only discussion of

the diachronic development of the parenthetical construction with seem. They argue that

there are two types of parentheticals: adverbial parentheticals, which contain an adverbial

element like as or so, and bare parentheticals, which contain the dummy pronoun it. The

earliest example of seem that they discuss is an adverbial parenthetical construction dating

back to 1387 (see 118). This is followed by an attestation of the parenthetical construction

that features an experiencer that appears in preverbal position (see 119). An example of

this construction dates back to 1450. The first bare parenthetical attestation as it is used

in present-day English dates back to 1594 (see 120). López Couso and Méndez Naya state

that ‘[e]ven though the examples are too few to warrant any definitive conclusions, they do

suggest that this parenthetical type may have emerged in the spoken language’ (2014:201-2).

There is no discussion of the semantics of the parenthetical construction.

3Whitt (2015) shows that the parenthetical construction is present already in the earliest time period of his
corpus (1600-1700), from which we can infer that the parenthetical construction emerged no later than the
17th century.
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118. þan
then

þe
the

kyng
king

as
as

it
it

semed
seemed

bytook
took

recheslesliche
unresolved

þe
the

governaunce
governance

of
of

his
his

kingdom
kingdom

to
to

his
his

chaunceller,
chancellor,

bishop
bishop

of
of

Hely.
Hely

‘then the king as it seemed took the governance of his kingdom to his chancellor,
bishop of Ely.’

(Polychronicon, Trevisa, 14th century)

119. The
The

first
first

the
you

semeth
seems

is
is

harde,
hard,

sith
since

thy
your

profession
profession

wolde
would

that
that

thou
you

sholdist
should

noo
no

temperal
temporal

good
goods

haue.
have

‘The first one, it seems to you, is hard, since your profession would require that you
have no temporal goods’

(Aelred of Rievaulx (Translation), ca. 1450)

120. It
it

is
is

my
my

gratious
gracious

Lord
Lord

an
an

honest
honest

man,
man,

And
and

one
one

it
it

seemes
seems

that
that

loues
loves

you
you

Maiestie.
Majesty

‘It is my gracioous Lord an honest man, and one it seems that loves you Majesty.’

(Letter to Mother, John Strype, 1664)

4.2.4.7 Overview

Based on these various sources we can reconstruct an overview of the development of En-

glish seem, as shown in Table 4.4.

4.3 Overviewof theDiachronicDevelopment of SEEM-verbs

These overviews of the various developments of the SEEM-verbs in three Germanic lan-

guages show a high degree of similarity. First, it appears that the first step in the grammat-
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Syntax First Att. Evidential Subjective
Intransitive 1150-1400 e.l. e.l.
Copular 1150-1250 No Potentially
That-complement 1350-1420 Potentially e.l.
Infinitival 1350-1420 Potentially Potentially
Like-complement 1425? e.l. e.l.
Parenthetical 1500-1600 e.l. e.l.

Table 4.4: Diachronic development seem (e.l. = evidence lacking).

icalization process of SEEM-verbs is from a lexical verb to a copular verb taking adjectival

complements. A final step in the grammaticalization process, is the emergence of the use of

the verbs in parenthetical constructions. In between these two changes, is the emergence

of the that-complements, the infinitival complements, and the like-complements. It is im-

portant to note here that the claims made regarding how the SEEM-verbs developed are not

necessarily well-grounded, as they are simply based on what is stated in the literature as

to when the various syntactic constructions were first attested. Still, since this problem ap-

plies to the development of all four verbs (i.e seem, scheinen, schijnen and lijken), and similar

patterns are found in the development of these verbs, I assume that there is a probability

that there is a developmental path in the Germanic SEEM-verbs. This path is given in 121, in

which LEX stands for lexical, COP for copular, THAT for that-complements, INF for infiniti-

val complements, LIKE for like-complements and PAR for parenthetical constructions. Note

that this is a rough generalization, and does not represent the fact that some steps appear

to occur simultaneously for some languages, whereas the periods in which they appear for

the first time might be further apart for others.
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121. LEX > COP > [THAT, INF, LIKE ]> PAR

4.4 Conclusion

This chapter has brought together various accounts of the diachronic development of Ger-

manic SEEM-verbs in German, English and Dutch. From these various sources, it appears

that these verbs have followed a similar path from being a lexical (intransitive) verb to be-

ing a copular verb, to then be used with a that-complement, an infinitival complement, and

with like-complements, and finally the parenthetical construction. This path can serve as a

template of the diachronic path for the SEEM-verbs and can give us predictions as to how

other evidential copular verbs might have developed. Perhaps predictions is not the right

term, following Lass (1980:xi), who states that‘[h]istorical linguistics cannot be a science be-

cause it cannot provide a predictive explanation’. A similar claim is made by Croft (2000:3),

who says that ‘even with perfect knowledge of the initial state, we would not be able to

predict a language change.’ Instead, the template of copular verbs created by the Germanic

SEEM-verbs below then serves as an indication of the ‘probabilities of change’ (Croft 2000:3)

of the Germanic copular verbs in general. The importance of such research is highlighted

by Diewald and Smirnova, who say that ‘there is a common developmental path for evi-

dential markers (which is productive at least in European languages) that has not yet been

recognized and sufficiently described so far’ (2010:27).
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Part II

Synchronic Analysis
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Chapter 5

Descriptive Perception Verbs:

An Introduction

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I introduce the class of descriptive perception verbs as discussed in the

literature and discuss how they are different from the other types of perception verbs. This

introduction will focus on English descriptive perception verbs and use English examples,

since most work on the descriptive perception verbs is based on English. The second part

will turn to the question of how descriptive perception verbs have been classified in the

literature, by discussing the main analyses: descriptive perception verbs as copulative verbs,

descriptive perception verbs as flip-verbs and descriptive perception verbs as psych-verbs.
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5.2 Perception Verbs

The primary function of perception in humans is to recognize and identify ob-
jects and events and their spatial and temporal arrangements and to provide the
environmental input for the construction of a model or cognitive representation
of the external world. […] Objects and events are often experienced as if they
could be accessed directly without the mediation of the senses. In a language
such as English, situations can be reported linguistically without indicating the
perceptual sources of the information […] The prototypical function of verbs of
perception such as see, hear and feel is to indicate the sense modality and the
experiencer which is the source of the information. (Viberg 2001:1294-95)

Perception verbs are verbs of cognition, but form a unique subclass in that they ‘form a

relatively clearly structured lexical semantic field inwhich it is possible to identify a small set

of 15 basic meanings’ (Viberg 2001:1295). The perception verbs are characterized by having

two dimensions: the five sense modalities on the one hand, and the syntax and semantics on

the other. The first dimension groups the verbs of perception into the five sense modalities

of vision, hearing, touch, taste and smell. The second dimension splits the verbs into three

construction types that are distinguished from each other by a unique combination of syntax

and semantics. Even though various names have been given to these three sets of perception

verbs, throughout this thesis I will follow Rogers (1971), who refers to the them as the

cognitive perception verbs, the active perception verbs, and the descriptive perception verbs. The

distinction will be discussed in more detail below, but for now it suffices to distinguish the

cognitive perception verbs from the active perception verbs in that, even though they both

take a experiencer subject and a stimulus object, the cognitive perception verbs represent a

non-volitional act of perceiving, whereas the active perception verbs represent a volitional
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act of perceiving. The difference between the cognitive and active perception verbs on the

one hand and the descriptive perception verbs on the other, lies in a difference in syntax:

the descriptive perception construction consists of a (stimulus) subject and a complement,

which can be adjectival or clausal, while the cognitive and active perception construction

takes a experiencer subject and a stimulus object.

The set of 15 meanings (three construction types times five sense modalities) for English

is given in Table 5.1.

Cognitive Active Descriptive
Vision see look look
Hearing hear listen sound
Touch feel feel feel
Taste taste taste taste
Smell smell smell smell

Table 5.1: Overview of English perception verbs.

The cognitive verbs in English are: see, hear, feel, taste, smell. Some examples as to how

cognitive verbs can be used are shown in 122a. The English active perception verbs are:

look, listen, feel, taste and smell, an example of which is shown in 122b. Descriptive verbs

are the verbs look sound, feel, taste, smell, an example of which is shown in 122c.

122. (a) Tom sees/hears/feels/tastes/smells the penguin.

(b) Tom looks at/listens to/feels/tastes/smells the penguin.

(c) The penguin looks/sounds/feels/tastes/smells like an animal.

The sections below focus on each verb type in more detail, summarizing their unique syn-

tactic and semantic characteristics as discussed in the literature.
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5.2.1 Cognitive Perception Verbs

The cognitive perception verbs are known under a variety of labels: e.g. experiencer-based

experience verbs (Viberg 1983, 2001), experiencer verbs (Gisborne 2010), subject oriented

experiencer verbs (Whitt 2011), and non-agentive verbs (Felser 1999). These alternative la-

bels emphasize the experiencer/non-agentive aspect of these verbs, and it is this experiencer

aspect that distinguishes the cognitive perception verbs from the active perception verbs,

as they are similar in the thematic role that is assigned to the internal argument: they both

take a theme as their direct object, an entity that undergoes the action of perception. They

differ in the thematic role assigned to their external argument - the subject. The subject

of the cognitive perception verbs has the thematic role of experiencer, which means that

the act of perceiving is unintentional, but simply happening to the subject. The subject of

the active perception verb, on the other hand, receives the role of agent, which deliberately

performs the action denoted by the verb. Take for instance the sentence in 123a in which

‘seeing the moon’ is an unintentional by-product of the active looking of the subject. This

is contrasted with 123b, in which the subject intentionally focuses on the moon whenever

he cannot sleep. Furthermore, as Jackendoff (2007) states, active verbs describe observable

activities. For instance, in 123b, one can tell whether the subject of this sentence is looking

at the moon. One cannot, however, tell whether the subject in 123a is seeing the moon.

123. (a) When I look at the sky, I see the moon.

(b) Whenever I can’t sleep, I look at the moon.
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This difference in the thematic roles of the subject between the cognitive and active percep-

tion verbs is marked by the different lexical form for vision and hearing (i.e. look vs. see

and listen vs. hear). However, the lexical forms for the cognitive perception verbs and ac-

tive perception verbs are identical for the sense modalities taste, smell and touch. Take for

example sentence 124, which uses the same lexical form for the cognitive perception verbs

and active perception verbs, but conveys different readings.

124. I taste the garlic.

In the active reading, the subject is the agent of the verb who deliberately performs the act

of tasting. The reading of 124 would therefore be: ‘I taste the garlic (e.g. to see if I like

it)’. In the cognitive reading, the verb takes an experiencer subject, which undergoes the

experience of tasting. The reading of 124 could then be: ‘In whatever I am eating, I notice

a taste of garlic’. As Gisborne (2010) notes, by adding ‘deliberately’ to the sentence it can

be tested whether a verb has an active or cognitive reading. If ‘deliberately’ is appropriate

in a construction, the perception verb has an active reading. This difference between active

verbs (see 125a) and cognitive verbs (see 125b) is shown below.

125. (a) Joan (deliberately) felt the fabric of the dress, to see if it was thick enough for

winter.

(b) Joan (*deliberately) felt the wind blowing against her face.

Cognitive perception verbs can take a number of different complements. First of all, they

can take a simple complement such as a noun, i.e. a direct object (as shown in 126a), an
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adjective (as shown in 126b) or a prepositional phrase (as shown in 126c). Furthermore,

they can take an adverb as adjunct (as shown in 127a). The verb can thus serve both as

an intransitive verb and as a transitive verb. Secondly, cognitive verbs can take a clausal

complement. This complement can either be a finite or non-finite complement. Examples

of complements containing nonfinite verbs are the following: the participial complement in

128a, the to-complement in 128b (although this example does not illustrate the literal use of

the verb see), and the bare infinitival complement in 128c. Complements containing a finite

verb can either be a that-complement (see 129a) or a wh-complement (see 129b).

126. Simple Complements:

(a) I see John.

(b) I see John happy.

(c) I see into the room.

127. Adjuncts:

(a) I see clearly.

128. Clausal Complements (non-finite):

(a) I see John eating an apple.

(b) I see John to be the best candidate.

(c) I see John cross the road.
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129. Clausal Complements (finite):

(a) I see that John is angry.

(b) I see how you did that.

In short, cognitive perception verbs take an experiencer subject and optionally an undergoer

direct object (the stimulus), an adjunct, or a clausal complement.

5.2.2 Active Perception Verbs

The active perception verbs are at times also referred to as activity verbs (Viberg 1983, 2001),

agentive verbs (Gisborne 2010) and subject oriented agentive verbs (Whitt 2009, 2011). All

terms carry the implication of agentivity and intention by the subject in perceiving, they

‘describe, roughly, what one does in order to perceive’ (Rogers 1971:208). The intention of

the subject is reflected in the thematic role it has, namely that of agent. Besides the agen-

tive subject, these verbs can optionally take a theme object. These verbs can thus be used

intransitively or transitively. In addition to the two thematic roles of agent and experiencer,

Gisborne (2010) argues for another thematic role for the verbs look and listen. In his spatial

analysis of these two verbs, he argues that they are verbs of movement that do not have

moving subjects or objects. Rather, there is a moving theme element in the meaning of the

subject of the verb, whose path is defined by the directional preposition after the verb. The

examples he gives are given in 130a and 130b. Gisborne argues that these sentences are

comparable: sentence 130a has Jane as the theme that travels along the path defined by the
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preposition into, and sentence 130b has a theme element in Richard, namely his gaze, that

travels along the path defined by the preposition into.

130. (a) Jane walked into the room.

(b) Richard looked into the room.

In terms of syntax, the active verbs can take a direct object (see131a), a prepositional phrase

(see131b), awh-complement (see131c), and in English (but not in Dutch!) a non-finite verbal

complement (see131d).

131. (a) Jane smelled the soup.

(b) Richard looked into the room.

(c) Bob looked where his coat was.

(d) John listened to Mary crying in her room.

In short, active perception verbs take an agent subject and optionally an undergoer direct

object (the stimulus), a prepositional phrase, a wh-complement or a non-finite complement.

5.2.3 Descriptive Perception Verbs

The third verb class consists of the descriptive perception verbs, which are also referred to as

the flip perception verbs (Rogers 1971, 1974), copular verbs (Viberg 1983) or object oriented

perception verbs (Whitt 2009). The question what to call the arguments of the descriptive

perception verbs will be discussed extensively below, but for now I will briefly introduce
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these verbs. The descriptive perception verbs take an experiencer and a stimulus as argu-

ments. For instance, in 132a, the experiencer isme, the stimulus is John. Breckenridge (2007)

argues that there is a third argument, namely ‘a way’. In 132a this argument is nice. Unlike

the cognitive perception verbs and the active perception verbs, the descriptive perception

verbs take as their subject a stimulus, and much less focus is placed on the experiencer. In

fact, the experiencer can be left out, as shown in 132b.

132. (a) John looks nice to me.

(b) John looks nice.

The descriptive perception verbs can take three kinds of complements: an adjectival com-

plement (see 133a), a prepositional complement containing a clause (see 133b) or a noun

(see 133c), or a nominal complement (see 133d).1

133. (a) John looks angry.

(b) John looks like he is angry.

(c) John sounds like a monkey.

(d) John looks a picture.

In short, descriptive perception verbs take a stimulus subject and always a complement,

whether it is an adjectival, a prepositional or nominal complement. The syntax and seman-

tics of this latter group of verbs will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter.
1However, this use appears to be only possible in fixed constructions (e.g. 133d), or with adjectives (e.g. he

sounds a nice chap as discussed by Gisborne 2010).

127



5.2.4 The Relations within the Perception Verb Paradigm

The three sets of perception verbs (repeated in Table 5.2) form what Viberg refers to as a

basic paradigm of the verbs of perception: a set of elements related to each other, in this case

through their meaning (i.e. denoting acts of perceiving).

Cognitive Active Descriptive
Vision see look look
Hearing hear listen sound
Touch feel feel feel
Taste taste taste taste
Smell smell smell smell

Table 5.2: Overview of English perception verbs.

The perception verbs are typologically known (Viberg 1983) to be polysemous, meaning

that the same lexical items are used for a variety of sense modalities or verb types, while

having various semantically related interpretations. For instance, in English, the verbs taste,

smell and feel are used as cognitive, active and descriptive perception verbs. Furthermore,

the verb look is used as an active and descriptive perception verb (see the overview in Table

5.2).2 It is said that there is ‘no lexical differentiation’ for those verbs (Viberg 1983:128).

English shows complete lexical differentiation with respect to the five sense modalities,

i.e. vision, hearing, touch, taste and smell are each marked by a distinct verb within each

verb group. This is not the case in all of the world’s languages: Viberg (1983) discusses

languages in which a verb form within a single verb class can cover more than one sense

modality. Viberg’s typological study on 53 languages shows that this type of polysemy is
2The cognitive verb to see is said to be polysemous outside the perception verb paradigm, in that it is

not only used as a perception verb (i.e.‘to perceive visually’), but also with the meanings ‘to understand’, ‘to
consider’, ‘to experience’, ‘to find out’ (Gisborne 2010).

128



found in many unrelated languages (e.g. Malay, Modern Greek, Swedish, Russian, Kurdish,

Swahili), and has many possible combinations. An example comes from Hausa, for which

Viberg states that the lexical item ji is used to cover all sense modalities of the cognitive

verb class, except for sight. A different pattern is shown in Malay, in which cognitive touch

and taste are both conveyed by the lexical item rasa, whereas in Swahili cognitive ona refers

to both sight and taste and cognitive sikia to hearing, touch and smell.

Based on the polysemy patterns found among the languages under study, Viberg (1983)

creates a sense modality hierarchy for the lexical inventory for the verbs of perception, as

given in 134. This hierarchy should be interpreted as follows: if a verb has a prototypical

meaning in a higher sense modality (leftwards) on the hierarchy (i.e. its basic meaning out

of context is linked to a certain sense modality), it can extend its meaning to cover a lower

sense modality but not to cover a higher sense modality. For instance, he demonstrates that

in Hausa ji without any context means ‘to hear’ and can be extended to cover all lower

positions, i.e. touch, smell, and taste, but not sight. Furthermore, he argues that in Swahili,

the verb ona ‘to see’ is extended to cover the lower sense modality of taste, whereas sikia

‘to hear’ is extended to cover the lower sense modalities touch and smell.

134. sight > hearing > touch > smell, taste

Another relationship between the different sets of perception verbs is the pattern of entail-

ment between the three sets of verbs (i.e. cognitive, active, and descriptive). Rogers (1971)

argues that listening entails hearing: one listens with the purpose of hearing, and therefore
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when one listens, one automatically hears (see 135).3 Vice versa, when one hears, one does

not automatically listen: one can hear without listening. In other words, Rogers argues

that action entails cognition. Since the cognitive verb hear takes an experiencer as subject,

Rogers (1971) proposes the possibility of adding this thematic role to the subject of the ac-

tive perception verb listen, which is the agent. This then means that the subject of listen

carries two thematic roles, namely that of its own verb (i.e. the role of agent) and that of

the entailed verb (i.e. the role of experiencer). This entailment is shown below.

135. (a) IA listened to the orchestra. =>

(b) IEXP heard the orchestra.

Rogers (1971) argues that this does not hold for the visual sense modality and that the re-

lationship between seeing and looking is different from that of hearing and listening; he

claims that the entailment active verb entails cognitive verbs that is found for the auditory

sense modality does not hold for the visual perception verbs. Rogers bases this on a situa-

tion like the following: Mary is searching for a specific street on a map, but cannot seem

to find it and utters 136a. Rogers claims that a similar construction would be impossible

for listening and hearing, see 136b. This entailment relation for the visual perception verbs

is incorrect, in that the sentence in 136b is perfectly acceptable when we follow the same

context Rogers used for the visual perception verbs in 136a. For this construction, Rogers

sketches a specific situation in which the speaker is searching for a specific image (street)

within a larger whole (map). When this same situation is applied to the auditory percep-
3Even though Rogers seems to talk about listen, this entailment does not apply to the intransitive usage,

but only to the use with the proposition to, i.e. listen to.
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tion verbs, the same direction of entailment is found. Take for instance 136c, uttered in the

following contexts: John and Tom are talking about a orchestral piece of music. John says

to Tom: ‘The trumpet in that piece is absolutely lovely’. When Tom puts the record on and

listens carefully, he cannot detect the lovely trumpet and utters the sentence in 136c to John.

This means one can listen to something, without hearing a specific part. Thus, just as one

can look but not see, one can listen but not hear.

136. (a) I am looking, but I can’t see it.

(b) *I listen to the music, but cannot hear it.

(c) I listened to the piece, but I didn’t hear the trumpet.

So what happens when we take a structure in which the subject is looking at or listening

to an entity and seeing/hearing this same thing (and not a subset of it)? Such constructions

are given in 137a for sight and 137b for hearing, which are both marked as unacceptable:

when you look at an entity, you see that entity, and when you listen to a sound, you hear

that sound. The same holds for the other perception verbs, as shown in 137c-137e.45

137. (a) *Tom looks at the pen, but doesn’t see the pen.

(b) *Tom listens to the music, but doesn’t hear the music.

(c) *Tom (deliberately) feels the fabric, but doesn’t feel the fabric.

(d) *Tom (deliberately) smells the baby, but doesn’t smell the baby.
4An exception is the case in which Tom has a cold, and deliberately tries to smell and taste the soup, but

because of the cold cannot actually smell or taste it.
5Note that when the main clause does not include a direct object, these constructions are grammatical:

Constructions such as Tom looks, but doesn’t see the pen or Tom listens, but does not hear the alarm are gram-
matically correct in English.
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(e) *Tom (deliberately) tastes the soup, but doesn’t taste the soup.

Does this go the other way around as well? Consider the constructions in 138a - 138e. These

examples indicate that the perception verbs are split into two: one cannot see/feel/taste (cog-

nitively) without looking/feeling/tasting (actively), whereas one can hear a sound without

listening to it and one can smell something without deliberately smelling. The explanation

for this is simply that the sense modalities differ physiologically: we always unintention-

ally take in sound or smell, whereas we can choose to see, feel and taste. It therefore seems

that active perception entails some form of cognitive perception for hearing and smelling,

whereas there is no such entailment relation for the other perception verbs.

138. (a) *Tom sees the pen, but doesn’t look at it.

(b) Laura hears the music, but doesn’t listen to it.

(c) *Tom feels the fabric, but doesn’t (deliberately) feel the fabric.

(d) Tom smells the baby, but doesn’t (deliberately) smell the baby.

(e) *Tom tastes the soup, but doesn’t (deliberately) taste the soup.

What are, then, the entailment relations between the descriptive perception verbs and the

cognitive and active perception verbs? Gisborne (2010) suggests that the descriptive verbs

are the ‘result’ of the cognitive verbs, as ‘the sense of SOUND [by which Gisborne refers to

the class of descriptive perception verbs] is a kind of belief which is the result of hearing

something’ (2010:255). In other words, some cognitive process involving perception and

subsequent epistemic and evidential realizations and evaluations are necessary in order for
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descriptive perception verbs to be used. Gisborne does not go into how descriptive percep-

tion verbs are linked to active perception verbs. However, as discussed above, the active

perception verbs either entail the cognitive perception verbs or are each other’s equals. For

instance, the descriptive perception construction in 139 implies that the speaker (and expe-

riencer) bases his assertion that John is happy not only on seeing John, but also on looking

at John.

139. John looks happy.

The implicational hierarchy of entailment of the perception verbs is then as shown below,

indicating that the use of descriptive verbs entails active perception which entails some

cognitive form of perception. For the sense modalities hearing and smell, just the cognitive

form of perception can occur. This cannot occur for vision, touch and taste.

140. (a) descriptive > active > cognitive Hearing/Smell

(b) descriptive > active/cognitive Vision/Touch/Taste

5.3 Previous Analyses of DPVs

5.3.1 Introduction to Verb Classifications

This thesis has as one of its aims to classify the descriptive perception verbs. Various studies

(e.g. Fillmore 1970, Pinker 1989, Jackendoff 1992, Levin 1993) have attempted to group En-

glish verbs into distinctive verb classes based on semantic relatedness and similar (morpho-

)syntactic behaviour. These classes capture generalizations about certain (cross-)linguistic
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properties. For instance, ‘verbs which share the meaning component of ‘manner of mo-

tion’ (such as travel, run, walk), behave similarly also in terms of subcategorization (I trav-

eled/ran/walked, I traveled/ran/walked to London, I traveled/ran/walked fivemiles) and usually

have zero-related nominals (a run, a walk)’ (Kipper et al 2007:1).

The first attempt to establish verb classes in English based on semantic and syntactic

properties of the verbs dates back to Fillmore’s (1970) paper ‘The Grammar of Hitting and

Breaking’. In his discussion of hit and break, Fillmore shows that even though these verbs

share certain syntactic and semantic behavior, i.e. they can be transitive and appear with

either an agentive subject (see 141a) or an instrumental subject (see 141b), they are not

completely similar: only break can be used intransitively, but not hit (see 141c).

141. (a) John broke/hit the window with a rock.

(b) A rock broke/hit the window.

(c) The window broke/*hit.

Fillmore states that these (and other) semantic and syntactic properties of hit and break are

not inherent only to these two verbs, but that entire groups of verbs behave like either hit

or break. He proposes that these verbs are each representative of a larger semantically iden-

tifiable class of verbs, and distinguishes between two verb classes: the break verbs, which

are ‘change of state verbs’ and to which category belong bend, fold, shatter and crack, and

the hit verbs, which are ‘surface contact verbs’ and to which category belong slap, strike,

bump and stroke. Even though all these verbs seem to be instances of verbs with the broad

meaning ‘agent-act-on-patient’ (Levin and Rappaport-Hovav 2005:1) at first sight, they can
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be split into two distinct verb classes based on what arguments the verbs can appear with

(i.e. their argument realization).

Levin (1993) takes this idea that verb classes can be established by looking at shared

syntactic and semantic properties among verbs further and proposes that the syntactic be-

havior of verbs is determined by their meaning. She provides a large-scale investigation into

English verbs (her study covers 3024 English verbs) and takes two approaches to the classifi-

cation of verbs: one classification is made according to their semantic content (e.g. manner

of motion verbs, verbs of sound emission, verbs of sound existence, perception verbs) and

the other according to their participation in argument alternation (e.g. causative alternation,

dative alternation). Levin shows that verbs that have similar content (i.e. semantics) often

have similar patterns in their participation in argument alternation (i.e. syntax). This work

is support for Levin’s assumption that ‘verbs that fall into classes according to shared be-

havior would be expected to show shared meaning components’ (1993:5). Hale and Keyser

(1987) provide support for the assumption that syntactic behavior is determined by meaning

in their example of an experiment with the archaic verb gally, a whaling term, used as given

in 142.

142. The sailors gallied the whales.

Based on the verb’s syntactic behavior in 142 (i.e. taking a subject and object) the verb gally

could mean something like see or frighten. Hale and Keyser argue that if it means something

like see, it cannot be used in the middle construction (see 143a), but if it means something

like frighten, it can be used in this construction (see 143b). This example supports the idea
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that speakers base the possible syntactic behavior of verbs on the meaning component of

the verb.

143. (a) The whales ∗see/∗gally easily.

(b) The whales frighten/gally easily.

As Levin (2009) states, the identification of verb classes faces certain issues. First of all, there

is the issue of choosing among various ways of defining verb classes, as one has to determine

what phenomena to focus on and what ‘grain size’ to use. By grain size Levin means the

degree of specificity of the definition for a given class. An example she gives is the verb

run. A coarse-grained classification would state that this verb is a manner verb. A medium-

grained classification would make this definition more specific and say that run is a manner

of motion verb. An evenmore specific definition, i.e. a fine-grained classification, would say

that run is a ‘verb lexicalizing a gait characteristic of animates often used with the intent of

reaching a goal’ (Levin 2010: 1). A second issue that Levin raises is that when attempting to

classify verbs one will run into apparent multiple class membership. For instance, in Levin’s

study 784 of 3024 (i.e. 26%) of the verbs belong to more than one verb class, according to

Lapata and Brew (2004). Levin claims that verbs might appear to belong to more than one

verb class, but this is usually due to the fact that these verbs have two distinct meanings

which each fall in their own verb class. For instance, at first sight, the verb bake seems to

be able to appear in the causative alternation (see 144), unspecified object alternation (145)

and benefactive alternation (146), and hence seems to be a combination of change of state

verbs (based on the causative alternation behaviour) and creation-directed activity verbs
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(based on the benefactive alternation and unspecified object alternation behaviour). Levin

states that this shared membership arises from failure to recognize that a verb can have

multiple senses. Bake is then said to have a change of state reading (i.e. to change the state

of something by dry heat in an oven) and a creation reading (i.e. to create by means of

changing the state of something by dry heat in an oven).

144. Causative alternation:

(a) Sam baked the apples at 375F.

(b) The apples baked at 375F.

145. Unspecified object alternation:

(a) Sam bakes bread on Tuesdays.

(b) Sam bakes on Tuesdays.

146. Benefactive alternation:

(a) Sam baked a birthday cake for Chris.

(b) Sam baked Chris a birthday cake.

The motivation behind the various studies on verb classification is the fact that speakers

appear to have some sort of knowledge as to how verbs can be used, with what kind of

arguments they can appear, and what kind of alternations they can undergo. As McKoon

and Love (2011) state: ‘[i]t is this knowledge that specifies that you can shake someone, but

not shudder them, that you can walk a dog but not arrive a dog, and that you can gallop
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a horse but not depart a horse’ (2011:314). Or in Fillmore’s words: ‘it is quite certain that

average adult speakers of English simply could not come up with anything like a reliable

explanation of how break and hit are used. And yet probably never in their adult lives have

they made a mistake in their use of these words, nor do they use them in ways inappro-

priate to their intentions’ (1970: 120). These two quotes suggest that speakers have some

implicit knowledge on how verbs behave syntactically. Adding to this assumption the find-

ings from experiments like the gally-experiment, it is thought that not only do speakers

store their verbs along with their semantic and syntactic properties, but also that the verbs

are grouped according to these properties. The presence of a mental classification of verbs

in the lexicon based on the verb’s syntactic and semantic properties would reduce process-

ing efforts, as the lexical entry for any given verb is as minimal as possible. The general

meaning component, shared with other verbs, and syntactic factors, such as the verb’s va-

lency, are not part of the lexical entry for each verb. Rather, this information is given for

the whole verb class, with only the necessary unique information of the verb specified in

the lexical entry of that verb. As Levin states: ‘the ideal lexical entry for a word should

minimize the information provided for that word’ (1993:11).

Now that I have introduced verb classifications in general, it is time to turn to the pre-

vious classifications proposed for descriptive perception verbs: as copulative verbs, as flip

verbs, and as psych verbs. Each of these classifications are discussed below.
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5.3.2 DPVs as Copulative Verbs

The categorization of the descriptive perception verbs as copular or copulative verbs has

been mentioned by Lees (1960) and subsequently by Chomsky (1965). Lees (1960) proposes

that the descriptive perception verbs are members of a subclass of copulative verbs. Lees

(1960:12-13) refers to the ‘verbs of sensation’ (e.g. smell) and the ‘verbs of appearance’ (e.g.

look) as copulas, just like e.g. be, stay and turn. However, he does not go into detail about

these verbs.

Chomsky (1965:107) provides a list of generative rules for English. Among others, he

gives the rule for the VP (see 147) and for the predicate (see 148). These rules state that a

VP consists of either a copular verb and predicate or a V. The predicate can take the form of

either an adjective or of a predicate nominal (optionally preceded by like).

147. VP →



Copula Predicate

V


(NP) (Prep-Phrase) (Prep-Phrase) (Manner)

S’

Predicate




148. Predicate →


Adjective

(like) Predicate-Nominal



Chomsky (1965) states that the lexical information of look is specified as being a verb option-

ally taking a prepositional phrase or being used intransitively, in which case it generates the

intransitive active perception verb look (e.g. John looked at Bill or John looked respectively).

139



Alternative, it can optionally take an adjective (e.g. John looks sad) or the construction like+

[Predicate-Nominal] (e.g. John looks like a nice fellow). These latter two rules match the

categorization rule for copulative verbs as given above, and suggest that look is a copulative

verb.

Note that both Lees and Chomsky merely mention the descriptive perception verbs as

instances of copular verbs. However, neither provide an analysis of the syntax and seman-

tics.

5.3.3 DPVs as Flip Verbs

Not much later, Rosenbaum (1967) presents his perspective on the descriptive perception

verbs and argues that these verbs have a deep structure consisting of an active perception

verb construction and a copular sentence (see 149a), which through Equi-NP deletion, a

Subject-Object Inversion Rule, and ‘to be’-deletion is transformed into the surface structure

as given in 149b. As a result, the subject (i.e. I ) and direct object (the soup) of the deep struc-

ture are reversed in the surface structure: the subject is now the soup and the prepositional

object isme. He bases this on the animacy restrictions imposed on the ‘taster’ of both active

and descriptive perception constructions: see the ungrammaticality of the presence of an

inanimate ‘taster’ in an active perception construction (149c) and in a descriptive perception

construction (149d).

149. (a) [I taste [the soup]NP [[the soup]NP [be funny]VP]S]S

(b) The soup tastes funny to me.
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(c) ∗The rock tastes the soup.

(d) ∗The soup tastes funny to the rock.

Postal (1971) provides a similar claim as Rosenbaum, and in line with his Subject-Object In-

version Rule proposes the Psych-Movement rule. This rule takes care of the inversion of the

subject and object, and results in the superficial subject being derived from the deep object

of the active perception construction and the superficial object from the deep subject of the

active perception construction (with the addition of the preposition). The arguments Postal

puts forward for this analysis are as follows. First, like Rosenbaum, he bases it on the ani-

macy restrictions on the experiencer argument that are shared between the descriptive and

active perception verb construction. Furthermore, Postal points towards the larger group

of verbs in the English languages that employ inversion. Inversion is thus not only limited

to descriptive perception verbs, but occurs with a wider set of verbs (see a few examples

below, from Rogers 1974:43).

150. (a) I am amused at Harry.

(b) Harry is amusing to me.

151. (a) I am mystified at what John did.

(b) What John did mystified me.

152. (a) I was surprised at that.

(b) That was surprising to me.

153. (a) I loathe Schwartz.
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(b) Schwartz is loathsome to me.

Further evidence to support Postal’s claim that the deep and superficial arguments are re-

versed comes from the position of the adverb personally. It is claimed that personally can

only accompany the underlying subject, but not the underlying object. Take, for instance,

the active perception constructions given in 154a and 154b, compared to the descriptive per-

ception constructions given in 155a and 155b (all from Rogers 1974:45-46). Only those con-

structions in which personally accompanies the underlying subject (i.e. the experiencer) are

marked as grammatical, i.e. 154a and 155a. It is ungrammatical when personally accompa-

nies the underlying object (i.e. the stimulus), as shown in 154b and 155b (the grammaticality

judgements are taken from Rogers).

154. (a) I personally smelled the gorilla.

(b) *The gorilla smelled me personally.

155. (a) The gorilla smelled funny to me personally.

(b) *I personally smelled funny to the gorilla.

Finally, an additional argument for Postal’s analysis comes from Lakoff (1968:43) who shows

that seem and appear allow neg-transportation (also referred to as neg-raising), which in-

volves the raising of a negation from an embedded clause to the matrix clause. The argu-

ment is that neg-transportation only works if there is an object complement in the deep

structure. Since seem appears to allow neg-transportation, it must therefore also have an

object complement in the deep structure, which is raised in the surface structure, in line
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with the flip analysis. As Rogers (1974:47) states: ‘Without a Flip analysis, seem and ap-

pear would take subject complements, and the rule of Neg-transportation would have to

be made more complicated.’ Rogers takes this argument even further, and shows that the

descriptive perception verbs also undergo neg-raising and thus take an object complement.

The sentences in 156 show the neg-raising behaviour of the descriptive perception verbs,

which indicate that for neg-raising verbs it should not affect the reading of a construction

whether the (matrix) neg-raising verb or the embedded verb is negated.

156. (a) It looked to me like Charley didn’t goose Francine.

(b) It didn’t look to me like Charley goosed Francine.

Rogers (1974) raises a number of issues against Postal’s Psych-Movement analysis, in which

descriptive perception constructions are said to have derived from active or cognitive con-

structions. First of all, it is not clear whether the deep construction contains the cognitive or

the active perception verb. Rogers argues that, if we assume that the descriptive perception

verbs are derived from the cognitive or active perception verbs, the surface and the deep verb

should have the same properties. The descriptive perception verbs are stative, and so are the

cognitive perception verbs, whereas the active perception verbs are durative. Furthermore,

Rogers claims that a descriptive perception construction (such as 157a) presupposes its cog-

nitive, but not its active counterpart (see 157b and 157c). Lastly, Postal’s account does not

explain why the descriptive perception verbs require a predicative complement, whereas

the cognitive and active perception verbs do not.

157. (a) John looked angry.
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(b) I saw John.

(c) I looked at/watched John.

Rogers (1974) therefore moves away from the inversion rules as put forward by Rosenbaum

and Postal, while continuing to see descriptive perception verbs as ‘Flip’-verbs: verbs that

have arguments that appear in flipped order compared to their cognitive (as Rogers assumes)

counterparts. Instead, he argues that descriptive perception verbs are if -verbs ‘with cogni-

tive sentential subjects’ (Rogers 1974:140). If -verbs (Karttunen 1970) are cause, make, have,

force, make sure, bring about, see to it and are characterized by the fact that

‘if they are asserted, the speaker is committed to the belief expressed by the
corresponding sentence […] On the other hand, the assertion of the negation of
[such sentences][…] implies nothing about whether the speaker is committed
to the belief expressed.’ (1974:128-129).

For instance, consider 158a. This sentence expresses the belief of the speaker that 158c is

true. The sentence in 158b, however, does not imply that the speaker believes 158c to be

true (all from Rogers 1974:129). Non-negated if -verbs, therefore, present a belief from the

speaker that the subordinate clause is true. Furthermore, if-verbs can take sentential subject

complements, which are also taken to be true. For instance, if 159a is true, so must 159b be

(from Rogers 1974:130).

158. (a) John forced Mary to stay home.

(b) John didn’t force Mary to stay home.

(c) Mary stayed home.

159. (a) John’s belief that Mary was a werewolf forced her to change her plans.
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(b) John believed that Mary was a werewolf.

Rogers argues that the descriptive perception verbs are like if -verbs, and to be more precise,

like the verb cause. He claims that the descriptive perception verbs have an underlying

structure as given in 160. In this underlying structure, the verb cause takes the role of the

surface descriptive perception verb look, the phrase I saw Harry is similar to the sentential

subjects of the if -verbs in its factivity, and the complement of the matrix verb presents a

belief by the speaker.

160. S

NP

S

I saw Harry

V

caused

NP

S

NP

I

V

believed

NP

S

Harry was drunk

161. S

NP

Harry

V

V

saw

caused V

believe

NP

I

NP

S

NP

Harry

V

was

Adj

drunk
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Rogers claims that through derivations involving Equi-NP deletion (I under the first NP),

Predicate Raising (saw and believed to second V) and Raising (the second I to main S), the

structure in 161 can be derived, of which Rogers himself says that it is ‘very roughly the

type of structure we need, but the derivation and resulting structure are unsatisfactory in

several ways’ (1974:166) and (in his concluding remarks):

‘As is obvious, the problem of the derivation of [161] and their ilk from struc-
tures like [160] is far from resolved, as is the question of how good an approxi-
mation [160] is to the logical form of such sentences, but it is at least clear to me
that 160 represents a significant step toward an adequate analysis.’ (1974:169).

In conclusion, Rogers’ proposal is an extension of Postal’s idea of the descriptive perception

verb constructions being the inversion of cognitive or active perception verb constructions,

in terms of argument ordering. Rogers adds the analysis of the descriptive perception verbs

as the if -verb cause, taking a sentential subject and a complement expressing the speaker’s

belief in a proposition.

The copular verb analysis and the subsequent ‘flip’-verb analysis are the twomain analy-

ses that propose some sort of theoretical classification for these verbs. I am not aware of any

more recent proposals on this matter. It is important to note here that even though Rogers

provides arguments against Rosenbaum’s inversion analysis and Postal’s Psych-movement

analysis, he does not raise arguments against the copular verb analysis that he mentions. In

the next chapter, I introduce the current analysis of descriptive perception verbs, in which I

argue that the copular verb analysis by Lees and Chomsky is not incompatible with Rogers’

‘flip’-perception verb analysis. In fact, I propose that present-day Dutch descriptive percep-

tion verbs can be seen as copular-flip verbs. They are copular in their syntactic behaviour
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and much like other Dutch copular verbs semantically. Furthermore, they are flip-verbs, but

not in terms of derivation. Instead, the inversion from cognitive/active perception verbs to

descriptive perception verbs can be found diachronically, as discussed in chapters 9 and 10.

5.3.4 DPVs as Psych Verbs

As discussed above, Levin (1993) classifies verbs based on the idea that verbs that behave

similarly are expected to share some semantic component. About the descriptive perception

verbs, she states the following:

‘The members of this set of verbs of perception […] are intransitive. But unlike
the other types of verbs of perception, they do not take the perceived as their
subject. Rather, these verbs take the stimulus as their subject and express the
perceiver in a to prepositional phrase. In addition, these verbs take an adjective
phrase complement predicated of the stimulus. Due to the use of a to phrase
to express the perceiver, these verbs are sometimes discussed in the context of
psych-verbs; compare the use of the to phrase with psych-verbs to express an
experiencer, as in The source was perplexing to me. In fact, with this set of verbs
the perceiver is often referred to as the experiencer.’ (1993:188)

Here, Levin draws a similarity between the descriptive perception verbs (what she refers to

as the stimulus subject perception verbs) and the so-called psych-verbs. In this quote, Levin

wants to draw a comparison in behaviour between the psych-verbs (using perplex, other

psych-verbs that Levin gives are i.a. amaze, fascinate, obsess) and the descriptive perception

verbs, by showing that they both appear with a to-phrase. However, the example given by

Levin, i.e. The source was perplexing to me, is not an instance of the verb perplex. Rather,

it is an instance of the adjective perplexing as a predicate of the copula be. As such, this

example highlights the assumption that the descriptive perception verbs and the copula be

147



share certain syntactic properties.

In other words, the only attempt made by Levin at classifying the descriptive perception

verbs appears to be flawed. It is indeed the case that the psych-verbs and the descriptive

perception verbs share the fact that they both take a experiencer, however the syntactic

realization is different. The psych-verbs have an object experiencer (see 160a), whereas the

descriptive perception verbs can optionally take an experiencer (see 160b).

160. (a) The man perplexes me/∗to me.

(b) The man looks scary ∗me/to me.

As such, the analysis of descriptive perception verbs as psych-verbs does not seem to hold.

However, the underlying motivation for verb classification as proposed by Levin, i.e. similar

syntactic patterns of verbs are linked to similar semantic components, might prove helpful

in classifying the descriptive perception verbs as copular verbs.

5.4 Conclusion

This chapter has given a introduction to descriptive perception verbs and has shown how

they are different from cognitive and active perception verbs. Furthermore, I have provided

an overview of the main analyses of this verb group: that of descriptive perception verbs

as copulative verbs (e.g. Lees 1960 and Chomsky 1965), as flip-verbs (Rosenbaum 1967 and

Postal 19870) and as psych-verbs (Levin 1993). As will be shown, the first two analyses are

not mutually exclusive for Dutch: the Dutch descriptive perception verbs appear to be copu-

lar verbs synchronically (see chapters 6 and 7), while some (not all!) of them have diachron-
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ically developed as flip-verbs (see chapters 9 and 10). It is, therefore, only Levin’s analysis

of the descriptive perception verbs as psych-verbs that does not seem to hold. This is due

to the fact that Levin groups the descriptive perception verbs with lexical verbs, which is

impossible as the descriptive perception verbs are not full lexical verbs, but rather are gram-

maticalized verbs. Levin’s classification appears to only include full lexical verbs, whereas

auxiliary, copular and modal verbs are not discussed. These verbs are probably left out as

they are seen as semantically less contentful, and a verb classification based on meaning

would not include verbs that are not semantically fully contentful.
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Chapter 6

Descriptive Perception Verbs

in Dutch

6.1 Introduction

In this chapter, I introduce the Dutch perception verbs and discuss the synchronic semantic

and syntactic properties of these verbs. The overview of Dutch descriptive perception verbs

is repeated in Table 6.1.

6.2 Complements

The Dutch descriptive perception verbs can be used in a variety of syntactic constructions:

they can take adjectival complements (i.e. the prototypical copular construction), prepo-

sitional complements headed by als/zoals ‘like’, or prepositional complements headed by

151



Cognitive Active Descriptive
Vision zien kijken eruitzien

‘to see’ ‘to look’ ‘to look ‘
Hearing horen luisteren klinken

‘to hear’ ‘to listen’ ‘to sound’
Touch voelen voelen voelen

‘to feel’ ‘to feel’ ‘to feel’
Smell ruiken ruiken ruiken

‘to smell’ ‘to smell’ ‘to smell’
Taste proeven proeven smaken

‘to taste’ ‘to taste’ ‘to taste’

Table 6.1: Overview of Dutch perception verbs.1

alsof ‘like’. As an exception, and only in a specific construction, the verb eruitzien can take

a that-complement.

Complements can be ± predicational (predicative or not) and/or ± propositional (de-

noting a proposition or not). The possible combinations of complements for the Dutch de-

scriptive perception verbs are shown in the Table 6.2, which shows that alsof -complements

are both predicational and propositional, adjectival complements are predicational but not

propositional, and those headed by zoals or als, and, finally, that dat-complements are propo-

sitional but not predicational. The Dutch descriptive perception verbs cannot appear with

complements that are neither predicational or propositional (e.g. NPs).

Predicational
+ −

Propositional + alsof dat
− (zo)als/ADJ −

Table 6.2: Complement types for Dutch DPVs.
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6.2.1 Adjectival Complements

The prototypical copular construction is that in which the descriptive perception verbs take

an adjectival complement, as shown in 161. 2

161. (a) De
The

kamer
room

ziet
looks

er
part

mooi
nice

uit.
part

‘The room looks nice.’

(b) De
The

man
man

klinkt
sounds

Frans.
French

‘The man sounds French.’

(c) Het
The

kleed
rug

voelt
feels

zacht.
soft

‘The rug feels soft.’

(d) De
The

kaas
cheese

ruikt
smells

vies.
disgusting

‘The cheese smells disgusting.’

(e) De
The

soep
soup

smaakt
tastes

pittig.
spicy

‘The soup tastes spicy.’

In order to get an idea of the use of (adjectival) copular descriptive perception verb con-

structions in present-day Dutch, I conducted a search in two online corpora: the Corpus

Gesproken Nederlands, for spoken present-day Dutch, consisting of 671,088 words, and the

Lassy Small corpus, for written present-day Dutch, consisting of 975,055 words. Both are
2Note that the verb eruitzien ‘look’ in 161a is a particle verb (the only one of the descriptive perception

verbs), containing two particles: er and uit, the first of which always precedes the adjective, whereas the latter
always follows it.
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syntactically annotated corpora. This search was conducted using the query engine GrE-

TEL, which works with natural language input, fromwhich a syntactic query is constructed,

which is subsequently executed on the corpora. My search included both copular construc-

tions of the descriptive perception verbs with any type of subject (pronoun, expletive, full

NP), and those with null subjects. The query used for copulative constructions (the verb to

be searched for is specified in the space after ‘lemma’) is the following:

//node[(@cat=”smain” and node[@rel=”su” and (@pt=”n” or@pt=”vnw” or@cat=”np”
and node[@rel=”hd” and @pt=”n”])] and node[@rel=”hd” and @pt=”ww” and
@lemma=” ”] or@cat=”sv1” and node[@rel=”hd” and@pt=”ww” and@lemma=”
”])]

The lemmas that were used were eruitzien, klinken, voelen, ruiken, smaken and, as a compari-

son, the most commonly used evidential copular verb lijken ‘seem’. Note that the queries do

not specify the presence of an adjective. This was done deliberately as the inclusion of the

presence of an adjective in the query did not return all instances of copular constructions

(e.g. non-adjacent adjectives). This means that the copular constructions were counted man-

ually, as, especially for the polysemous verb forms (i.e. ruiken and voelen), the queries also

returned non-copular uses of these verbs.

The total instances of copular constructions found for the corpus of spoken Dutch (i.e.

CGN) and for the corpus of written Dutch (i.e. Lassy) are given per verb in Table 6.3. As a

comparison of the two corpora, the relative occurrences per corpus are presented as percent-

ages of the total copular constructions found (of the six verbs included) in the graph in 6.1.

The results show that, of the verbs that were included in this search, lijken is used more in

copular constructions than any of the descriptive perception verbs: 157 copular instances of
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lijken were found. Of the descriptive perception verbs, eruitzien ‘look’ is found the most (71

constructions), followed by klinken ‘sound’ (66 constructions), smaken ‘taste’ (8 instances),

and voelen ‘feel’ and ruiken ‘smell’ (both found three times in a copular construction). Fig-

ure 6.1 shows that, even though manymore copular constructions were found in the spoken

corpus than in the written corpus, the results are distributed similarly in the two corpora:

around 75% of the copular instances found contains either lijken or eruitzien. They differ in

that lijken is used relatively more in written Dutch than in spoken Dutch and that eruitzien

is used more in spoken Dutch than in written Dutch.

Verb CGN Lassy Total

eruitzien 60 11 71
klinken 50 16 66
voelen 2 1 3
ruiken 3 0 3
smaken 6 3 8

lijken 108 49 157

Total 242 80 322

Table 6.3: Occurrences of (adjectival) copular constructions in the Corpus GesprokenNederlands (spoken) and the Lassy

(written) corpus.

In the spoken corpus three instances (one with klinken, one with ruiken, and one with

smaken) were found of elliptical uses of the verbs, which did not appear with adjectives,

but still had an implicit adjectival component. For both klinken and smaken this implicit ad-

jective means something positive, such as ‘good’ or ‘tasty’, whereas for ruiken the elliptical

adjective has a negative reading, meaning something like stinken ‘smell bad’, as shown in

162.3

3However, an anonymous reviewer (and native Dutch speaker) points out that they could utter Deze bloem
ruikt niet to convey the meaning‘This flower doesn’t give off a smell’. I am unaware of this usage.
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Figure 6.1: Relative occurrences (in percentages) of (adjectival) copular constructions in the CGN and Lassy corpus, per verb.

162. Dat
that

ruikt!
smells

‘That smells bad!’

Furthermore, in the spoken corpus (i.e. CGN) the constructions that contain niet ‘not’, are

still analyzed as copulative, even though they do not strictly appear with an adjective. In

these cases, the negator niet ‘not’ means ‘bad’. Similarly, the spoken corpus (i.e. CGN)

contains constructions of eruitzien and klinken followed by niet ‘not’. These instances are

annotated in the corpus as copulative, even though they do not strictly appear with an ad-

jective. These are also cases of elliptical adjectives, and the negator niet ‘not’ negates the

elliptical adjective, which in both cases has a positive reading (Holierhoek 1980).

Bolinger (1972) and Matushansky (2002) state that the adjectival complements of (per-

ceptual) seem must be scalar. This is illustrated in 163, in which 163a is preferred over 163b,
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as choral is not a scalar adjective. However, as Matushansky shows, through scalarity co-

ercion (i.e. adding a degree modifier to the adjective as in 163c) the non-scalar adjectival

clause can be made scalar, allowing for it to appear with seem. Furthermore, she claims that

past participles can also appear with descriptive perception verbs, as long as they are scalar

(see 163d). The grammaticality judgements in 163 are fromMatushanshy (2002), which seem

too strong: The music seems choral is not ungrammatical.

163. (a) The music seems nice.

(b) ⁇The music seems choral.

(c) The music seems almost choral.

(d) The floor seems washed.

(Matushansky 2002:231-232)

Similarly, Dutch does not show signs of scalarity restriction for the adjectival complements

for the descriptive perception verbs: among the adjectives found in the corpora are the non-

scalar adjectives Russisch ‘Russian’, opgeknapt ‘cheered up’, wakker ‘awake’. Furthermore,

clear non-scalar adjectives such as dood ‘dead’ can be used as adjectival complements of the

Dutch descriptive perception verbs, as shown in 164.4

164. The
The

man
man

ziet
looks

er
part

dood
dead

uit.
part

‘The man looks dead.’
4This appears to be the case too for English, which rejects the claim that English descriptive perception

verbs can only take scalar adjectives.
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However, the majority of the adjectives used are scalar and are adjectives of value and ad-

jectives of human propensity, although Dixon’s (1977:31) other adjective classes (i.e. dimen-

sion, physical property, colour, age, speed) can also be used in combination with the Dutch

descriptive perception verbs. It will be discussed in chapter 7 that, even though all types

of adjectives can be used with descriptive perception verbs, they can be grouped into two

classes: those that evoke an judgement reading and those that evoke an attributary reading.

6.2.2 Prepositional Complements headed by zoals/als

Even though this thesis is mostly concerned with adjectival complements, I briefly discuss

patterns in which the Dutch descriptive perception verbs also appear with two other predi-

cational complements: either prepositional complements containing nominal complements

headed by zoals ‘like’ or als ‘like’, or those containing clausal complements headed by alsof

‘like’. This section briefly discusses both types of prepositional complements.

Prepositional complements headed by als/zoals ‘like’ can also appear with nominal com-

plements (as shown in 165).

165. (a) De
The

man
man

ziet
looks

eruit
part

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

‘The man looks like a monkey.’

(b) De
The

man
man

klinkt
sounds

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

‘The man sounds like a monkey.’

(c) Het
The

kleed
rug

voelt
feels

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

apenhuid.
monkeyskin

‘The rug feels like monkey skin.’
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(d) De
The

man
man

ruikt
smells

als/zoals
like/like

een
a

aap.
monkey

‘The man smells like a monkey.’

(e) De
The

soep
soup

smaakt
tastes

als/zoals
like/like

apenvoedsel.
monkeyfood

‘The soup tastes like monkey food.’

The difference in prepositional heads (i.e. als ‘like’ vs zoals ‘like’) marks a difference in in-

terpretation. The prepositional head als, on the one hand, can receive both a raising and

a perceptual reading. As Lasersohn (1995) states, the raising uses should be interpreted as:

‘from the sounds of things, …’.5 The prepositional head zoals, on the other hand, is used for

only the perceptual use, marking direct evidence.

Take for instance the sentences in 166a and 166b. The construction in 166a would have

either the interpretation: ‘from the sounds of things, Jan is a nice guy’ or ‘Jan sounds like

a nice guy sounds’ (the first interpretation being the most likely option), whereas the con-

struction 166b can only be paraphrased as follows: ‘Jan sounds like a monkey sounds’.

166. (a) Jan
Jan

klinkt
sounds

als
like

een
a

aardige
nice

jongen.
guy

‘Jan sounds like a nice guy.’

(b) Jan
Jan

klinkt
sounds

zoals
like

een
a

aap.
monkey

‘Jan sounds like a monkey.’
5Lasersohn (1995) focuses on the verb sound, but this statement applies to the other descriptive perception

verbs as well.
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6.2.3 Prepositional Complements headed by alsof

Dutch descriptive perception verbs can also appear with clausal complements, taking the

preposition alsof ‘like’ as their head (as shown in 167).

167. (a) De
The

man
man

ziet
looks

eruit
part

alsof
like

hij
he

ziek
ill

is.
is

‘The man looks like he is ill.’

(b) De
The

man
man

klinkt
sounds

alsof
like

hij
he

ziek
ill

is.
is

‘The man sounds like he is ill.’

(c) De
The

man
man

ruikt
smells

alsof
like

hij
he

zich
refl

al
already

dagen
days

niet
not

heeft
has

gewassen.
washed

‘The man smells like he hasn’t washed himself in days.’

(d) Het
The

kleed
rug

voelt
feels

alsof
like

het
it

al
already

dagen
days

niet
not

is
is

gewassen.
washed

‘The rug feels like it hasn’t been washed in days.’

(e) De
The

soep
soup

smaakt
tastes

alsof
like

er
there

geen
no

zout
salt

in
in

zit.
is

‘The soup tastes like there is no salt in it.’

Descriptive perception verbs in these constructions with alsof -complements display a rais-

ing pattern (as first noted by Rogers 1971, 1972, 1974 and later by Asudeh and Toivonen

2012), in which the subject of the subordinate clause can be raised to act as the subject of a

higher verb. This is exemplified in 168a and 168b, the former of which shows the expletive

variant of the raising construction, the latter of which shows the raising pattern: the subject

of the subordinate clause (i.e. Bob) is raised to the subject position of the matrix clause.
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168. (a) Het
It

klinkt
sounds

alsof
like

Bob
Bob

ziek
ill

is.
is

‘It sounds like he is ill.’

(b) Bob
Bob

klinkt
sounds

alsof
like

hij
he

ziek
ill

is.
is

‘Bob sounds like he is ill.’

Note that in 168b a pronoun (i.e. hij ‘he’) appears in the position of the raised subject in the

subordinate clause. As such, this raising pattern is like that of the copy raising behaviour of

English seem or Swedish verkar ‘seem’ (Asudeh and Toivonen 2012), as shown in 169b and

169a for English.

169. (a) It seems like Bob is ill.

(b) Bob seems like he is ill.

Poortvliet (2016) shows that this copy raising behaviour is, however, not found for the Dutch

equivalent of seem, i.e lijken, as Dutch speakers do not allow raised constructions such as

170b.

170. (a) Het
It

lijkt
seems

alsof
like

Bob
Bob

ziek
ill

is.
is

‘It seems like he is ill.’

(b) *Bob
Bob

lijkt
seems

alsof
like

hij
he

ziek
ill

is.
is

‘Bob seems like he is ill.’

This is not unique to Dutch, Poortvliet (2016) discusses a similar ill-formedness of the copy

raised construction with SEEM-verbs for German scheinen ‘seem’, as shown in 171.
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171. *Carol
Carol

scheint,
seems,

als
as

ob
if

sie
she

krank
ill

ist.
is

‘Carol seems like she is ill.’

Even though the descriptive perception verbs appear to behave like copy raising verbs (i.e.

taking a copy pronoun of the matrix subject in their subordinate clause), descriptive percep-

tion verbs are different from ‘true’ copy raising verbs as they do not require a copy pronoun

in their complement, as shown in 172.6 This is different from the behaviour of true copy

raising verbs, such as English seem: Asudeh and Toivonen (2012) show that many English

speakers do not allow seem with a copy pronoun in a subordinate position other than the

subject position (see 173a), let alone without any copy pronoun (see 173b).

172. Bob
Bob

ziet
looks

eruit
part

alsof
like

Marja
Marja

boos
angry

is.
is

‘Bob looks like Marja is angry.’

173. (a) %Bob seems like Marja hit him.

(b) *Bob seems like Marja is angry.

I analyze the als/zoals/alsof -complements as prepositional complements, following Maling

(1983), Asudeh (2004, 2012), Asudeh and Toivonen (2012), Potsdam and Runner (2001), and

Huddleston and Pullum (2002). However, other categorial statuses have been proposed in

the literature: Lasersohn (1995) proposes that the complement is an adjectival phrase (AP);

Bender and Flickinger (1999), Matushansky (2002), Kim (2014) consider it a complementizer

phrase (CP); and Landau (2011) sees it as either a CP or a PP. I will briefly go over the argu-

ments put forward for each view, insofar as these are explicitly stated.
6This is also found for descriptive perception verbs in English and Swedish (Asudeh and Toivonen 2012).
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Lasersohn (1995) claims that, synchronically, the like-complement in copy raised con-

structions (in his case for the verb sound) is an adjectival phrase complement. He bases

this on the assumption that like is an adjective that is added to the complement as its head,

as the verb sound disallows complements which are verb phrases, noun phrases and most

prepositional phrases, but will allow adjectival phrases. As such, like is thus simply inserted

for syntactic reasons, in order to make sure that the complement is an adjective phrase.

Maling (1983) argues that like once was an adjective, namely in Old English. However,

she states that this is no longer the case. Instead she claims that like has been reanalyzed over

time as a preposition. This view of synchronic like as a preposition is agreed upon byHuddle-

ston and Pullum (2002), Potsdam and Runner (2001) and Asudeh (2012), the latter of whom

motivates this categorial status by three pieces of evidence: First of all, like-complements

take the same pre-modifiers (e.g. almost, just) that prepositions take, but which cannot ap-

pear before complementizers. This is shown in 174 for on and as though, in 175 for to and

like, and in 176 for the complementizers that and whether (taken from Asudeh 2012:333).

174. (a) Isak put the book just on the shelf.

(b) Isak appears just as though he has been swimming.

175. (a) Thora passed the ball almost to the sideline.

(b) Thora seems almost like she’s just woken up.

176. (a) *Isak thinks almost/just that he won.

(b) *Isak wonders almost/just whether he won.
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Secondly, as and like have the complementation patterns of prepositions, in that they can

take nominal complements, as shown in 177 (from Asudeh 2012:334).

177. (a) I’m wary of actors as directors.

(b) With transformations like these, who needs global rules?

Similarly, if and though have the complementation patterns of complementizers, taking a

clausal complement as shown in 178 (also from Asudeh 2012:334). For this reason, Asudeh

assumes that if and though are complementizers, and analyzes as if and as though therefore

as prepositions taking a CP headed by if and though.

178. (a) Matts rarely drinks, though he enjoys the occasional beer.

(b) Thora wondered if she should leave early.

Thirdly, certain dialects of English use the complementizer that after like, as shown in 179

(from Asudeh 2012: 335). Asudeh’s assumption that like is a preposition, and that that is

a complementizer, avoids the analysis of these like + that combinations as double comple-

mentizers.

179. My bike barely missed him as he seemed like that he didn’t even notice us.

(Douglas T., ‘Drunken Apparition’, Paranormal Story Archives, March 2002)

Even though Huddleston and Pullum (2002) also claim that like is a preposition, they view

as if and as though as a single compound word. This means that if and though are not seen

as complementizers, as in Asudeh (2012), but as part of the prepositional phrase as if and as
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though. Their claim is based on a number of arguments: 1) the fact that as if and as though

can be used interchangeably, 2) the fact that it is not possible to repeat if in coordination

(see 180a), 3) the fact that no material can be inserted between as and if, and 4) the fact

that as if and as though can stand on its own or used as an exclamatory clause by itself

(see 180b), in which case it does not carry the comparative meaning it usually carries, but

instead indicates that the phrase is false.

180. (a) ∗Theywere treated as if they were Commonwealth citizens or if they had resided

here for ten years or more.

(b) As if I don’t have enough on my plate as it is!

A different view is adopted by Bender and Flickinger (1999), Matushansky (2002), and Kim

(2014) who assume that like, as if and as though are complementizers. Though Kim (2014)

and Matushansky (2002) do not explain their decision to view these as complementizers,

Bender and Flickinger (1999) do. They base their assumption on evidence from the seman-

tic contribution of the lexical items in question. They say that like, as if, and as though (e.g.

the construction in 182a) all introduce a one-place predicate into the semantics and have no

second argument (in line with raising approaches of the SEEM-verbs and descriptive percep-

tion verbs as proposed by Rogers 1974, Horn 1981 and Potsdam and Runner 2001). As such,

they state that these complement heads are similar to the complementizers if and whether

(see 182b), which they claim also take a one-place predicate. As Bender and Flickinger note,

this classification of as if/as though/like as complementizers has the advantage that it avoids
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a disjunction in the lexical entry for verbs taking both as if/like/as though and that, such as

seem and appear (as shown in 183a and 183b).

181. (a) Kim left before Sandy arrived.

(b) Kim has been here since Sandy arrived.

182. (a) It looks as if Sandy will win.

(b) Kim wonders if/whether Sandy left.

183. (a) It seems as if Sandy has left already.

(b) It seems that Sandy has left already.

(Bender and Flickinger 1999:9-10)

The question that arises here is whether we can find more evidence for one of these views.

One advantage of the view that like is prepositional is that it assumes only one categorial

status for the head of both nominal complements and clausal complements. This way, one

can simply state that these verbs take a prepositional complement. Proponents of the view

that like in copy raised constructions is a complementizer do not assume one categorial

status for all instances of like, and have to posit two analyses of like. By doing so, they claim

that these verbs either take a prepositional phrase (which takes a nominal complement) or

a complementizer phrase (which takes a clausal complement). As English uses the same

lexical item in all these contexts, it seems more appealing to analyze like as having one

categorial status, independent of the complement type it heads. As such, I analyse the

complements all as prepositional complements.
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6.2.4 Complements headed by dat

Only eruitzien ‘look’ can appear with a dat-complement, but only with the addition of the

item naar, which cannot be translated as it is a particle. This construction marks a high

degree of certainty that the proposition is true. Furthermore, it does not necessarily mark

visual evidence, but simply states that the speaker has evidence that the proposition is most

likely true. An example is given in 184.

184. Het
It

ziet
looks

ernaaruit
part

dat
that

het
it

morgen
tomorrow

gaat
goes

regenen.
rain

‘It looks like it will rain tomorrow.’

6.2.5 Nominal Complements

Dutch descriptive perception verbs do not have the possibility to take a nominal comple-

ment.

6.2.6 Conclusion

In short, the descriptive perception verbs can appear with a variety of complements. With

the exception of the fixed (strongly epistemic) construction Het ziet ernaar uit dat… ‘It

looks like…’, which takes a dat-complement and is not predicational, all complements of

descriptive perception verbs in Dutch are predicational: either propositional (i.e. followed

by a alsof -headed complement) or not (i.e. followed by a (zo)als-headed complement or an

adjective).
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6.3 Arguments

As Asudeh and Toivonen say, ‘the perceptual resemblance verbs all crucially involve percep-

tion. Perception in turn must involve a perceiver (Pgoal) and something that is perceived

(Psource)’ (2012:345). Descriptive perception verbs are not different from the other per-

ception verbs and also involve a Pgoal and Psource. Asudeh and Toivonen analyze the

Psource and Pgoal as semantic roles, to be distinguished from thematic roles. Thematic

roles are always filled by semantic arguments, whereas this is not necessarily the case for

semantic roles. Take, for instance, the example in 185, taken from Asudeh and Toivonen

(2012:343). In this example, the semantic arguments are e, kim and robin, and the thematic

roles Agent and Theme specify the roles played by kim and robin in e. The adjuncts in

Helsinki and yesterday contribute the semantic roles Place and Time.

185. Kim kissed Robin in Helsinki yesterday.

Asudeh and Toivonen acknowledge that Psource and Pgoal are very similar to the thematic

roles Stimulus and Experiencer. However, the difference lies in the fact that Psource

and Pgoal are not necessarily tied to arguments, unlike thematic roles, which are always

tied to semantic arguments. Raising constructions provide evidence for the assumption

that Psource and Pgoal are not semantic arguments: both raising verbs such as seem and

descriptive perception verbs take a subject that is the Psource. However, since the syntactic

subject of a raising verb is not a semantic argument, the Psource cannot be a semantic

argument. Take, for instance, the construction in 186. The syntactic subject Kim is the
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Psource, but not a semantic argument to the verb seem. Furthermore, the other semantic

role Pgoal (to me in 186) is also not a semantic argument of the verb, but a syntactic adjunct.

186. Kim seems to me like he is upset.

The fact that Psource and Pgoal are not necessarily linked to semantic arguments sets them

apart from thematic roles. Another argument put forward by Asudeh and Toivonen (2012)

for the claim that Psource and Pgoal are more like the semantic roles Place and Time than

thematic roles, is based on the fact that Psource and Pgoal can be filled by individuals and

eventualities, unlike most thematic roles, which can only be filled by individuals.7 Asudeh

and Toivonen point out that Psource and Pgoal are not completely similar to the semantic

roles Place and Time in that the former are lexically restricted, i.e. they only appear in

constructions with a perceptual dimension, whereas the latter can be freely added to any

construction.

6.3.1 Psource

The Psource for Dutch descriptive perception verb constructions is the subject of the verb

(i.e. de appel ‘the apple’ in 187), and is always present in such a construction. Following

Asudeh and Toivonen (2012), the Psource is filled by a sensory aspect of the subject’s de-

notation gustatory(appel). As such, the denotation of the subject is not directly a semantic

argument of the descriptive perception verb: instead, its denotation serves as an argument

to an argument of the descriptive perception verb.
7Although not discussed here, the descriptive perception verbs are not the only verbs that take comple-

ments with semantic roles that can be filled by eventualities, rather than individuals, e.g. believe (Parsons 1995:
644).
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187. De
the

appel
apple

smaakt
tastes

lekkker.
good

‘The apple tastes good.’

Under this view, the subject of Dutch descriptive perception verbs is not the Stimulus of

the verb, although it is related to this thematic role.8

6.3.2 Pgoal

The Pgoal (i.e. perceiver), even though semantically present, is not realized syntactically in

standard Dutch. This is different from English, in which the Pgoal can easily be realized by

a preposition+ dative object (see 188). This use of an explicit Pgoal realized as preposition

+ dative object is not commonly used in Dutch (see 189).9

188. The room looks nice to me.

189. ⁇De
The

kamer
room

ziet
looks

er
part

goed
nice

uit
part

aan/voor
to/for

mij.
me

Dutch allows the use of explicit Pgoal realized as an indirect object, but this appears to be

restricted only to the verbs klinken ‘sound’ (see 190a) and smaken ‘taste’ (see 190b, from

CGN), and then mostly preferred in fixed expressions, such as 190d and 190d.10

8Note that this is very different from Lohndal’s claim that the subject of a copular construction such (e.g.
Ho er glad. ‘She is happy.’ or Katten er trist. ‘The cat is sad.’) has experiencer-like properties’ (2006).

9However, one reviewer of Poortvliet (2017) claims that De man klinkt Frans voor mij ‘The man sounds
French to me’) is acceptable to him. This difference in grammaticality judgement suggests dialectal differences
when it comes to Pgoal as PPs.

10Interestigly, a Pgoal expressed by an indirect object is more acceptable if te ‘too’ is present; sentences
such as De muziek klinkt me te gelikt ‘The music sounds too slick to me’ are considered much better than
those without, e.g. De muziek klinkt me gelikt ‘The music sounds slick to me’. Further research is needed to
investigate why the use of te ‘too’ would allow for indirect object Pgoals.
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190. (a) ⁇De
the

muziek
music

klinkt
sounds

me
me

goed.
good

‘The music sounds good to me.’

(b) hè
hey

‘t
it

smaakt
tastes

me
me

heerlijk
great

zeg.
sure

‘Hey, it sure tastes great to me.’

(c) Dat
that

plan
plan

klinkt
sounds

me
me

goed
good

in
in

de
the

oren.
ears

‘That plan sounds good to me.’

(d) Dat
that

smaakt
tastes

me
me

niet.
not

‘That does not taste good to me.’

The earlier discussed corpus search in CGN and Lassy showed that use of an explicit Pgoal

is not common: in the spoken corpus, out of 121 copular constructions, three instances of

Pgoal were found (two instances ofme ‘me’ for klinken ‘sound’, and one instance ofme ‘me’

for smaken ‘taste’). In the written corpus, out of 31 copular constructions, two instances of

Pgoal were found (one instance of me ‘me’ with smaken ‘taste’ and one instance of a non-

subjective Pgoal with smaken ‘taste’, as shown in 191).

191. En
And

de
the

champagne
champagne

smaakte
tasted

Turkse
Turkish

jongeren
teenagers

uit
from

Nederland,
Holland,

België
Belgium

en
and

Duitsland
Germany

uitstekend.
great.

‘And the champagne tasted great to Turkish teenagers from Holland, Belgium and
Germany.’

Note that when an Pgoal argument is realized in Dutch, it is usually in the form of (un-

stressed) me ‘me’, marking that it is the speaker’s point of view.11 The addition of the Pgoal
11It appears that only unstressedme ‘me’ can be used with the descriptive perception verbs, and not stressed

mij ‘me’.
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argument thus appears to not add any extra semantic content as compared to constructions

in which no Pgoal argument is present, which mark the speaker’s point of view by default.

However, a semantic difference might be present, similar to the difference between the

copular verb lijken ‘seem’ and the lijkt me-construction ‘seems to me’. As Koring (2013) dis-

cusses, Faller (2002) observes that the difference between the Quechua evidential clitics chu

hina and cha, is that the former focuses on the evidence, whereas the latter focuses on the

mental process of reasoning. Koring states that this corresponds to the difference between

Dutch lijken and lijken used with the Pgoal me ‘me’: the former focuses on the evidence,

whereas the latter focuses the mental process of reasoning. Similarly, when the Pgoal me

‘me’ is used with the descriptive perception verbs, it seems to change the meaning of the

verb from marking the type of sense modality used as evidence for the proposition to mark-

ing what the perception does to your mental state, meaning something like ‘it pleases (me)’.

Further research should look into this difference that the addition of me ‘me’ brings about,

and whether we can speak of descriptive perception verbs with the presence of me ‘me’ as

constituting a different group of verbs, e.g. particle verbs, since it changes the meaning of

the verb.

6.4 Conclusion

This chapter has given an overview of the syntactic components that are present in Dutch de-

scriptive perception verb constructions. I have shown that these verbs require a predicative

complement, either in the form of an adjectival complement or a prepositional complement.
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As such, they can only take predicational complements.12 Limited by both time and length

of the thesis, I will leave the prepositional complements for future research, and focus solely

on the adjectival complements, as they represent the prototypical copular construction. Fur-

thermore, I have shown that these verbs take a Pgoal and a Psource as semantic roles. The

subject is the Psource (very similar to the thematic role of Stimulus). The Pgoal is usually

not syntactically realized in Dutch, but is always semantically present: it is the perceiver.

Now that the syntactic and semantic behaviour of theDutch descriptive perception verbs

has been discussed, we can move on to the central argument of this thesis, namely that the

Dutch description perception verbs should be analyzed as evidential copular verbs. This will

be discussed in the next chapter.

12An exception is eruitzien ‘look’, which can take a dat-complement when the particle naar is added.
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Chapter 7

Dutch DPVs

as Evidential Copular Verbs

7.1 Introduction

This chapter argues that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are evidential copular verbs,

based on both the syntax and semantics of these verbs. These verbs have been analyzed as

descriptive perception verbs by various scholars, e.g. Bald (1972), Hatcher (1943), Chomsky

(1965), Lees (1960), Van Eynde et al. (2014). However, no detailed analysis of (especially the

semantics) of these verbs as copular verbs exists. This chapter therefore proposes such an

analysis.

This chapter is organized as follows. First, I discuss how the Dutch descriptive percep-

tion verbs can be analyzed as evidential copular verbs, following the syntactic definition of

copular verbs, as introduced in chapter 2. Then Imove on to a discussion of past proposals on
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the various readings of the descriptive perception verbs, which is followed by a discussion

of the proposal that I adopt (i.e. Gisborne 1998, 2010) and how to interpret these readings

for the Dutch descriptive perception verbs. Furthermore, I discuss where in the taxonomy

of Dutch copular verbs the descriptive perception verbs fit. I show that in order to do this,

a new feature needs to be added to the taxonomy, [±Perceptual], needed to distinguish be-

tween the descriptive perception verbs (i.e. [+Perceptual]) and the other evidential copular

verbs (i.e. [-Perceptual]). I show that there are two readings of the descriptive perception

verbs: one is much like the verb blijken ‘turn out’, in that it is highly epistemic, whereas the

other is much like schijnen and lijken ‘seem’. As such, two new nodes are added to the tax-

onomy. Finally, this chapter proposes a preliminary formal syntactic and semantic analysis

of the Dutch descriptive perception verbs.

7.2 Syntax

Van Eynde et al. (2014) define a copular construction in Dutch as the following:

Een copulatieve construction definiëren we als de combinatie van een werkwoord
met een complement dat een attribuut denoteert dat wordt toegekend aan het eerste
argument van dat werkwoord en dat als adjectief realiseerbaar is.

‘We define a copulative construction as the combination of a verb with a com-
plement that denotes an attribute that is assigned to the first argument of that
verb and that can be realized as adjective.’ (2014:51)

The requirement that the predicative complement should be realized as adjective is in line

with Huddleston and Pullum’s criterion for English: ‘The crucial syntactic property of PC

[=predicative complement] is that it can have the form either of an AdjP or of a bare role
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NP (a count singular with no determiner)’ (2002:253). Van Eynde et al. do not focus on the

possibility of the NP as predicative complement, as this is not found for most Dutch copular

verbs, besides e.g. zijn ‘be’, worden ‘become’, blijven ‘stay’.

Syntactically, Dutch descriptive perception verbs behave just like copular verbs as de-

fined by Van Eynde: they take a complement that denotes an attribute that is assigned to the

first argument of that verb and that is realized as an adjective. This analysis of descriptive

perception constructions as copulative constructions is based on the analysis of the postver-

bal element as an adjective. However, is this indeed the case or should this element be seen

as an adverb? Postal (1971) analyzes the postverbal element that appears in English descrip-

tive perception verbs not as an adjective but as an adverb. He bases this on the fact that

these verbs usually take how-questions, which he considers characteristic of adverbs. For

instance, the how-question in 192 triggers an adverb in the answer. Since the descriptive

perception verbs show a similar pattern (see 193), Postal assumes that the element funny in

193b is an adverb. As such, Postal states that ‘it is wrong to set up these forms as a subset

of ”copulative verbs”, analogous to be, which take adjective predicates’ (Postal 1971:40).

192. (a) How does he play?

(b) He plays very well.

193. (a) How does the meat taste?

(b) The meat tastes funny.

However, also pointed out by Rogers, how-questions also have the ability to trigger an ad-

jective in the response, as is shown in 194. I should note here that Roger’s examples of
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how-questions only include the copular verb be, which suggests that the ability of both be

and the descriptive perception verbs to take adjectives is a characteristic of copular verbs,

and in line with the argument proposed in this thesis (i.e. that descriptive perception verbs

are copular verbs).

194. (a) How are you?

(b) I am good.

Furthermore, Rogers points out that Postal uses ‘adverbially-feeling’ adjectives, but that

‘strictly ordinary adjectives’ (both 1974:42) such as old or tall also appear after the descrip-

tive perception verbs, as shown in 195a and 195b respectively. Based on the possibility of

the descriptive perception verbs to appear with such typical adjectives, Rogers assumes that

the postverbal element is an adjective and not an adverb.

195. (a) He looks tall.

(b) She sounds old.

Postal’s analysis of the postverbal elements of descriptive perception verbs as adverbs is not

very oddwhen taking into consideration the history of these postverbal elements. As shown

by Van Gelderen (2015) for English and in chapter 10 of this thesis for Dutch, the predicative

adjectives that appear with Germanic copular verbs have often developed (through reanal-

ysis) from adverbs.

This analysis of the postverbal elements of descriptive perception verbs as adjectives

excludes two possible analyses of the descriptive perception verb construction: as a middle
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construction, and as a construction with double linked elements. Let us first discuss mid-

dle constructions, which are characterized by containing a subject that is the corresponding

transitive verb’s object (for standardmiddle constructions as in 196) or the intransitive coun-

terpart’s noun phrase within a prepositional phrase (for adjunct middle constructions as in

197).

196. (a) Ik
I

lees
read

het
the

boek.
book

‘I am reading the book.’

(b) Het
The

boek
book

leest
reads

lekker.
easily

Standard Middle Construction

‘The book reads easily.’

197. (a) Ik
I

zit
sit

in
in

de
the

stoel.
chair

‘I am sitting in the chair.’

(b) De
The

stoel
chair

zit
sits

lekker
comfortably’

Adjunct Middle Construction

‘The chair is comfortable.’

These middle pairs look very similar to cognitive/descriptive perception pairs, in that the de-

scriptive perception verb’s subject (de soep ‘the soup’ in 198a) is the corresponding cognitive

perception verb’s direct object (see 198b):

198. (a) Ik
I

ruik
smell

de
the

soep.
soup

‘I smell the soup.’

(b) De
The

soep
soup

ruikt
smells

lekker.
good

‘The soup smells good.’

179



Even though Dutch descriptive perception constructions look very similar to middle con-

structions, they are not the same. Examples of the English middle construction clearly

demonstrate that the postverbal element in a middle construction is an adverb and not an

adjective (see 199b from Keyser and Roeper 1984). As such, the postverbal element specifies

the manner in which a verb was executed, but does not modify the subject.

199. (a) Someone bribed the bureaucrats.

(b) Bureaucrats bribe easily

Het Genootschap Onze Taal (The Society Our Language, a society for the Dutch language)

states that the postverbal element of descriptive perception verbs is a ‘double linked ele-

ment’ (dubbelverbonden bepaling, also referred to as bepaling van gesteldheid, which could

be translated as ‘clause of state’), in which the postverbal element gives information about

both the subject and the verb and is therefore seen in Dutch grammars as a mix between

an adjective and adverb. There are three types of double linked elements: those that spec-

ify what happened during the action of the verb (see 200, the double linked elements are

highlighted in boldface), those that give an opinion or a specification about the verb or the

direct object (see 201), and those that give a specification as to the result of the verb (see

202).1

200. During

(a) Ik
I

zag
saw

de
the

hond
dog

blaffend
barking

de
the

hoek
corner

om
around

komen.
come

‘I saw the dog come around the corner while barking.’
1All examples are from https://onzetaal.nl/taaladvies/bepaling-van-gesteldheid.
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(b) Zij
She

ligt
is

wakker
awake

in
in

bed.
bed

‘She is in bed while being awake.’

201. Opinion

(a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

geweldig!
wonderful

‘The cake tastes wonderful.’

(b) Sam
Sam

vond
found

de
the

film
film

erg
very

spannend.
thrilling

‘Sam found the film very thrilling.’

202. Result

(a) Zij
She

liep
walked

haar
her

schoenen
shoes

stuk.
destroyed

‘She destroyed her shoes by walking’

(b) Het
The

bord
plate

viel
fell

in
in

scherven.
pieces

‘The plate fell into pieces.

Even though there is no English equivalent for this term to be found in the literature, the

double linked element is a commonly used term in Dutch grammars. However, its efficiency

might be questioned, as it appears to be overly general, with the risk of overlooking unique

syntactic characteristics of these constructions by using only one umbrella term. This be-

comes apparent when we look closely at the constructions in 200-202.

First of all, it appears that the so called double linked elements in the ‘during’ construc-

tions (see blaffend and wakker in 200) are optional elements: the sentence remains gram-
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matical even without this element. Secondly, the constructions in 201a and 201b are syntac-

tically different from those in 200, in that they contain predicative adjectives (i.e. geweldig

and spannend), albeit in different syntactic constructions. The construction in 201a appears

to be a simple copular construction with a postverbal predicative adjective, whereas the

construction in 201b consists of the raising-to-object verb find taking a small clause (i.e.

‘consisting of a subject and a predicate with a tenseless verb or without a verb at all’; Lohn-

dal 2006). This small clause consists of a subject and a predicative adjective (in this case de

film ‘the film’ and spannend ‘thrilling’ respectively). As such, this small clause is similar to

a copular construction, with the exception that it lacks the linking verb. The constructions

in 202 is also said to be a small clause construction, but has an additional resultative mean-

ing. The elements in 201 and 202 are all obligatory, and would result in an ungrammatical

sentence if left out. In short, it does not suffice to label all the elements discussed above as

double linked elements that are a mix between adverbs and adjectives. Rather, the elements

in 200 are optional adverbs, whereas those in 201 and 202 are obligatory adjectives.

Under both the assumption that the descriptive perception verbs are copular verbs, and

the assumption that copular verbs share the same syntax but distinguish themselves from

each other by their unique semantic flavour, the next question is: what are the distinctive

semantic flavours of the descriptive perception verbs, in terms of evidentiality, epistemicity

and (inter)subjectivity?
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7.3 Semantics: Readings

7.3.1 Past Proposals

Before discussing the evidential, epistemic and (inter)subjective flavours that the Dutch de-

scriptive perception verbs receive, it is necessary to acknowledge the various readings that

these verbs can have, as the flavours depend on the specific reading. Below I give a brief

overview of the various readings that have been proposed in the literature for the adjectival

construction.2 This is not an uncontested issue; many proposals have been made in the past

75 years, mostly in the field of philosophy (e.g. Price 1941, 1932, 1964; Quinton 1955, 1973;

Vesey 1956, 1971; Chisholm, 1957, 1956, 1966; Jackson 1977).

Breckenridge (2007) offers a comprehensive overview of the various views that have

been put forward in the literature regarding the various interpretations the descriptive per-

ception verbs can receive. He himself does away with the various distinctions and argues

that there is only one interpretation of (in his case) the verb look, and that is the comparative

interpretation. Under this view, a copular construction like (203a) is meant to be interpreted

as (203b). To Breckenridge, there is no ambiguity as to which reading (203a) receives: as he

states, all constructions with look should receive a comparative reading: ‘we use ‘look’ with

just one meaning’ (Breckenridge 2007:86).

203. (a) The dog looks dangerous.

(b) The dog looks like a dangerous dog.
2Formore on the interpretations of the constructions other than the copular constructions, see e.g. Quinton

(1955), Vesey (1971), Chisholm (1957), Rogers (1974), Jackson (1977), and Breckenridge (2007).
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On the other side of the spectrum of the number of interpretations the descriptive perception

verbs can receive we have Price (1941, 1932, 1964), who claims that there are five senses of

‘look’: the inclination to believe-sense, the verisimilitude-sense, the safety-first-sense, the

basic-sense, and the non-perceptual-sense. The first four senses can be exemplified by the

construction in 204a: first of all, the inclination to believe-reading of this example states that

I have some inclination to believe that the sun is oval; the verisimilitude-sense should be

interpreted in that the sun looks like it is oval in my perception; in the safety-first-sense, I

want to say that the sun is oval, but I want to insure myself against giving false information;

the basic-sense means that looks is very close to meaning is. The fifth sense, is then different:

Breckenridge gives the example in 204b to demonstrate the non-perceptual-sense, in which

‘look’ means ‘view’: “[m]y view is that he is the best candidate’, where I do not mean to be

saying anything about my field of vision’ (Breckenridge 2007:28).

204. (a) The sun looks oval.

(b) He looks like the best candidate.

Most other proposals in the literature assume three senses of the descriptive perception

verbs. Besides the proposal I adopt here, which is Gisborne’s (1998, 2010) as discussed be-

low, the most important account of the various readings of the descriptive perception verbs

comes from Jackson (1977) (following Chisholm 1957). Jackson argues that there are three

possible readings: the epistemic reading, the comparative reading and the phenomenal read-

ing. Copular constructions can be ambiguous between an epistemic reading and a compara-

tive reading. Take, for instance, the construction in (205a). Under the epistemic reading, this
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construction is interpreted as ‘It looks as if p’, where ‘p’ is a sentence expressing a propo-

sition, as shown in (205b). Under the comparative reading, however, this construction is

interpreted as shown in (205c).

205. (a) The dog looks dangerous. Ambiguous

(b) It looks as if the dog is dangerous. Epistemic

(c) The dog looks like a dangerous dog. Comparative

The third reading, the phenomenal use, stands on its own and ‘is characterized by being

explicitly tied to terms for colour, shape, and/or distance’ (Jackson 1977:33) These three

uses are exemplified in (206a) (i.e. colour), (206b) (i.e. shape) and (206c) (i.e. distance).

Under Jackson’s view, only phenomenal constructions are unambiguous, as their reading is

marked by a specific set of adjectives (i.e. colour, shape or distance).

206. (a) It looks blue to me. Phenomenal

(b) It looks triangular. Phenomenal

(c) The tree looks closer than the house. Phenomenal

(Jackson 1977:33)

7.3.2 Attributary and Judgement Readings

Here, I follow the three-reading approach, as assuming three readings allows for a more

fine-grained distinction than is found in Breckenridge (2007). As will be discussed below,
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assuming three distinctions demarcates the various readings clearly based on syntax and se-

mantics. Whereas more interpretations of these verbs could perhaps be found (as proposed

by Price), such a distinction is not supported syntactically. The proposal that I follow in this

thesis comes from Gisborne (1998, 2010), who also argues for three uses of the descriptive

perception verbs (like Jackson), but groups them in a different way: the two main readings

Gisborne assumes are the attributary use and what he calls the ‘evidential’ use (which can

be split into the control reading and the raising reading). His choice to call the latter read-

ing evidential is confusing, since this overlooks the fact that both readings are evidential.

Rather, I will use the term ‘judgement reading’ instead of evidential reading, as these con-

structions can be rephrased by To judge by what I have seen/heard/etc, Y seems ADJ.

The attributary use as shown in 207 is said to mean ‘is, with respect to a particular sense

modality’.

207. Attributary

(a) Peter’s face looks lived in.

(b) The music sounds lovely.

(c) This cloth feels sticky.

(d) The food smells spicy.

(e) This food tastes rancid.

(Gisborne 1998:2)
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As Gisborne (2010:249) states, he has chosen the term ‘attributary’ as ‘it behaves seman-

tically very like attributive modification. In This cello sounds lovely, the adjective lovely

modifies sounds rather than being predicated of this cello. These constructions are marked

by the fact that they cannot be negated (i.e. cannot be followed by, but it isn’t as shown in

208).3 Furthermore, as Gisborne argues, the first argument of the verb is the subject’s sense.

For instance, in 207b, it is the sound of the music that is lovely and not the music itself. As

such, the subject of the verb is not directly semantically related to the complement.

208. Attributary

(a) ∗Peter’s face looks lived in, but it isn’t.

(b) ∗The music sounds lovely, but it isn’t.

(c) ∗This cloth feels sticky, but it isn’t.

(d) ∗The food smells spicy, but it isn’t.

(e) ∗This food tastes rancid, but it isn’t.

(Gisborne 1998:2)

The judgement uses, on the other hand, mean ‘seem, with respect to a particular sense

modality’ (Gisborne 1998:2) and can be split into the judgement control reading (see 209)

and the judgement raising reading (see 210).
3As Broccias (2012) points out, Gisborne’s examples of judgement smell and taste are not convincing. Gis-

borne assumes that the example The food smells spicy, but it isn’t really is not possible. However, as Broccias
points out, this should be possible. This can be explained by the fact that something can smell in a certain way,
but taste completely different. When one states The food smells spicy, but it isn’t, this can always interpreted
as The food smells spicy, but it tastes fine. It therefore seems that descriptive perception constructions with the
verb smell can always be negated. None of the other senses have another sense that overrides them.
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209. Judgement (control)

(a) Peter looks ill.

(b) He sounds foreign.

(c) The fabric feels old.

(d) The wine smells delicious.

(e) The food tastes fantastic.

(Gisborne 1998:1)

210. Judgement (raising)

(a) I’ve seen the forecast and tomorrow’s weather looks fine.

(b) I’ve heard the forecast and tomorrow’s weather sounds fine.

(Gisborne 1998:2)

Instead of being attributive, the adjective used in the judgement reading is said to give an

opinion (Gisborne 1998, 2010, Holierhoek 1980, Klooster 1976). This is discussed in more

detail below. Unlike the attributary sense, the judgement senses can be negated, as shown

in 211 and 212.45

4I do not agree with Gisborne’s grammaticality judgement of the example of the negated judgement control
reading of taste: The food tastes fantastic, but it isn’t is not an example of the judgement reading, but of an
attributary reading, and this construction can therefore not be negated. An example of a judgement control
reading of taste would be e.g. The food tastes vegan, but it isn’t.

5Gisborne states that all judgement readings are non-factive, but only provides negated judgement control
examples (see 211). I have provided examples of negatied jugdement raising examples (see 212), but their
grammaticality judgements are unclear to me.
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211. Judgement (control)

(a) Peter looks ill, but he isn’t.

(b) He sounds foreign, but he isn’t.

(c) The fabric feels old, but it isn’t.

(d) The wine smells delicious, but it isn’t.

(e) The food tastes fantastic, but it isn’t.

(Gisborne 1998:1)

212. Judgement (raising)

(a) ⁇The weather looks fine, but it isn’t.

(b) ⁇The weather sounds fine, but it isn’t.

Gisborne states that this difference between the attributary and judgement readings in the

possibility to be negated reflects their difference in factivity: he states that the judgement

uses (i.e. those that can be negated) are non-factive: ‘the speaker neither asserts that the

subordinate proposition is true nor asserts that it is false’ (1998:7). In the attributary uses

(i.e. those that cannot be negated) the speaker asserts the truth of the proposition, and they

are not non-factive. However, Gisborne states they are not strictly factive either. Rather,

he states that these uses have no value for factivity as they do not include a subordinate

proposition. As such, a construction’s factivity appears to be defined by whether it can be

negated: if it can be negated, it is non-factive, if it cannot be negated it has no value for

factivity.
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Furthermore, Gisborne links the different degrees of factivity of these readings towhether

they express judgements or not. He states that if a construction can be rephrased by To judge

by what I have seen/heard/etc, Y seems ADJ, as in 213 for 209a, the construction expresses

the speaker’s judgement.

213. To judge by what I have seen, John seems ill.

In his view, judgement uses can appear in such rephrased constructions and represent judge-

ments. He therefore analyzes these constructions as evaluative, whereas the attributary uses

cannot appear in such constructions, and do not represent judgements and are therefore non-

evaluative. Take for instance the attributary construction in (214). Gisborne and Holmes

(2007:5) state that this example does not involve a judgement, but simply means ‘the dress

has a pretty appearance’. However, as a footnote underneath their example elaborates, one

could state that this construction could receive an evaluative reading: ‘the linguistic mean-

ing of [214] is something like ‘on the basis of sensory visual evidence, I judge that the dress

is pretty’ because prettiness is a property that is evaluated strictly on the basis of sensory

visual evidence’ (2007:5). Below, I argue that the construction in (214) is indeed evaluative.

214. The dress looks pretty (∗, but it isn’t).

(Gisborne and Holmes 2007:5)

Within the judgement readings, there are control readings and raising readings. These read-

ings can be distinguished from one another by the fact that for the control reading, the

subject of the verb is a semantic argument of the verb, whereas this is not the case for the
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raising uses: for instance, in (209) it is the sound, look, feel, taste or smell of the subject that

provides the evidence for the utterance, whereas in (210) ‘it is not the case that the quality

of tomorrow’s weather is evaluated on the basis of the sensory impression created by the

weather. Instead, the sensory modality expressed by the verb identifies the means by which

the speaker comes to have the information which leads to the judgement’ (1998:3). As such,

Gisborne refers to such constructions are marking reported evidence.

In this thesis I assume Gisborne’s three readings, as they not only cover the various read-

ings that can be assigned to copular constructions synchronically, but they are also assumed

by Gisborne (1998) to highlight the diachronic development of descriptive perception verbs:

he states that the attributary readings predate the emergence of the judgement control read-

ings, which both predate the emergence of the judgement raising readings. This will be

discussed in chapter 10.

As discussed above, Gisborne argues that it is factivity that distinguishes between the

judgement and attributary sense of the descriptive perception verbs, in that the judgement

sense is non-factive (i.e. can be negated), whereas the attributary sense is not specified for

factivity (i.e. cannot be negated). However, there are more diagnostics that can be used

in order to distinguish between Gisborne’s readings, namely the construction’s degree of

evaluativity and comparativity. All three diagnostics (i.e. factivity, evaluativity and compar-

ativity) will be discussed in the next sections. I will show that these diagnostics are strongly

linked to the predicate of personal taste used in these constructions: one set of predicates

of personal taste triggers an attributary reading, whereas another set triggers a judgement

reading. However, I also show that a construction’s reading cannot always be distilled from
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the predicate of personal taste that is used: there are some adjectival predicates that can

receive both readings, e.g. the construction in 215a can receive both the judgement reading

in 215b and the attributary reading in 215c, as pointed out by Rogers (1974) and Asudeh

(2012).

215. (a) Mary looks nice.

(b) Mary looks as if she is nice. Judgement

(c) Mary has a nice appearance. Attributary

7.3.2.1 Factivity

The first diagnostic that can help us to determine whether a construction is judgement or

attributary is by determining its degree of factivity. As both Rudolph and and Gisborne

show, the judgement constructions can appear with a complement in which the proposi-

tion is negated (see 216a, from Rudolph 2016 or 216b, from Gisborne 1998), whereas the

attributary constructions cannot (see 217a, from Rudolph 2016, or 217b). The judgement

constructions are therefore claimed by Gisborne (1998, 2010) to be non-factive, whereas at-

tributary constructions are said to have no value for factivity. Taking a relativist point of

view (following Rudolph 2016, 2017), I assume that the propositions of attributary construc-

tions are seen as true relative to the speaker, and can therefore be referred to as factive. In

short, judgement constructions are considered to be non-factive, whereas attributary con-

structions are considered factive.

216. (a) The cake tastes vegan, but it isn’t. Judgement
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(b) He sounds foreign, but he isn’t. Judgement

217. (a) ∗The cake tastes good, but it isn’t. Attributary

(b) ∗The music sounds lovely, but it isn’t. Attributary

Note that this discussion assumes a different definition of factivity thanKiparsky andKiparsky

(1970), according to whom the descriptive perception verbs should fall in the category of

non-factive predicates, in line with the copular verbs seem, appear and turn out. This catego-

rization is based on their claim that these verbs do not allow the noun fact with a sentential

complement consisting of a that-clause. The example they give of this ungrammaticality is

the following sentence: The fact that the dog barked during the night bothers me/∗seems to

me. However, the only reason for this construction to not work with seem is that it lacks

the required adjective. This construction would be perfectly fine with the addition of the

adjective annoying: The fact that the dog barked during the night seems annoying to me. Since

Kiparsky and Kiparsky’s categorization of (evidential) copular verbs seems to be based on

incorrect assumptions, I will not follow their categorization.

7.3.2.2 Evaluativity

The next diagnostic involves the evaluativity of the construction: does it express evaluation

or not? This cannot be discussed without introducing the notion of predicates of personal

taste (e.g. Lasersohn 2005, Stephenson 2007, Sundell 2011, Pearson 2012, MacFarlane 2014),

which are what the adjectives in copular constructions are referred to in sentences that do
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not express matters of fact, but matters of opinion. Predicates of personal taste are, for

example, adjectives such as fun and tasty, as shown in (218).

218. (a) Roller coasters are fun.

(b) The cake is tasty.

The literature on the predicates of personal taste is originally concerned with the occurrence

of predicates of personal taste in prototypical copular constructions, i.e. with the verb be, as

in 218. However, it can be argued that the adjectives in descriptive perception verb construc-

tions (for instance those in 219) are similar to those in (218). MacFarlane (2014), for instance,

claims that the predicate of personal taste tasty - the canonical predicate of personal taste -

is synonymous with tastes good.

219. (a) Roller coasters look fun.

(b) The cake tastes good.

Rudolph (2017) takes the comparison between the predicates of personal taste in BE-copular

constructions and those in descriptive perception verb copular constructions further and

claims that the constructions in 218 are similar to those in 219 based on the fact that they

both give rise to relativist effects: first of all, she shows that both types of construction can

undergo faultless disagreement (e.g Kölbel 2004). Faultless disagreement is the phenomenon

of having a situation in which two speakers have an opinion about a certain issue, but these

judgements are opposing. Even though when both speakers utter their judgements, the

speakers seem to disagree about the issue at hand, both are right at the same time. There is
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thus disagreement between the speakers, but neither has said something false. This notion

of faultless disagreement has played an important role in recent debates over the semantics

of disagreement, especially concerning predicates of personal taste (which will be discussed

below). An example of faultless disagreement is shown with be and descriptive perception

verbs in 220 and 221, respectively. These examples show that faultless disagreement is not

reserved only for canonical constructions of predicates of personal taste (i.e. with the cop-

ular be), but is also found in constructions with descriptive perception verbs.

220. (a) The cake is tasty.

(b) No, it isn’t.

221. (a) The cake tastes good

(b) No, it doesn’t.

Secondly, Rudolph discusses how both types of constructions can undergo faultless retrac-

tion, which is a phenomenon which occurs when a speaker takes back an earlier claim that

was made without mistake. An example of faultless retraction is given with be in 222 (from

Ferrari and Zeman 2014:82) and with an descriptive perception verb in 223. These examples

show that faultless retraction is not found only in be-copular constructions with predicates

of personal taste, but is also in constructions with descriptive perception verbs.

222. (a) Angelina, in her childhood: Spinach is tasty.

(b) Tom, in present times: You said that spinach is tasty. What about that?

(c) Angelina, in present times: Spinach is not tasty. I was wrong.
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223. (a) Angelina, in her childhood: Spinach tastes good.

(b) Tom, in present times: You said that spinach tastes good. What about that?

(c) Angelina, in present times: Spinach does not taste good. I was wrong.

As Rudolph (2016) points out, further similarities between be-copular constructions and

descriptive perception verb copular constructions are the fact that both types of construction

can appear with a syntactically realized Pgoal (see 224), can be embedded under subjective

attitude verbs (see 225), andmark first-hand experience (see 226). These characteristics mark

evaluation.

224. (a) The cake is tasty to me.

(b) The cake tastes good to me.

225. (a) I find that the cake is tasty.

(b) I find that the cake tastes good.

226. (a) ∗The cake is tasty, but I haven’t tried it.

(b) ∗The cake tastes good, but I haven’t tried it.

Rudolph (2017) observes that not all predicates of personal taste that can appear in descrip-

tive perception verb constructions are the same: there are a number of adjectives that behave

differently from the predicate of personal taste good. She takes as an example the adjective

vegan. This adjective is similar to the adjectives good in that it can undergo both faultless

disagreement (see 227) and faultless retraction (see 228).
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227. (a) The cake tastes vegan.

(b) No, it doesn’t.

228. (a) Angelina, in her childhood: Digestives taste vegan.

(b) Tom, in present times: You said that digestives taste vegan. What about that?

(c) Angelina, in present times: Digestives do not taste vegan. I was wrong.

This shows that the combination of descriptive perception verbs in combination with adjec-

tives such as vegan gives rise to relativist effects and express matters of opinion just like

combinations of descriptive perception verbs with adjectives such as good or like canonical

predicates of personal taste such as tasty. As such, I assume that all these combinations of

descriptive perception verbs and adjectives can be analyzed as predicates of personal taste.

However, predicates of personal taste such as tastes vegan are different to other predicates

of personal taste in that they do not express evaluation: in a copular construction with be

they cannot appear with a Pgoal (see 229a), they cannot be embedded under subjective

attitude verbs (see 229b), and they do not necessarily mark first-hand experience (see 229c)

(all examples and grammaticality judgements taken from Rudolph 2016).

229. (a) ⁇The cake is vegan to me.

(b) ⁇I find that the cake is vegan.

(c) The cake is vegan, but I haven’t tried it.

This ungrammaticality is not found for the descriptive perception verb counterparts of these

constructions, as shown in (230a), (230b), and (230c).
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230. (a) The cake tastes vegan to me. Judgement

(b) I find that the cake tastes vegan.

(c) ⁇The cake tastes vegan, but I haven’t tried it.

This difference in evaluativity between the predicates of personal taste is linked to a differ-

ence in the reading of the construction: non-evaluative constructions (i.e. The cake tastes

vegan) are said to have a judgement reading, whereas evaluative constructions (i.e. The cake

tastes good/is tasty), are said to have an attributary reading.

The second diagnostic to distinguish between the judgement and attributary reading

is therefore evaluativity: the reading depends on whether the descriptive perception verb

takes an evaluative or non-evaluative predicate of personal taste: this can be tested by re-

placing the descriptive perception verbs in those constructions by be, while at the same

time testing whether it can appear either with a Pgoal, embedded under a subjective at-

titude verb or followed by but I haven’t tried it. When this can be done, the predicate of

personal taste is evaluative and the construction receives an attributary reading, whereas

when this cannot be done, the predicate of personal taste is non-evaluative and the construc-

tion receives a judgement reading. To go back to the example in 214, since this construction

can appear with a Pgoal, or can be embedded under a subjective attitude verb, this con-

struction is evaluative.

Gisborne and Rudolph do not agree on the assignment of the degree of evaluativity:

Gisborne states that the judgement reading expresses evaluation, whereas the attributary

reading expresses no evaluation; Rudolph, however, argues for the opposite and states that
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judgement reading expresses no evaluation, whereas the attributary reading expresses eval-

uation.6 These different assignments of evaluativity arise out of a different interpretation

of what it means for a construction to be evaluative or not: Gisborne assumes that evalua-

tivity is linked to factivity and assumes that non-factive statements are evaluative, whereas

neutral statements are not. Rudolph, however, assigns the degree of evaluativity based on

the presence of Pgoals, a verb’s ability to be embedded under subject attitude verbs, and

to to mark first hand experience (as discussed above). I will follow Rudolph’s diagnostics

for the assignment of evaluativity: an adjective is considered evaluative when the construc-

tion it appears in can take a Pgoal, can be embedded under subjective attitude verbs and

expresses first hand experience. Evaluative adjectives are similar to what Kiparsky and

Kiparsky (1970) refer to as emotives, for which they give the following English syntactic

properties (using interesting as an emotive adjective and well-known as a non-emotive ad-

jective): they can contain the subjunctive marker should (see 231a), they can contain ex-

clamatory degree adverbs such as at all, so, such (see 231b), and they cannot appear after As

is (see 231c).

231. (a) It’s interesting/*well-known that you should have said so.

(b) It’s interesting/*well-known that he came at all.

(c) As is *interesting/well-known, John is in India.

As such, I follow Rudolph (2016, 2017) in taking a relativist perspective which argues that if

someone utters an evaluative sentence, the proposition is true relative to them. This means
6Note that Rudolph uses different terms: she refers to the attributary reading as the phenomenal reading,

and to the judgement reading as the epistemic reading.
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that an evaluative statement is considered factive, relative to the claimant, whereas a non-

evaluative statement is considered non-factive (contrary to Gisborne 1998).

7.3.2.3 Similarity

Another diagnostic for determining the reading of a descriptive perception verb construc-

tion is whether the adjective complement can be replaced by the construction as if it is

ADJ. As is shown in 232, judgement constructions such as 232a, can undergo this kind of

paraphrasing, whereas attributary constructions such as 232b cannot.

232. (a) The cake tastes as if it is vegan. Judgement

(b) *The cake tastes as if it is good. Attributary

In judgement constructions such as (232a) ‘appearance is cited as evidence for a taste-independent

state of affairs’. In attributary constructions (i.e. The cake tastes good/is tasty), on the other

hand, ‘appearance is being characterized directly, e.g. we’re saying that something is good-

tasting or good in way of tastes’ (Rudolph 2016).

7.3.2.4 Ambiguous Cases

In some cases, a construction is ambiguous between a judgement reading and an attribu-

tary reading, and none of the diagnostics discussed so far can determine which reading is

intended. Rogers (1974) discusses the construction in (233a), which is ambiguous between

the judgement reading as in (233b) and the attributary reading as in (233c).

233. (a) Mary looks nice.
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(b) Mary looks as if she is nice. Judgement

(c) Mary has a nice appearance. Attributary

(Modified from Rogers 1974:152)

Asudeh (2012) raises a similar point for the construction in (234a), which can receive both

a judgement reading (see 234b), and an attributary reading (see 234c). Asudeh refers to the

judgement reading as non-head-switching, as the verb is both the syntactic head and the

semantic head (e.g. smell in 234a) of the sentence. He refers to the attributary reading as

head-switching, as he claims that in these readings the syntactic head is the verb, but the

semantic head is the predicative complement (e.g. bad in 234a).

234. (a) That stranger smelled bad to the dog.

(b) The stranger smells like he is bad. Judgement

(c) The stranger’s smell is bad. Attributary

(Asudeh 2012:390)

Rogers states that this ambiguity between the two readings is due to the adjective that is

used in these constructions, and that such ambiguity arises with adjectives of the type: good,

nice, wild, strange, splendid, terrible, awful, fine, great, magnificent, decent, i.e. the evaluative

adjectives. He suggests an adverbial analysis of the adjectives that trigger ambiguity: ‘[it]

appears likely, however, that some such adverb-adjective analysis will be necessary to ac-

count for these and other facts, but I have no proposal to offer here’ (1974:151-153). Under
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such an analysis, the adjective in the attributary reading is more adverbial-like (i.e. com-

menting on the verb rather than on the subject), whereas the adjective in the judgement

reading is more adjective-like (i.e. commenting on the subject rather than on the verb).

Such an analysis is not implausible, as the attributary reading (i.e. those triggered by evalu-

ative adjectives) are said to have been the first to emerge out of adverbs, with the judgement

reading arising only later (with the control reading predating the raising reading) (Gisborne

1998). This will be discussed in more detail in chapter 10.

7.3.2.5 Overview

This section has discussed the various diagnostics used to determine the reading of a copular

construction with descriptive perception verbs. Judgement readings are marked by their al-

lowance of the phrase…, but it isn’t, as they do not express factivity. Furthermore, judgemet

readings are triggered by the use of non-evaluative adjectives, i.e. are not predicates of per-

sonal taste adjectives (to be tested by e.g. whether the adjectives can be in be-copular con-

structions with Pgoals, can be embedded by subjective attitude verbs). Finally, judgement

reading constructions can be paraphrased by as if -constructions. The opposite goes for the

attributary readings. This is summarized in Table 7.1.

Diagnostic Test Judgement Attributary
Factivity …, but it isn’t 3

Evaluativity PPT ADJ 3

Similarity …as if… 3

Table 7.1: Diagnostics.

Besides the diagnostics provided here, there are some tendencies found as to which con-

struction receives which reading. As Gisborne (1998) points out, most descriptive percep-
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tion verbs have an inherent preference for one of the two readings over the other: he states

that the verbs smell and taste are more often associated with attributary readings, whereas

sound and look are more often associated with judgement readings.7 An example is shown

in 235, which triggers a judgement reading in combination with the verb look (see 235a), but

an attributary reading with the verb taste (see 235b).

235. (a) The cake looks delicious, but it isn’t. Judgement

(b) The cake tastes delicious, ∗but it isn’t. Attributary

Note that this section has only aimed to offer diagnostics to distinguish between the judge-

ment and the attributary reading. No diagnostics have been offered to distinguish between

the judgement control reading and the judgement raising reading. This is because it is not

difficult to distinguish between the two: if the subject of the verb is an argument of the

sense of the verb (see 236a), it receives a control reading, if the subject of the verb is not an

argument of the sense of the verb (see 236b), it receives a raising reading.

236. (a) He sounds foreign. Control

(b) The weather sounds lovely. Raising
7Chapter 10 will argue that this difference could be due to a difference in the degree of grammaticalization:

the verbs sound and look appear to have undergone more semantic bleaching than the verbs smell and taste.
Attributary readings are more often associated with earlier stages of grammaticalization, whereas judgement
readings are assumed to have emerged later.
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7.3.3 Attributary and Judgement Readings in Dutch

Let us briefly go over the facts for Dutch. Dutch displays the same three readings as found

for English: the attributary reading (see 237), the judgement control reading (see 238), and

the judgement raising reading (see 239).

237. Attributary

(a) De
The

kamer
room

ziet
looks

er
part

mooi
beautiful

uit.
part

‘The room looks beautiful.’

(b) De
The

muziek
music

klinkt
sounds

prachtig.
beautiful

‘The music sounds beautiful.’

(c) De
The

stof
fabric

voelt
feels

lekker.
nice

‘The fabric feels nice.’

(d) Het
The

eten
food

ruikt
smells

heerlijk.
delicious

‘The food smells delicious.’

(e) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

verrukkelijk.
delicious

‘The cake tastes delicious.’

238. Judgement (control)

(a) Peter
Peter

ziet
looks

er
part

ziek
ill

uit.
part

‘Peter looks ill.’
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(b) Hij
He

klinkt
sounds

buitenlands.
foreign

‘He sounds foreign.’

(c) De
The

stof
fabric

voelt
feels

oud.
old

‘The fabric feels old.’

(d) De
The

melk
milk

ruikt
smells

vers.
fresh

‘The milk smells fresh.’

(e) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan

‘The cake tastes vegan.’

239. Judgement (raising)

(a) Ik
I

heb
have

het
the

weerbericht
weatherforecast

gezien
seen

en
and

het
the

weer
weather

voor
for

morgen
tomorrow

ziet
looks

er
part

goed
good

uit.
part

I have seen the weather forecast and tomorrow’s weather looks good.

(b) Ik
I

heb
have

het
the

weerbericht
weatherforecast

gehoord
heard

en
and

het
the

weer
weather

voor
for

morgen
tomorrow

klinkt
sounds

goed.
good

I have heard the weather forecast and tomorrow’s weather sounds good.

The same diagnostics to distinguish between readings can be applied to Dutch as to English:

the attributary reading takes evaluative adjectives (as shown in 240), whereas the judgement

reading takes non-evaluative adjectives (as shown in 241)

240. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker.
good.

‘The cake tastes good.’
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(b) Ik
I

vind
find

dat
that

de
the

taart
cake

lekker
tasty

is.
is.

‘I think that the cake is tasty.’

241. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan.

‘The cake tastes vegan.’

(b) ??Ik
I

vind
find

dat
that

de
the

taart
cake

veganistisch
vegan

is.
is.

‘I think that the cake is vegan.’

Furthermore, the attributary reading cannot be negated (see 242a), nor can they be para-

phrased by an as if -construction (see 242b), whereas the judgement readings can be negated

(see 243a) and can be paraphrased by an as if -construction (see 243b).

242. (a) ∗De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker,
good,

maar
but

dat
that

is
is

hij
he

niet
not.

‘The cake tastes good, but it isn’t.’

(b) ∗De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

alsof
as.if

hij
he

lekker
good

is.
is

‘The cake tastes as if it is good.’

243. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch,
vegan,

maar
but

dat
that

is
is

hij
he

niet
not.

‘The cake tastes vegan, but it isn’t.’

(b) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

alsof
as.if

hij
he

veganistisch
vegan

is.
is

‘The cake tastes as if it is vegan.’

The table in 7.2 gives an overview of the adjectives found in the Lassy and CGN corpora (du-

plicates have been deleted), in which the adjectives have been tested using the diagnostics
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discussed above. The adjectives evoking attributary readings are marked by ∗, the judge-

ment (control) readings by ∗∗, the judgement (raising) readings by ∗ ∗ ∗.

This overview offers a first few insights: in line with Gisborne’s (1998) predictions, eruitzien

and klinken more often appear with judgement readings, whereas the verb smaken appears

more often with attributary readings. Furthermore, the judgement raising reading is mostly

found for the verb klinken, which is understandable as klinken can easily take a subject

that is not the semantic subject: ‘[i]nstead, the sensory modality expressed by the verb

identifies the means by which the speaker comes to have the information which leads to

the judgement’ (Gisborne 1998:3). Further research is needed to test whether these findings

are statistically significant. In addition, not just the adjective determines the reading of the

whole construction: with the rest of the construction being equal, a change of descriptive

perception verb can trigger a change in reading (as shown in 235). It appears that a change

of subject (with the rest of the construction being equal) has a similar power to trigger a

change in reading:

244. De
The

beat
beat

klinkt
sounds

lekker.
nice

The beat sounds nice. Attributary

245. Het
The

weer
weather

klinkt
sounds

lekker.
nice

The weather sounds nice. Judgement (raising)

Furthermore, the context plays an important role in the reading of the construction, an as-

pect that is not discussed here, and should be included in further research. An example from

the data is dik ‘fat’, which can get either an attributary or a judgement (control) reading, this
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eruitzien klinken voelen ruiken smaken

mooi∗ beter∗ goed∗ vies∗∗ wateriger∗
leuker∗∗ goed∗ vertrouwd∗ lekker∗∗ zout∗
lekker∗∗ bekend∗ lekker∗
goed∗ chic∗ ∗ ∗ verschillend∗∗
aardig∗∗ leuk∗ ∗ ∗ heerlijk∗
netjes∗ bezitterig∗ ∗ ∗ groen∗∗
intelligent∗∗ raar∗ beter∗
pittig∗∗ echt∗∗ goed∗
leuk∗∗ wakker∗ uitstekend∗
kaal∗ lekkerder∗
slecht∗∗ anders∗∗
normaal∗∗ hetzelfde∗∗
eng∗∗ sjieker∗ ∗ ∗
vrolijk∗∗ vreemd∗
raar∗∗ erg∗∗
stralend∗ negatief∗ ∗ ∗
fris∗ fout∗∗
koud∗∗ hol∗∗
grijzig∗ prachtig∗
nieuw∗∗ erger∗∗
hoopvol∗∗ dramatisch∗
ver∗∗ aantrekkelijk∗ ∗ ∗
ervaren∗∗ hebberig∗ ∗ ∗
modern∗∗ lullig∗ ∗ ∗
interessant∗∗ eenvoudig∗∗
vierkant∗∗ vriendelijk∗
dik∗/∗∗ mooi∗
anders∗ nasaal∗
gelukkig∗∗ rustiger∗
vreemd∗ gehaast∗
gezond∗∗ helder∗
sjofel∗ opgewekt∗
best∗ makkelijk∗∗
vervallen∗ triviaal∗ ∗ ∗
redelijk∗ ∗ ∗ uitdagend∗ ∗ ∗
onschuldig∗∗ lang∗ ∗ ∗
onwerkelijk∗ geweldig∗
opgeknapt∗∗ gek∗

onnozel∗ ∗ ∗
Russisch∗∗
rationeel∗ ∗ ∗
zacht∗
boos∗∗
rechtvaardiger∗ ∗ ∗
enthousiast∗∗
indringend∗

Table 7.2: All adjectives CGN and Lassy: attributary readings aremarked by ∗, judgement (control) by ∗∗, judgement (raising)
by ∗ ∗ ∗.
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depends on the level of objectivity of the speaker. Finally, an interesting avenue for further

research would be to understand to what extent scalarity influences the reading evoked by

the adjective. For instance, why is it that grijs ‘grey’ triggers a judgement reading, whereas

grijzig ‘greyish’ triggers an attributary reading?

In conclusion, the Dutch descriptive perception verbs act at first sight just like the En-

glish perception verbs as discussed by Gisborne and Rudolph, and the same readings are

found for these verbs. As such, it is assumed that Dutch judgement readings (both con-

trol and raising) can be paraphrased as: ‘seem, based on one of the five sense modalities’,

whereas Dutch attributary readings can be paraphrased as: ‘is, based on one of the five sense

modalities’. However, more research is required to make clear statements on the conditions

under which each reading is triggered.

7.4 Semantics: Flavours

Let us nowmove to the various flavours (i.e. semantic shades, Van Gelderen 2015) that these

verbs can receive. Before I discuss the evidentiality, epistemicity and (inter)subjectivity of

the descriptive perception verbs in Dutch, let us return to the taxonomy that I presented in

chapter 2, repeated in Figure 7.1 below. The aim of this section is to place the descriptive

perception verbs in the right position in this taxonomy.

209



Copular Verbs

−Information

zijn
‘be’

+Information

−Modal

−Continuous

worden
‘become’

+Continuous

blijven
‘stay’

+Modal (epistemic)

+High

blijken
‘turn out’

+Medium (evidential)

−Direct

schijnen
‘appear’

+Direct

lijken
‘seem’

Figure 7.1: Taxonomy of copular verbs in Dutch.

7.4.1 Evidential Flavours

The use of Dutch descriptive perception verbs both in judgement constructions and in at-

tributary constructions has an evidential flavour: descriptive perception verbs inherently

mark the source of information, i.e. one of the five senses. Take for instance the judgement

construction in (246a) and the attributary construction in (246b): the former can be para-

phrased as The cake seems vegan, based on its flavour, whereas the latter can be paraphrased

as The cake is tasty, based on its flavour.

246. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan.

‘The cake tastes vegan.’ Judgement

(b) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker.
good

‘The cake tastes good.’ Attributary
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Both constructions thus carry evidential flavours, as they specify through which sense the

speaker has arrived at their proposition. I follow Boye (2012) and Whitt (2017) in assuming

that the descriptive perception verbs coerce a proposition, just like the SEEM-verbs, even

though such a proposition is not overtly present. The paraphrases in 247a and 247b show

the hidden propositions that can be coerced.

247. (a) Gebaseerd
Based

op
on

de
the

smaak,
taste,

lijkt
seems

de
the

taart
cake

veganistisch.
vegan.

‘Based on the taste, the cake seems vegan.’ Judgement

(b) Gebaseerd
Based

op
on

de
the

smaak,
taste,

is
is

de
the

taart
cake

lekker.
tasty

‘Based on the taste, the cake is tasty.’ Attributary

Since it appears that a proposition can be coerced for these verbs, and they take scope over

the proposition, the Dutch descriptive perception verbs can be considered evidentials. There

is no difference in evidentiality between the judgement control reading and the judgement

raising reading.

7.4.2 Epistemic Flavours

Equally, both judgement and attributary constructions have epistemic flavours, however

not in equal measure: as shown in the coerced propositions above, the judgement reading

in 247a takes a proposition that marks uncertainty (which is highlighted by the fact that it

can be paraphrased as ‘seem, based on…’), whereas the attributary reading in 247b marks

certainty (which is highlighted by the fact that it can be paraphrased as ‘is, based on…’).

This difference is linked to the notions of factivity and evaluativity: the evaluative construc-
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highest certainty > medium certainty > lowest certainty
(evidentiality (evidentiality (evidentiality
not required) required) impossible)

Figure 7.2: Givón’s (1982) scale of epistemic modality.

tion in (247b) is presented as a fact (i.e. relative to the speaker), and as such, expresses

high certainty about the proposition. The construction in (247a), on the other hand, is nei-

ther evaluative nor factive, and expresses a lower degree of certainty than is expressed by

(247b).

How does this fit into Givón’s (1982) three-segment scale of epistemic modals, as dis-

cussed in chapter 3 and repeated in Figure 7.2. As discussed in chapter 3, the copular verbs

zijn ‘be’ or blijken ‘turn out’ are the highest certainty copular verbs (see 64a), lijken and

schijnen are grouped under medium certainty (see 64b), whereas a construction consisting

of zijn ‘be’ and an epistemic adverb falls under the lowest certainty (see 64c).

So where do the descriptive perception verbs fit in? The coerced propositions in the para-

phrases of the attributary readings of these verbs (e.g. 247b) show that the verbs in these

constructions are to be placed in the epistemic group of highest certainty, whereas those

of the judgement reading (e.g. 247a) show that the verbs in these constructions belong to

the group of medium certainty.8 Note that Givón’s assumption that the group of highest

certainty (i.e. constructions with attributary readings) does not require evidentiality does

not go against the fact that this group receives evidential readings: he does not say that

evidentiality is impossible for the group of highest certainty (as he does for the group of
8The factuality of an utterance is of course also dependent on the sentence mood and the verbal mood:

interrogative, conditional or subjunctive uses would affect the overall factuality of the utterance. The claims
on factuality here apply only to declarative, indicative constructions.
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lowest certainty). In other words, descriptive perception verbs in constructions with judge-

ment readings can be seen as similar to the copular verbs lijken and schijnen, in that they

all express medium certainty and are evidential markers. However, the descriptive percep-

tion verbs with judgement readings differ from lijken and schijnen in that the descriptive

perception verbs clearly specify the senses used in order to get the information expressed

in the proposition, whereas lijken and schijnen do not specify this. There is no difference in

epistemic flavours between the judgement control and the judgement raising reading. The

descriptive perception verbs in constructions with attributary readings can be considered

similar to the copular verb blijken, in that they mark a high degree of certainty. However,

they differ in that the descriptive perception verbs specify the senses used in order to get

the information expressed in the proposition, whereas blijken does not specify this.

In short, descriptive perception verbs mark not only evidentiality, but also epistemic-

ity. This is in line with Gisborne’s (2010) analysis, and supported by Gisborne and Holmes

(2007), who argue that ‘there is an implicature of attenuated commitment to a proposition

when you name the source of your information’ (Gisborne 2010:24).

7.4.3 (Inter)subjectivity

Afinal flavour to discuss is that of (inter)subjectivity. In terms of subjectivity, all readings are

equally subjective under Traugott’s definition, as they all mark the speaker’s involvement in

the utterance; as discussed in chapter 6, Dutch descriptive perception verbs (unlike those in

English) do not easily take Pgoals, and the default interpretation of these constructions is

that the proposition marks the speaker’s evidence. As such, all descriptive perception verb
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readings mark that it is the speaker’s evidence that the proposition is based on, not someone

else’s evidence. For instance, both the judgement construction in (248a) and the attributary

construction in (248b) do not include the speaker syntactically, but the only interpretation

of both is that the cake tastes vegan or good based on the speaker’s gustatory experience.

248. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan

‘The cake tastes vegan.’

(b) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker.
good

‘The cake tastes good.’

The assumption that both readings express the first-hand experience of the speaker can be

shown by the ungrammaticality of the addition of maar ik heb hem niet geprobeerd ‘but I

haven’t tried it’, as shown in (249a) and (249b).

249. (a) ⁇De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch,
vegan,

maar
but

ik
I

heb
have

hem
him

niet
not

geprobeerd.
tried

‘The cake tastes vegan, but I haven’t tried it.’

(b) ⁇De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker,
good,

maar
but

ik
I

heb
have

hem
him

niet
not

geprobeerd.
tried

‘The cake tastes good, but I haven’t tried it.

Note that I distinguish evaluation from subjectivity: both readings are subjective, but only

the attributary reading is evaluative. The subjectivity is thus determined by the fact that

it is the speaker’s evidence, not by whether or not it marks the speaker’s evaluation. This

is in line with Gisborne (2010), who states that these evidential descriptive perception verb

constructions are typically subjective.
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Both readings are also subjective in terms of epistemicity, again in line with Gisborne

(2010). In Von Fintel and Gillies’ (2011) words, both readings receive a solipsistic reading,

as these constructions report only on the speaker’s information state (i.e. what is known

to the speaker). Von Fintel and Gillies observe that in bare modal constructions with no

restricting phrase, it is not clear whose information state is quantified over (see 250).

250. (a) Sally presumably will not make it to the meeting.

(b) Alex must be hungry.

(c) Your keys might be on the desk.

This is different in constructions like 251, which do specify the (what Von Fintel and Gillies

refer to as) modal bases, i.e. the arguments that determine the restriction on the domain

of worlds over which the modal quantifies (2011:4). In these constructions, it is clearly

specified that the information states are the law’s, Holmes’ , and Sally’s, respectively. As

Von Fintel and Gillies state, when such a modal base is not explicit (as in 250), the restrictor

of the information state has to be determined in other ways.

251. (a) In view of what the laws are, cars cannot park on the Turnpike.

(b) In view of the information available to Holmes, the gardener might have done

it.

(c) In view of the preferences Sally has, she has to take the early train.

In the case of Dutch descriptive perception verb constructions, this is not a difficult task, as

these constructions inherently mark that it is the speaker’s information state that is quan-

tified over. For instance, for the judgement reading in (252a), it is the speaker who states
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with medium certainty that the cake is vegan. For the attributary reading in (252b), it is the

speaker who states with high certainty that the cake is tasty (relative to themselves).

252. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan

‘The cake tastes vegan.’

(b) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker.
good

‘The cake tastes good.’

Let us now turn to intersubjectivity, which is, following Traugott, the encoding of the

speaker’s attention to the addressee and their attitudes and beliefs, and the speaker’s in-

dication that their proposition is shared with a wider group of people. The descriptive per-

ception verbs can all be used intersubjectively optionally, as the senses of all verbs can be

shared: e.g. a group of people can for instance eat and taste the same cake and utter (253a),

they can look at Peter at the same time and utter (253b), or they can smell the same soup

and utter (253c).

253. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan

‘The cake tastes vegan.’

(b) Peter
Peter

ziet
looks

er
part

moe
tired

uit.
part

‘Peter looks tired.’

(c) De
The

soep
soup

ruikt
smells

pittig.
spicy

‘The soup smells spicy.’
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The intersubjective status of these constructions can be highlighted by the possibility of

adding the confirmation marker hè ‘right’ to the examples above:

254. (a) De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch,
vegan,

hè?
right?

‘The cake tastes vegan, right?’

(b) Peter
Peter

ziet
looks

er
part

moe
tired

uit,
part,

hè?
right?

‘Peter looks tired, right?’

(c) De
The

soep
soup

ruikt
smells

pittig,
spicy,

hè?
right?

‘The soup smells spicy, right?’

Thismarker can only be used in contexts inwhich the speaker and the hearer share an experi-

ence, i.e. when the construction is intersubjective. As a comparison, the non-intersubjective

verb schijnen ‘seem’ cannot appear with this marker, as shown in 255.

255. ∗De
The

taart
cake

schijnt
seems

veganistisch,
vegan,

hè?
right?

‘The cake seems vegan, right?’

There is no difference in intersubjectivity between the judgement and attributary reading:

both attributary readings (see 254a) and judgement readings (see 256) can receive the con-

firmation marker hè ‘right’.

256. De
The

taart
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker,
good,

hè?
right?

‘The cake tastes good, right?’
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7.4.4 Adjusted Taxonomy

This previous section has discussed the various semantic flavours of the Dutch descriptive

perception verbs and has shown that these verbs carry a combination of evidential, epis-

temic and (inter)subjective flavours. The two readings, i.e. attributary and judgement, carry

a closely similar combination of flavours: both are evidential in that they mark the sense

through which the information was obtained, both are subjective in that they mark that the

proposition is made from the speaker’s perspective, and both can be used intersubjectively.

The only difference between the two readings lies in the epistemic flavour: the attributary

reading marks a high degree of epistemicity, whereas the judgement reading marks a lower

degree of epistemicity.

Figure 7.3 shows the proposed adjusted taxonomy of Dutch copular verbs, and the po-

sitioning of the Dutch descriptive perception verbs, highlighted in boldface. As this figure

shows, the difference in epistemicity between the attributary and judgement readings re-

sults in a different position in the taxonomy: the attributary readings of these constructions

go under the node for high epistemicity, whereas the judgement readings of these construc-

tions are placed under the node for medium epistemicity. However, unlike the modal copu-

lar verb of high epistemicity (i.e. blijken ‘turn out’) on the one side, and the modal copular

verbs of medium epistemicity (i.e. schijnen and lijken ‘seem’) on the other side, the descrip-

tive perception verbs carry the distinctive feature of being markers of perception. Whereas

blijken, lijken and schijnen do not specify the senses to arrive at the proposition, the descrip-

tive perception verbs do. In order to capture this difference, extra nodes are added both
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below the node for high epistemicity and below the node for medium epistemicity. The

verbs blijken, schijnen and lijken are then −Perceptual, whereas the descriptive perception

verbs are +Perceptual.

Copular Verbs

−Information

zijn
‘be’

+Information

−Modal +Modal (epistemic)

+High

−Perc

blijken
‘turn out’

+Perc

DPV (attr)

+Medium (evidential)

−Perc

−Direct

schijnen
‘seem’

+Direct

lijken
‘seem’

+Perc

DPV (judg)

Figure 7.3: Taxonomy of copular verbs in Dutch.

7.5 Formal Analysis

Assuming that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are copular verbs, how can we for-

mally capture their syntax and semantics? Below I provide a first brief proposal for the

syntactic and semantic analysis for these verbs.
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7.5.1 Syntax

The formal syntactic analysis of the descriptive perception verbs is proposed within the

theory of Lexical-Functional Grammar. Since the descriptive perception verbs are seen as

copular verbs, I assume them to follow the analysis as proposed in the LFG literature for

copular verbs. This is, however, less straightforward than it sounds: ‘[a]lthough there is

no controversy regarding the c-structure analysis of copula constructions in LFG, different

strategies have been proposed for the f-structure representation of these constructions’ (At-

tia 2008:89). These various strategies range from single-tier analyses (e.g. Nordlinger and

Sadler 2007), to double-tier analyses, which can be split into those analyses that assume

copular constructions to take an open complement (e.g. Andrews 1982), or a closed comple-

ment (e.g. Butt et al. 1999, Attia 2008). For a discussion of both types of double-tier analyses,

the reader is referred to Dalrymple et al. (2004), who argue that an open vs. closed analysis

is dependent on the language and the construction.

In the single-tier analysis, the predicate (the copular complement) is considered the head

of the construction that subcategorizes for a SUBJ. Take for instance the examples from

Japanese in (257a) and (257b), from Dalrymple et al. (2004). Both constructions have the

f-structure as given in Figure (7.4), in which the adjective is taken to be the head. In con-

structions in which the copular verb is required (i.e. in the case of copular constructions

with nominal complements in Japanese), the copular verb is the head.

257. (a) hon
book

wa
top

akai.
red

‘The book is red.’
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(b) sono
this

hon
book

wa
top

akai
red

desu.
is

‘This book is red.’

Figure 7.4: Single-tier analysis of 257a.

Such a single-tier analysis is said to work for languages like Japanese, as it allows for the

f-structure to be adjusted according to whether the copular verb is required (in which case

the copular verb is the head) or optional (in which case the adjective is the head).9

The double-tier open function analysis (as proposed by Andrews 1982), is different from

the single-tier analysis, as the copular verb is considered the head when it is present (a

dummy predicate is considered the head when the copular verb is not present). The open

function component of the analysis assumes functional control in the structure: the predi-

cate subcategorizes for a subject which is identified with the main subject of the sentence.

Dalrymple et al. (2004) propose such an analysis for languages in which the subject agrees

with the predicate, such as French. An example of French agreement is given in (258).

For this sentence, the open function f-structure representation in Figure 7.5 is proposed,

in which the subject elle ‘she’ agrees with the predicate petite ‘small’, which is marked as

feminine and singular.

9However, see Attia (2008) for arguments against such an analysis, the most prominent one being that
c-structure variations should not penetrate into the f-structure, as this structure is supposed to give a deeper
representation, and should not vary depending on the c-structures.
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258. Elle
She.F.SG

est
is

petite.
small.F.SG

‘She is small.’

Figure 7.5: Double-tier open function analysis of 258.

The main motivation for such an open function analysis for languages with agreement be-

tween the predicate and the subject comes from the fact that ‘the adjective simply agrees

with its own SUBJ, in the same way as verbs do’ (Dalrymple et al. 2004:196).

The double-tier closed function analysis is similar to the double-tier open function anal-

ysis in that the main predicate of the sentence is provided by the copular verb which sub-

categorizes for a complement (PREDLINK in this case, as proposed by Butt et al. 1999). The

difference lies in the fact that in the closed function analysis there is no control equation,

as the adjective is not assumed to take a SUBJ. As Attia (2008) argues, it is hard to show

that adjectives can subcategorize for a subject. The closed function analysis is advocated

by Attia (2008) as the best representation for copular constructions in LFG and is argued to

be the ‘default syntactic representation of all languages’ (2008:105). Dalrymple et al. (2004)

do not propose such radical statements, but do argue that the closed function analysis is
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preferred for simple copular constructions in English.10 For instance, the example in 259 is

said to have the closed PREDLINK analysis as in Figure 7.6.

259. The books are flimsy.

Figure 7.6: Double-tier closed function analysis of 259.

For copular verbs like seem, Dalrymple (2001) assumes an open XCOMP analysis, as shown

in the f-structure in Figure 7.7 for 260.

260. She seems clever.

Figure 7.7: Double-tier open function analysis of 260.

Assuming a similar copular construction for English as for Dutch, here I will follow the

XCOMP (open function) analysis proposed for English seem for the Dutch descriptive per-

ception verbs. For instance, the judgement (raising) example in 7.8 has the f-structure given

in Figure 261, in which the copular verb smaken ‘taste’ is the head and takes a SUBJ and an

XCOMP.
10Note that other copular constructions in English might require an open complement analysis, see Dal-

rymple et al. (2004)
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261. De
The

cake
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker.
good

‘The cake tastes good.’

Furthermore, the judgement (control) example in 7.9 has the f-structure given in Figure 262,

in which the copular verb smaken ‘taste’ is the head and takes a SUBJ and an XCOMP.

262. De
The

cake
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan

‘The cake tastes vegan.’

Figure 7.8: Double-tier open function analysis of the attributary construction in 261.

Figure 7.9: Double-tier open function analysis of the judgement (control) construction in 262.

Finally, the judgement (raising) example in 263 has the f-structure given in Figure 7.10, in

which the copular verb smaken ‘taste’ is the head and takes a SUBJ and an XCOMP.

263. Het
The

weer
weather

klinkt
sounds

geweldig.
great

‘The weather sounds great.’
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Figure 7.10: Double-tier open function analysis of the judgement (raising) construction in 263.

7.5.2 Semantics

Asudeh and Toivonen (2012) assign the basic lexical meaning term for seem shown in 264a (s

being a variable over states in this event semantics analysis) for constructions such as 264b.

264. (a) λ p.λ s.seem(s,p)

(b) John seems upset.

Assuming that the semantics of the judgement raising constructions of the descriptive per-

ception verbs is similar to that of seem, I assign the basic lexical meaning term for descriptive

perception verbs, as shown in 265a, for the judgement raising construction as in 265b.

265. (a) λ p.λ s.sound(s, p)

(b) The weather sounds fine. Judgement (raising)

The judgement control constructions and the attributary constructions of the descriptive

perception verbs are assumed to show similar semantics to each other, as in both cases the

verb takes an argument (unlike in judgement raising constructions). However, this semantic

argument is not a true thematic argument. As Asudeh and Toivonen (2012:368) claim, ‘the
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subject of the perceptual verb is not a direct semantic argument of the verb and is therefore

not a true thematic argument. Instead, a link is established between the relevant sensory

aspect of the subject and the Psource semantic role that is filled by the subject’.11 In other

words, the descriptive perception verbs take a Psource semantic role, that is filled by the

sensory aspect of the syntactic subject. The nature of the Psource is restricted to a certain

perceptual dimension: e.g. for the verb look the Psource is visual, which returns the vi-

sual aspect of its argument (i.e. the argument’s look), for the verb sound the Psource is

aural, which returns the aural aspect of its argument (i.e. the argument’s sound). This is

exemplified by the lexical meaning term as in 266a (for judgement control constructions, or

non-head-switching constructions, such as 266b).

266. (a) λp.λx.λs.[sound(s, aural(Psource(s)),p) ∧ Psource(s) =x]

(b) Peter sounds ill.

Finally, for attributary (i.e. head-switching) constructions, a slightly different lexical mean-

ing term is proposed (following Asudeh 2012:390), as shown in 267a for attributary construc-

tions such as 267b.

267. (a) λP.λx.λs.[P(s, aural(Psource(s))) ∧ Psource(s) =x]

(b) The music sounds lovely.

In short, this section has provided a very simple first formal analysis of descriptive percep-

tion verbs; a more in-depth analysis is left for future work.
11As Asudeh and Toivonen point out, the assumption that the subject of descriptive perception verbs is not

a true thematic grammatical function can account for the fact that these verbs can have expletive subjects.
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7.6 Conclusion

This chapter has argued that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are evidential copu-

lar verbs, both syntactically and semantically. In terms of syntax, I have shown that the

Dutch descriptive perception verbs behave much like the other Dutch copular verbs, in that

they require a complement, that can at least take the form of a predicative adjective. In

terms of semantics, I have identified three readings (i.e. the judgement control reading, the

judgement raising reading and the attributary reading) and have shown how these three

readings can be distinguished from each other (i.e. through tests for factivity, evaluativity

and similarity, and by determining whether the subject is a semantic argument of the verb

or not). Furthermore, I have argued that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are copu-

lar verbs with certain semantic flavours, much like the Dutch copular verbs lijken, schijnen

and blijken. Depending on the reading the verbs receive, they are either: 1) evidential, sub-

jective and highly epistemic (attributary reading), or 2) evidential, subjective and medium

epistemic (judgement reading). I have shown how the difference in these readings can be

shown by the different positioning of these readings in the Dutch copular verb taxonomy:

the descriptive perception verbs in attributary constructions should be understood similarly

to blijken ‘turn out’ (but under the [+Perceptual] node), whereas those in judgement con-

structions should be understood like schijnen and lijken ‘seem’ (again distinguishing from

them by putting them under the [+Perceptual] node). Finally, I have provided a brief formal

analysis of these verbs within LFG, assuming a XCOMP analysis, and proposed basic lexical

meaning terms for both main readings.
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This chapter has discussed the copular verbs status of Dutch descriptive perception verbs

from a synchronic perspective. However, as evidential copular verbs are known to show a

specific diachronic development from lexical items to grammatical (copular) items (as dis-

cussed in chapter 4), this development should also be found for the descriptive perception

verbs. The next chapter, therefore, focuses on the diachronic development of these verbs

and shows that also diachronically the Dutch descriptive perception verbs can be said to be

copular verbs.
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Part III

Diachronic Analysis

229





Chapter 8

Background

8.1 Introduction

In order to understand the diachronic development of the Dutch descriptive perception

verbs, some background knowledge is required, not only of grammaticalization and the pro-

cesses that are part of grammaticalization (as discussed in the literature), but also of Middle

Dutch. This chapter first discusses the concept of grammaticalization and the common di-

agnostics for grammaticalization as given in the literature. As these traditional diagnostics

are rather structural in nature, I also list a number of semantic and functional changes, as-

suming that these changes are at the core of the grammaticalization process of descriptive

perception verbs. Then, I provide an overview of the (minimal) literature on the grammati-

calization of descriptive perception verbs in English and Dutch. Finally, I briefly introduce

Middle Dutch, to give some context and background to the examples given in the next chap-

ter.
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8.2 Grammaticalization

The term ”grammaticalization” is also known under the names ”grammaticization” and even

”grammatization”, which all refer to the same process: the process in which items over time

obtain a decreased lexical status and an increased grammatical status. As mentioned above,

the termwas first coined byMeillet (1912), who described it in the following way (translated

by Campbell and Janda 2001): ‘[Besides analogy] another process consists in the change of

an autonomous word into the role of a grammatical element… Th[is]..process…[involving]

the attribution of grammatical character to a formerly independent word…[is one of] only

[two] ways by means of which new grammatical constructs are formed’ (1912:131). How-

ever, it is Kuryłowicz’s (1965:2) definition that is probably more well-known in the literature

on grammaticalization: ‘Grammaticalization consists in the increase of the range of a mor-

pheme advancing from a lexical to a grammatical or from a less grammatical to a more

grammatical status, e.g. from a derivati[onal]…formant to an inflectional one.’ Under these

views, grammaticalization is seen as a process from a lexical item, to a syntactical item and

eventually to a morphological item, which can roughly be said to go from lexical to gram-

matical to even more grammatical. This path is reflected in Givón’s (1971) famous quote

that states that ‘today’s morphology is yesterday’s syntax’ (1971:394).

The effects of grammaticalization on the syntax and morphology are highlighted in

Lehmann’s (1995) six grammaticalization parameters, which can be used to evaluate degrees

of grammaticalization and compare linguistic items synchronically and diachronically. The

parameters are in both syntagmatic and paradigmatic dimensions which can vary in terms
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of weight, cohesion and variability according to the degree of grammaticalization. Weight

refers to how distinct the linguistic item is from other members of its class: the more dis-

tinct, the less grammaticalized it is. Cohesion refers to the relation between a linguistic

item and its environment, i.e. its dependence on neighbouring items. The more cohesive an

element is, the more grammaticalized it is. Variability refers to the mobility of a linguistic

item compared to other items. The less variable an element is, the more grammaticalized it

is. Table 8.1 provides an overview of the parameters, which are discussed below.

Paradigmatic Syntagmatic
Weight Integrity Structural Scope
Cohesion Paradigmaticity Bondedness
Variability Paradigmatic variability Syntagmatic variability

Table 8.1: Grammaticalization Parameters by Lehmann (1995:306).

The first parameter, integrity, is paradigmatic and concerned with phonetic and semantic

attrition, or loss. The more an item grammaticalizes the more it will lose its distinct pho-

netic or semantic features. These processes are referred to as phonetic erosion and semantic

bleaching. An example of phonetic erosion, which is an umbrella term for various kinds

of erosion, in English is gonna instead of going to. An example of semantic bleaching in

English is the change from the Old English lexical verb meaning willan ‘to wish/want’ into

the functional verb present day English will, which marks future tense. The syntagmatic

weight parameter, structural scope, is concerned with what a linguistic item can appear

with. As Diewald and Smirnova (2010) show, German drohen ‘threaten’, as a lexical verb,

can appear with both direct and indirect objects and with various complements headed by

dass, damit or prepositional phrases. In its grammaticalized use, however, drohen can only
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appear with zu-complements. This is a perfect example of what grammaticalization does to

the structural scope of a linguistic item: it decreases it.

The third parameter is that of paradigmaticity, and is concerned with the creation of a

paradigm for a certain linguistic item to be a part of. To take the example of drohen again

from Diewald and Smirnova (2010), this verb became part of a paradigm of verbs of inferen-

tial evidentiality, together with the verbs scheinen ‘seem’, versprechen ‘promise’ and werden

‘become’. The more an item is part of a clear paradigm, the more grammaticalized it is. The

syntagmatic counterpart is that of bondedness, which refers to the process of cliticization,

which is a process by which a word gradually becomes dependent on an adjacent word. In

this development an independent word changes into a clitic and eventually into an affix.

The fifth grammaticalization parameter is that of paradigmatic variability, also referred

to as obligatorification, which is concernedwith how easily replaced a certain linguistic item

is. Purely lexical items can be replaced by other lexical items, whereas a more functional

element cannot easily be replaced as it serves a specific function that cannot be covered by

another element. The syntagmatic counterpart is that of syntagmatic variability or fixation,

and refers to how freely a linguistic item can move within the sentence: the more fixed, the

more grammaticalized an item is.

Of these six parameters, only one applies to semantics and phonology, whereas the other

five are concerned with morphosyntactic effects of grammaticalization. However, gram-

maticalization has an effect on more domains than just syntax and morphology, and the

role of semantics and pragmatics in grammaticalization and its effect on phonology are of-

ten overlooked, as shown by Lehmann’s parameters. Langacker (1977) points out that the
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grammaticalization process (even though he does not refer to it as grammaticalization per

se) also consists of semantic and phonological changes:

It would not be entirely inappropriate to regard [each] language… in …[its] di-
achronic aspect as [a] gigantic expression-compacting machine… requir[ing]…
as input a continuous flow of creatively produced expressions formed by lexical
innovation, … lexically and grammatically regular periphrasis, and…the figura-
tive use of lexical or periphrastic locutions. The machine does whatever it can
to wear down the expressions fed into it. It fades metaphors by standardizing
them and using them over and over again…[,] attacks expressions of all kinds
by phonetic erosion…[,] bleaches lexical items of most of their semantic con-
tent…[,] and forces them into service as grammatical markers. It chips away at
the boundaries between elements and crushes them together into smaller units.
The machine has a voracious appetite (1977:106-7).

This is highlighted as well by Croft (1990):

Grammaticalization is the process by which full lexical items become grammat-
ical morphemes. . .[It] is unidirectional and cyclic. . .: grammatical morphemes
originate from lexical items, disappear through loss, and reappear when new
words become grammatical morphemes. Phonological, morphosyntactic, and
functional (semantic/pragmatic) changes are correlated: if a lexical item under-
goes a certain kind of morphosyntactic change. . .[, this] implies corresponding
functional and phonological changes. The pattern of correlated phonological,
grammatical, and functional changes allows grammaticalization to be defined
in a way that covers the evolution of virtually every type of grammatical mor-
pheme, from tense inflection to case marker to complementizer (1990:230).

These quotes highlight the perspective that even though the term grammaticalization of-

ten refers to the gradual morphosyntactic change from an independent lexical item into a

grammatical element, this process usually goes hand in hand with changes in the semantics

and pragmatics of an item. In fact, Traugott and Heine (1991) highlight that, besides the

typical development from lexical to grammatical, one can also distinguish a development
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from pragmatic to grammatical, which involves ‘the fossilization of discourse strategies in

syntactic and morphological structure’ (Campbell and Janda 2001:98). Heine et al (1991)

propose the following phrase (based on Givón’s (1971) phrase), to highlight the importance

of pragmatics and its influence on (the emergence of) syntactic structures: ‘today’s syntax

is yesterday’s pragmatic discourse’.

Furthermore, the literature often reduces the semantic aspect of grammaticalization to

merely a process of semantic bleaching. Traugott rightfully criticizes this portrayal of gram-

maticalization as ‘a kind of impoverishment or deficit’ (1988:406) or ‘as a story of attrition

and minimization’ (1995:3), and Sweetser (1988:392) argues that we should not see semantic

change in grammaticalization as simply loss of meaning, but as a process in which mean-

ings are exchanged. In order to fully grasp the mechanisms at play in the developments of

those verbs, the next section discusses the semantic and functional changes that accompany

grammaticalization.

8.3 Semantic and Functional Changes inGrammaticalization

The parameters discussed in the previous section are very general as they are meant to be

applicable cross-linguistically, to different areas of linguistics (i.e. morphology, phonology,

semantics, syntax), to different types of linguistic items (e.g. verbs, nouns, clitics) and to

different time frames (i.e. synchronic and diachronic). As a result, these parameters provide

an overview of the most frequently occurring changes that occur in grammaticalization,

but should not be considered a complete list. Therefore, the following sections highlight
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and discuss a number of additional changes as discussed by Diewald and Smirnova (2010)

- specifically semantic and functional in nature - that are important for our discussion of

grammaticalization of evidential verbs.

8.3.1 Metaphorization

Metaphorization is a ”cognitive process based on the construal of similarity” (Diewald and

Smirnova 2010:124) and represents a semantic change in grammaticalization that is much

more specific than the (only) semantic change mentioned in Lehmann’s parameters, i.e. se-

mantic bleaching. In metaphorization, a full lexical item changes from having a concrete

meaning to having a more abstract meaning (e.g. causal, copulative) by the reinterpreta-

tion of concepts based on some kind of similarity in meaning. An example is the English

verb grasp that saw a change from meaning ‘to seize’ to meaning ‘to understand’, of which

the shared meaning can be stated as ‘to capture, to conquer’. Whereas in the meaning of ‘to

seize’ grasp just meant ‘to capture, to conquer (someone or some physical thing)’, this mean-

ing then became extended to mean something like ‘to capture, to conquer (with one’s brain)’.

Such a reinterpretation of meanings from the physical to the mental is not rare: Traugott

and Dasher (1987) state that physical domain verbs frequently develop into mental-state

verbs.1
1Even though metaphorization used to be considered one of the major factors in semantic change, and the

process that applies to the semantic change found in the evidential verbs in the Germanic languages, recent
work proposes that metonymizationmight even have a bigger role in semantic change. The difference between
the two is small, but is clearly highlighted by Nerlich and Clarke (1992:137), who say that ”[t]he trick of being
innovative and at the same time understandable is to use words in a novel way the meaning of which is self-
evident […] there are only two main was of going about that: using words for the near neighbours of the
things you mean (metonymy) or using words for the look-alikes (resemblars) of what you mean (metaphor)”.
Examples of metonymy are for instance the use of keel for ship (part of whole), or a Van Gogh to mean a
painting by Van Gogh (ellipsis).
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Theexample of a verb undergoingmetaphorization as provided byDiewald and Smirnova

(2010) involves drohen ‘threaten’. As they show, this verb was a speech act verb in Old High

German andMiddle High German, denoting ‘the declaration of an intention (of someone) to

do something unpleasant to someone else (mostly the addressee)’ (2010:126), and used with

a human subject referent. This meaning implies that something unpleasant will happen if

the person being threatened does not comply with certain conditions. An example is given

in 268.

268. Alse
When

er
he

das
that

gehôrte,
heard,

daz
that

si
they

im
him

drouten,
threatened,

dô
then

sprach
said

Pylatus.
Pilate

‘After he had heard that they threatened him, Pilatus said.’

Over time the meaning of the verb drohen became more abstract in that it could be used

with a non-human subject referent and therefore the threat was no longer necessarily a dec-

laration of an intention. An example is given in 269. Here, the subject is ‘the subservience’,

which is non-human and therefore not able to threaten a person. Rather, in this usage,

drohen does not introduce a specific declared unpleasant consequence, but rather a future

unpleasant or dangerous situation in general.

269. Wie
how

köndte
could

man
one

der
the

Uns
us

drohenden
threatening

dienstbarkeit
subservience

nachdencklichere
more.ominous

zeichen
signs

finden?
find
‘How might it be possible to find more ominous signs of the subservience
threatening us?’

In the 18th and 19th century, the verb drohen grammaticalized even more, as it started

to have an inferential evidential meaning (constricted to the drohen+zu-infinitive construc-
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tion), and thus started to refer to a mental state of the speaker. In this usage, the verb started

to mean something like ‘to be in danger (of something)’. This usage is exemplified in 270.

270. …sieht
…sees

sich
REFL

der
he

österreichiche
Austrian

Monarch
monarch

zum
for.the

zweitenmal
second.time

an
to

denselben
the.same

Abgrund
abyss

geführt,
led,

in
in

den
which

er
he

beim
at.the

Antritt
accession

seiner
of.his

egierung
rule

zo
to

stürzen
fall

drohte.
threatened
‘…for the second time, the Austrian monarch finds himself led to the very same
abyss into which he threatened to fall at the accession of his rule.’

The three stages of this development are given in Table 8.2, which show the change in

meaning from concrete to abstract, and from a speech act verb to a mental state verb (via a

stage in which the verb refers to a psychophysical observation).

Concrete Abstract

Speech act Psychophysical observation Mental state

‘declaration of the ‘designation of an ‘intention marking
intention observable undesirable of (perceptual) inferential
to do something situation’ evidentiality’
undesirable’

Table 8.2:Metaphorization of drohen.

8.3.2 Template Retention

Another regularity found in semantic and functional changes in grammaticalization as high-

lighted by Diewald and Smirnova (2010) is that of template retention. They state that in

grammaticalization, a process in which the semantics, phonology, morphology and syntax

can change, there must be something that links the pre-grammaticalized item to the post-

grammaticalized item: there must be a stable aspect that remains unchanged in various
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grammaticalization stages. This ‘common denonimator’ as they refer to it, is in the case of

the evidential verbs that they discuss the semantic template (or ‘image scheme’, Sweetser

1990) of the relational structure of the verb. By this, Diewald and Smirnova refer to the fact

that the event structure of the constructions involved is maintained throughout the various

grammaticalization stages, that is, the thematic roles that are assigned by the verb to its

arguments and the relations that hold among them do not change.

Based on Sweetser’s (1988, 1990) work on the semantic template retention of the be go-

ing to-construction during its grammaticalization, Diewald and Smirnova (2010) discuss the

semantic template retention of the German evidential verb drohen ‘threaten’. They state

that the relational template of drohen is as follows: it has a source and a goal as arguments,

and the verb itself represents a path. A very simple schematic representation of the event

structure of drohen is as follows:

271. source > path > goal

This means that lexical drohen, as a speech act verb with the concrete meaning ‘the declara-

tion of an intention (of someone) to do something unpleasant to someone else (mostly the

addressee)’ (Diewald and Smirnova 2010:126) has a source and a goal as arguments. Diewald

and Smirnova state that the source of lexical drohen is the person that performs the speech

act of threatening, i.e. the subject of the sentence; the goal of lexical drohen is the content

of the threat.

As discussed above, in later stages of the verb drohen, its usage was extended to con-

structions in which the subject was non-human. Since the thematic role of the subject of
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lexical drohen was non-agentive to begin with, the change from a human subject referent

to a non-human subject referent does not clash with this thematic role. The goal remains

roughly the same: instead of the content of a threat, the goal position nowmarks the propo-

sitional content of a threatening situation. The verb changes in that it not longer refers to a

verbal declaration, but to a threat that can be observed from the source. The last stage, then,

is the change of drohen into an evidential verb. Again, even though the specific semantics of

the arguments and verbs change, the event structure remains as in 271. The source position

changes in that it now marks the speaker’s information source. The goal position is now

taken by a proposition. The verb drohen, now an evidential verb, is described byDiewald and

Smirnova (2010:131) ‘as the designation of the speaker’s inference process’. An overview of

the various changes in the source entity, the goal entity and the path of drohen during its

grammaticalization is given in Table 8.3

Source Path Goal

Stage 1 human subject referent verbal declaration content of threat
Stage 2 non-human subject referent emanation content of

threatening situation
Stage 3 speaker’s information source inference designation proposition

Table 8.3: Semantic template retention drohen.

8.3.3 Subjectification

In addition to metaphorization and template retention, Traugott (1982, 1989, 1997) points

out another aspect of semantic change during grammaticalization: that of subjectification, i.e.

the ‘historical pragmatic-semantic process whereby meanings become increasingly based

in the speaker’s subjective belief state, or attitude toward what is said’ (Traugott 1997:185).
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Subjectification is concerned with the diachronic development of the synchronic notion

of subjectivity, i.e. ‘the presence of the speaker in the content of the discourse’ (Whitt

2010b:41), and is claimed by Langacker (1990:5) to be a ‘central factor’ in the development

of a linguistic element from being lexical to being grammatical. Even though first intro-

duced by Traugott (1982), it is only recently that the interplay between subjectification (and

intersubjectficiation and objectification) and grammaticalization has received attention (e.g.

De Haan 2007, Visconti 2004, Kranich 2010). A recurring question is what the exact re-

lation is between subjectification and grammaticalization: should subjectification be seen

as a subphenomenon of grammaticalization (De Haan 2007) or should they be seen as two

independent types of linguistic change (Kranich 2010, Traugott 2010)? Those who argue

that subjectification and grammaticalization are two distinct phenomena understand that

subjectification can be seen as a subtype of grammaticalization, since subjectification fre-

quently accompanies grammaticalization. However, examples can be found that show that

subjectification does not always entail grammaticalization, Traugott and Dasher (2002:95)

and Kranich (2010:102) present the following example from Old Japanese, in which a lexical

item subjectifies but does not become grammaticalized (i.e. it remains a lexical item). This

example is the Old Japanese word koFasi ‘physically stiff’ (an objectively verifiable property)

which develops in Late Old Japanese into having the meaning ‘exhausted’, ‘embarrassed’ or

‘fearsome’. Even though the fact that an example of subjectification without grammatical-

ization has to come from an obscure language variety such as Old Japanese indicates that

this is not a frequently occurring phenomenon, and subjectfication usually accompanies

grammaticalization, I will adopt the view here that subjectfication and grammaticalization
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are two distinct processes in linguistic change, that often go together.

The process of subjectification usually happens during primary grammaticalization, the

initial stages of grammaticalization in which a lexical item becomes a grammatical item.

Traugott (2010) gives the following reason for this: ”This is because primary grammatical-

ization often requires prior strengthening of pragmatic inferences that arise in very specific

linguistics (sic) contexts prior to their semanticization and reanalysis as grammatical ele-

ments.” (Traugott 2010:8). It is thus in the early stages of grammaticalization that subjecti-

fication happens. Semantic change can therefore be split into lexical changes in which the

lexical nature of the meaning changes, and subsequent semantic/pragmatic changes such as

weakening or bleaching.

Traugott (1982, 1989) and Traugott andDasher (2002) present a view on the phenomenon

of subjectification in which most focus is on the diachronic development of subjectivity, and

in which the relationship between a speaker and the discourse is of main importance. This

is different from Langacker’s (1990) view, in that Traugott (1982, 1989) and Traugott and

Dasher (2002) are not concerned with the explicit reference to the speaker in the discourse.

Rather, they are concerned with the increasing presence of the speaker’s ideas and beliefs in

the discourse. This perspective thus focuses more onmeaning-shifts, rather than on changes

on the syntactic level. Traugott (1989:34-35) describes the following three diachronic ten-

dencies in the process of subjectification, the first of which can feed the second or the third

directly and the second of which can feed the third.

272. Three diachronic tendencies in subjectification:
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(a) Tendency 1: Meanings based in the external described situation become mean-

ings based in the internal (evaluative/perceptual/cognitive) described situation;

(b) Tendency 2: Meanings based in the external or internal described situation be-

come meanings based in the textual and metalinguistic situation;

(c) Tendency 3: Meanings tend to become increasingly based in the speaker’s sub-

jective belief state/attitude toward the proposition.

As Lichtenberk (1995:321) points out, it is the first and third tendency that are concerned

with subjectification. The second tendency is more concerned ‘with the development of tex-

tual cohesive functions and functions having to do with performing speech acts’.

This change from a non-subjective to a subjective reading is said to be unidirectional, a

characteristic frequently found in diachronic language change. That is, there is a tendency

for non-subjective items to become subjective and even more subjective in later stages. The

reverse is not often attested, but a few counterexamples to unidirectionality in subjectifi-

cation have been found. Traugott (1995) mentions a few examples: the development in

English from perfect to perfective tense, the development in Spanish from the perfect mark-

ing surprise to the perfect marking hodiernal past time, and the development in French

from the subjunctive marking modality to the subjunctive marking subordination. Since

these exceptions to unidirectionality exist, unidirectionality is said to be a strong tendency

of subjectification.

Linked to the notion of subjectification, and seen as a subtype of subjectification by Trau-

gott and Dasher (2002) is intersubjectification. Intersubjectification has received much less
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attention in the literature than subjectification, even though intersubjectification is seen

By Benveniste as the fundamental condition for linguistic communication: ‘discourse… is

language in so far as it is taken over by the man who is speaking and within the condi-

tion of intersubjectivity, which alone makes linguistic communication possible’ (Benveniste

1971:230). Intersubjectification is not concerned with the speaker’s involvement in the dis-

course, but with the relation between the speaker and the addressee: it is ‘the mechanism

whereby meanings become more centred on the addressee’ (Traugott 2003:129). The de-

velopment of intersubjectivity is an aspect Traugott (2010) stresses: it is about an element

gaining an intersubjective meaning, where no intersubjective meaning was present before.

Her discussion thus excludes linguistic elements that have always been pragmatically inter-

subjective. As an example, Traugott (2010) gives the parenthetical reformulation marker I

mean:

By virtue of the fact that it is a reformulation marker used by speakers and
writers to negotiate meaning ‘by presenting more explicit phrasing of the pre-
ceding NP, phrasing they believe will make their meaning clearer to readers’
[Brinton 2007], parenthetical I mean has always been pragmatically intersub-
jective. Over time it has been used more intersubjectively to express emphasis
and assertion of the veracity of an utterance [Brinton 2007], but it has not been
intersubjectified, except in fixed phrases like You know what I mean? (Traugott
2010:33)

By this example, Traugott shows that even though certain items or constructions might

appear intersubjective in present-day languages, it is important to investigate whether these

items may have always been used intersubjectively. If so, these items or constructions do

not mark a certain stage in grammaticalization, but they are just intersubjective items or

constructions. Furthermore, Traugott also warns that not just any utterance in which the
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addressee is explicitly mentioned is necessarily intersubjective. Traugott (1982:129) gives

the example given in 273, in which the addressee (i.e. you) is explicitly referred to in the

utterance. However, as Traugott states, this example does not show any attempt from the

speaker to mark the involvement of the addressee in the speech event. This is achieved,

however, in 274, in which the addition of actually shows the speaker’s understanding of the

addressee’s expectations that that the speaker (or anyone) will drive them to the dentist. In

Traugott’s (1982:129) words: ‘it implicates potential or actual disagreement and signals the

speaker’s attempt to mitigate it’.

273. I will drive you to the dentist.

274. Actually, I will drive you to the dentist.

A final note to make in this discussion of subjectification concerns the notion of objectifi-

cation, which is ‘the process by which meanings become less based in the speaker’s belief

state/attitude toward the situation, and more based on objectively verifiable properties of

the situation’ (Kranich 2010:104). Objectification happens subsequentally to subjectification

and is said to accompany secondary grammaticalization, whereas subjectification is linked

to primary grammaticalization. Since the discussion of the grammaticalization of evidential

copular verbs is restricted to primary grammaticalization, objectification is not a relevant

component in the analysis of these verbs and will not be discussed any further.
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8.3.4 Evidentialization

This chapter concerns grammaticalization, the diachronic process in which linguistic ele-

ments change from being independent lexical items to being part of grammar. So far, I have

mainly discussed evidentiality synchronically. However, there is a clear link between evi-

dentiality and grammaticalization, as evidentials are very often grammaticalized items. In

line with the following practice in grammaticalization literature: ‘assuming that an impor-

tant (though not rigid) distinction is to be made between -ity (synchronic state) and –ation

(diachronic process)’ (Traugott 2010:29), I will refer to the diachronic process of a linguistic

element or construction becoming evidential as evidentialization.

As Aikhenvald (2004) discusses, evidentials frequently come from verbs of speech or

verbs of perception, and more rarely from verbs of other semantic groups. For instance,

it is common for markers of reported evidentiality and quotative markers to develop from

verbs of speech, an example of which can be found in West Greenlandic where the adver-

bial reported particle unnia comes from the verb unnir- ‘say (that)’ (Fortescue 2003:301). An

example of a language in which markers of perceptual evidentiality have developed from

verbs of perception is Maricopa, in which the visual evidentiality suffix has grammaticalized

from the lexical verb ‘see’.

Let us take the verb drohen ‘threaten’ again as a detailed example of a the grammat-

icalization of an evidential verb, in other words the evidentialization of drohen. Diewald

and Smirnova (2010) state that drohen in present day German is a perceptual inferential

verb: it indicates ‘that the described situation is inferred by the speaker on the basis of
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some presently accessible information’ (2010:191). There are two evidential aspects to this

verb then: first of all, it marks inference and secondly, it marks that the speaker has some

information that they can access right now. This use of the verb drohen as a highly gram-

maticalized evidential is only attested in constructions in which it occurs with an infinitive.

This construction is said by Diewald and Smirnova (2010) to represent the last stage of three

grammaticalization stages.

The first covers Old High German and Middle High German, in which drohen is used as

a lexical verb, used with agentive subjects, and has as its meaning ‘someone points out that

s/he intends to do something that is undesirable for someone else’ (2010:271). Middle High

German sees a change in that non-agentive subjects can be used with intransitive drohen.

Another change in this period is that drohen with an agentive subject can be used with an

infinitival complement (even though only with three verbs: abschlagen ‘behead’, brennen

‘burn’ and schlagen ‘hit’).

In Early New High German, these two uses continue to be present, but change in two

ways: the non-agentive use of drohen is in this period is used much more than was the case

in Middle High German and is used in 48% of the constructions with drohen (Heine and

Miyashita 2008). Secondly, the agentive use of drohen can now be used with more infiniti-

val verbs besides the three above. In Early High German, the verb drohen has the following

meaning: ‘something undesirable is going to happen’. Diewald and Smirnova (2010) point

out how the changes in the Early New High German period are relevant to the development

of the evidential use of the verb drohen, which starts to appear from the 18th century on-

wards. First of all, the use of infinitival complements in combination with drohen yields ‘a
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conceptual split between the act of threatening itself and the content of the threat which

itself is conceived of as an action’ (Diewald and Smirnova 2010:275). Secondly, the use of

a non-agentive subject is limited to introducing dangerous situations. These constructions

are always from the point of view of the speaker, who is the experiencer. This construction

is thus a subjectivized construction, in which the speaker, even though not explicitly men-

tioned, is part of the discourse.

The last stage then, occurs in the 18th century, in which the verb drohen develops into

an evidential that marks the proposition as inferred. The use of agentive drohen with an

infinitival complement and the use of non-agentive drohen without continues, but added to

these usages is the use of non-agentive drohen with an infinitival complement (through ana-

logical transfer from the use of agentive drohen with an infinitival complement). In these

non-agentive constructions with infinitival complements, the subjects are inanimate and

interpreted as the cause of the situation, which is introduced in the infinitival complement.

An example is given in 275.

275. schon
already

loderte
blazed

die
the

Flamme,
flame,

und
and

drohte
threatened

das
the

herrliche
lovely

Werk
work

in
in

die
the

Asche
ash

zu
to

legen.
lie

‘the flame blazed and threatened to burn up the lovely work.’

Diewald and Smirnova (2010) argue that this usage, even though presenting a new construc-

tion, is not yet an example of the evidential usage of drohen. The difference is that in the

evidential use of drohen, the subject ‘cannot be interpreted as a causing force of the situation

introduced in the infinitive complement. Rather, a situation is represented in its entirety,
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whereby the subject together with the infinitive complement forms a core predication’ (2010:

278-9). The subject of drohen in these cases is the source of information. An example of such

an evidential construction is given in 276.

276. Under
our

Schiff
ship

bedurfte
needed

einer
a

völlig
completely

neunen
new

Verzimmerung,
superstructure,

die
that

sich
REFL

bis
until

in
in

den
the

November
November

1755
1755

zu
to

verzögern
delay

drohte.
threatened

‘Our ship needed a completely new superstructure, which threatened to be delayed
to November 1755.’

In this example, the subject of drohen is einer völlig neunen Verzimmerung, which is indeed

not causing the situation introduced in the complement (in this case of a delay). Instead,

the ‘delay of a completely new superstructure’ form a core predication. This is different

from the construction in 275, in which the subject (the flame) is the cause of the lovely work

being burned.

This section has discussed the notion of evidentialization, the diachronic processwhereby

evidential markers are developed. More examples and in-depth discussions of the eviden-

tialization of copular verbs in the Germanic languages are given in the next section.

A final point I want to address here is to what extent evidentialization is linked to subjec-

tification, and evidentiality thus to subjectivity? Are these notions interlinked? The reason

for posing this question is that in all the literature on evidentiality it seems that an eviden-

tial construction also involves four components: the speaker, the described event, the event

functioning as evidence and the relation between these three elements (Jakobson 1971). As

such, evidentiality is a deictic phenomenon: a reference whose interpretation relies on ex-

tralinguistic context of the utterance, such as the speaker. This appears then to be closely

250



linked to subjectivity, which, as discussed above, refers to ‘the presence of the speaker in

the content of the discourse’ (Whitt 2010b:41). It seems, then, that evidentiality is always

linked to subjectivity: when a construction or element marks the source of information,

this source is always linked in some way to the speaker. Such evidential constructions or

markers can even be intersubjective when the source of information also makes reference to

the addressee. As Traugott (1989:49) argues: ‘subjectification involves increase in coding of

speaker attitude, whether of belief, assessment of the truth, or personal commitment to the

assertion. To put it another way […] the development of epistemic and evidential meanings

increases coding of speaker informativeness about his or her attitude’.

8.4 Grammaticalization of Germanic DPVs

In light of the discussion of the diachronic development of the SEEM-verbs in German, En-

glish and Dutch in chapter 4, this section looks into the (sparse) literature on the diachronic

development of the descriptive perception verbs in English and Dutch. No literature was

found on the diachronic development of German descriptive perception verbs.

8.4.1 English DPVs

The only overview of the diachronic development of English descriptive perception verbs

comes from Brogaard (2012), who focuses more on the synchronic aspects than on the di-

achronic. About the diachrony of the verb look, Brogaard (2012) states that it comes from

Old English locian, meaning ‘to see, to gaze’. The verb locian started to have the meaning
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‘to have a certain appearance’ around 1400. Brogaard states that locian at this point began

to occur in the positions in which the raising verb beseon ‘be seen, seem’ had previously oc-

curred. Brogaard argues that since look originated from locian and locian started to occur in

the same syntactic positions as the older beseon, one could argue that look and seem belong

to the same word class.

The other descriptive perception verbs are only discussed briefly by Brogaard. She hy-

pothesizes that the verb taste entered Old English in 1300 (perhaps meaning ‘to touch, to

handle’ from Old French taster with those meanings), and replaced the Old English verb

smack ‘taste’ around 1550. The verb sound also entered Old English in late 1300 and began

to be used with the meaning ‘appear’ around 1400. She does not state when feel and smell

entered the English language.

8.4.2 Dutch DPVs

Holierhoek (1978) discusses the diachronic development of only one descriptive perception

verb in Dutch, namely the verb klinken ‘sound’. Even though I have conducted similar

research on this verb as discussed in chapter 10, here I give an overview of Holierhoek’s

findings.

Holierhoek (1978) claims that klinken ‘sound’ meant ‘to give a clear sound, to resound’

in the Middle Ages, and notes: ‘the meaning of these verbs conveys an impression, specified

as to the physical faculty involved, and completed with an element that specifies the par-

ticular kind of impression made […] for klinken […] it is the notion ”sonority”.’ (1978:83).

Holierhoek claims that the meaning of klinken ‘to give a clear sound’ was closely associated
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with the ringing of bells in the Middle Ages. As such, klinken could also get the meaning ‘to

give information, to give a sign’, as shown in 277. However, this meaning was lost, claims

Holierhoek.

277. Den
The

clinkers
bell.chimers

die
they

clincten
called.up

wedewen
widows

ende
and

wesen.
orphans

‘The bell chimers called up the widows and orphans.’

Holierhoek states that klinken has lost this full meaning, and as a consequence its syntac-

tic possibilities have become limited, in the following way. First, the specification of the

clarity of the sound was lost. Whereas in Middle Dutch only things that could sound clear

were used as the subject of klinken (e.g. weapons, metals), over time anything that could

make a sound could appear in subject position (e.g. a voice, a scream, a howl, buzzing). As

Holierhoek (1978:88) states:

When a verb loses its full meaning, that is, when it loses specifications regarding
the kind of auditory or visual impression, then there is room for such informa-
tion to be explicitly given elsewhere in the utterance, for instance by means of
an adjective.

And this is exactly what happens in ‘later stages’ (without specifyingwhen these later stages

exactly are) as Holierhoek puts it: klinken comes to be used with an adjectival comple-

ment which specifies the sound. This is not where the semantic changes within the use of

klinken+adjective end. Holierhoek (1980) discusses the diachronic tendency, after the us-

age of the descriptive perception verbs with an adjective that specifies the sound, of these

verbs to appear with an adjective which is not necessarily linked to sound at all (see 278).

This goes hand in hand with the appearance of a subject that does not necessarily make a
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sound, as is the case of ‘the truth’ in 278. This use of klinken with an adjective that is not

necessarily linked to sound, a subject that is not necessarily making any sound and the verb

itself somewhat semantically bleached from the meaning ‘to emit sound’ is referred to by

Holierhoek (1980) as the semi-copulative usage of klinken.

278. De
The

waarheid
truth

klinkt
sounds

gauw
quickly

onwaarschijnlijk.
unlikely

‘The truth often sounds unlikely.’

Holierhoek does not discuss the time line of the diachronic development of the adjectival

complements and copular usage of klinken, nor does she provide any other discussion of

the diachronic development of the copy raising construction. It is thus difficult to give an

overview of the diachronic changes of klinken, other than that it was first used as a main

(intransitive) verb, and over time, due to the loss of its specific meaning, started to be used

with adjectives from an increasingly larger pool of adjectives as restrictions are lost.

8.5 Introduction to Middle Dutch

Middle Dutch (called Dietsch or Duutsch ‘the language of the people’ by contemporaries)

is a collective term referring to the several dialects that were spoken during 1150-1500 in

the territories that are now referred to as The Netherlands and Flanders. A process made

simpler due to the invention of printing in the 15th century (as texts could be addressed to

a wider public), Dutch started to become standardized in the 16th century, when a unified

language became necessary due to increased mobility and thus increased contact between

people.
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Middle Dutch covers five large dialect groups: Flemish, Hollandic, Brabantian, Lim-

burgish and East Middle Dutch, as shown in Figure 8.1.2 Flemish, Hollandic, Brabantian

and Limburgish (with features of Middle High German) belong to the Franconian dialects,

whereas East Middle Dutch (with features of Middle LowGerman) belongs to the Low Saxon

dialects. Finally, in what is nowadays Friesland, Old Frisian dialects were spoken. Frisian is

left out of this discussion, since it is considered a separate language.

Figure 8.1:Middle Dutch dialect groups.

As Hüning and Vogl (2009) discuss, for some texts it is extremely easy to identify the di-

alect it is written in. For instance, the dialects of local administrative and judicial documents
2Permission to reproduce this image has been granted byTheVovaNik; Rex Germanus at EnglishWikipedia

- Own work, CC BY-SA 4.0, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=44689581.
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are easily identifiable, as the place and location are given in these texts. However, this is not

the case for all texts. The location can be difficult to identify for some texts, as they show a

mixture of several dialects. There are three reasons for this mixing of dialects. First, Hüning

and Vogl (2009) explain that it could have been the result of a text being written by a scribe

that had a different dialect from the dialect in which the text was written. Secondly, in the

case of rhyming text, a possibility is that a word would be taken from another dialect in

order to preserve the rhyme of a text. Thirdly, it could have been due to the influence that

Flemish and Brabantian often had, as these dialects were at the literary and culture centre

in the 13th and 14th century. In addition to the difficulty of identifying the dialect a text is

written in, the time in which a literary text was written can be difficult to identify, as these

texts ‘are very often copies of copies of copies, [showing] archaic characteristics alongside

newer features from the same dialect; dialects too, of course, change with the passage of

time’ (Hüning and Vogl 2009:259).

It is important here to discuss the orthographic form of adverbs compared to that of

adjectives in Middle Dutch. Prescriptively, Middle Dutch adverbs and adjectives were dis-

tinguished by their endings. Even though the endings of attributive adjectives depended on

case, Van Kerckvoorde (1993:58) claims that predicate adjectives were used in uninflected

form. Adverbs, on the other hand, often appeared with a final -e: ‘many Middle Dutch ad-

verbs end in unstressed -e’ (Van Kerckvoorde 1993:160) and ‘the adverb is usually formed by

adding -e to the uninflected adjective’ (Konig and Van der Auwera 2013:77), so diep ‘deep’

> diepe ‘deeply’, lang ‘long’ > langhe ‘at length’, stil ‘quiet’ > stille ‘quietly’. However, it

appears that it is not straightforward to simply conclude that in Middle Dutch adverbs end
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in -e, whereas adjectives do not: uninflected adjectives ending in -e can also be found, as

shown by Van Kerckvoorde (1993:58) in 279.

279. Tconfoort
the.relief

is
is

cleyne.
small

‘The relief is small.’

(Rethoricale Wercken, Anthonis de Roovere, 1562)

Furthermore, the ending of an adverb was not always necessarily -e, but varied: endings in

-en or zero markings are also found. As such, it is not easy to morphologically distinguish

between an adverb or an adjective and we can therefore not conclude much from the pres-

ence or absence of the final -e. It seems that we are left with the only option to identify

adjectives and adverbs in examples based on the semantics of this element and the rest of

the sentence.

This might seem like an ungroundedway to determine whether a given item is an adverb

or adjective. However, it is the only way in which I can make an attempt at distinguishing

between adverbs and adjectives. Other studies on older varieties of the Germanic languages

show the difficulty of differentiating between adverbs and adjectives too: Fischer (2006), for

instance, discusses the Old English example in 280, and states that it is not clear whether

the element soffte (-e is part of the stem) is an adjective combining with swotnesse, or an

adverb modifying seggen. As she says: ‘The glossary of the text edition interprets it as an

adverb; the analysts of the corpus consider it an adjective’ (2006:265).
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280. bigon
begin

wið
with

swotnesse
sweetness

soffte
soft

to
to

seggen.
say

‘Begins to say softly with sweetness/with soft sweetness.’

(St. Juliana, Anonymous, ca. 1225)

8.6 Conclusion

This chapter has provided the necessary background information for the data and data anal-

ysis that will be discussed in chapters 9 and 10, respectively. This ranges from the theoret-

ical notions of grammaticalization and the semantic processes that are assumed to be part

of grammaticalization of evidential verbs (following Diewald and Smirnova 2010), such as

metaphorization and template retention, and those that I assume to be part of this process,

namely subjectification and evidentialization, to a brief overview of what we know so far of

grammaticalization in Germanic DPVs and to an introduction to Middle Dutch.
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Chapter 9

Diachronic Data

This chapter discusses the diachronic data gathered from various sources: an on-line collec-

tion of dictionaries of various stages of Dutch, and two corpus studies with the aim to fill

the gaps from the dictionary study. All corpus information is given in Table 9.1. The time

frame of this diachronic study spans from the 13th until the 20th century, focusing on the

following different varieties of Dutch:

• Early Middle Dutch (Vroeg Middelnederlands, EMiD), from 1200-1300

• Middle Dutch (Middelnederlands, MiD), from 1250-1550

• Early Modern Dutch (Vroeg Modern Nederlands, EMoD), from 1500-1800

• Modern Dutch (Modern Nederlands, MoD), from 1800-2000

Additionally, I discuss two bible translations (the 1637 translation and the 2004 translation).

Whereas the dictionary study was conducted to get an idea of the overall time line of the de-

velopment of the Dutch descriptive perception verbs, the corpus studies aimed to arrive at a
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Corpus/Title Period Genre Region Size

Dictionary

Old Dutch 1200-1300 Various Various 8954
Early Middle Dutch 1250-1550 Various Various 24929
Middle Dutch 1500-1800 Various Various 61678
(Early) Modern Dutch 1800-200 Various Various 95000

Corpus 1 - 14th Century

Spiegel historiael (tweede Partie) 1300-1325 Chronicle Zeeland/Flanders 5680
Beatrijs 1374 Chronicle Zeeland/Flanders 5964
Boek van der Wraken 1346-1351 Poem Brabant 12293
Natur en de manier van alle lieden 1351 Biology/physics Not known 2238
Der mannen ende vrouwen 1351 Verse novel Zeeland/Flanders 23193
Der leken spiegel 1325-1330 Verse novel Zeeland/Flanders 28925
Leringhe van Orinen 1351 Phyiscs/Medicine Not known 9838
Van den derden Eduwaert 1340 Poem Zeeland/Flanders 11176
Floris en de blancefloer 1340 Poem Zeeland/Flanders 25660

Corpus 1 - 17th Century

Korte en klare beschrijving van de staat 1652 Geography Not known 4219
Verwarde hof 1647/1656? Play Not known 4636
Toonneeel der noordsche landen boek I 1652 Geography Not known 10622
Singhende-klucht van Pekelharing in de kist, Izaac Vos 1699 Play Holland 2012
De verliefde Lubbert 1678 Play Holland 5975
De verwarde jalousy 1663 Play Holland 6586
Het Pascha 1612 Play Holland 20772
Letters N/A Letters Not known 51728

Corpus 2 - Gysseling

Aiol en Mirabel 1220-1240 Chronicle Brabant N/A
Alexiuslegende 1291-1300 Chronicle Zeeland/Flanders N/A
Antwerps Obituarium 1248-1271 Charters Zeeland/Flanders N/A
Boeve van Hamtone 1260-1270 Chronicle Brabant N/A
Brabantse vertaling van het Nibelungenlied 1260-1280 Poem Brabant N/A
Der Naturen Bloeme, handschrift D 1287 Verse novel Zeeland/Flanders N/A
Enaamse Codex 1290 Verse novel Zeeland/Flanders N/A
Floyris ende Blantseflur 1201-1225 Verse novel Brabant N/A
Het glossarium Bernense 1240 Word list Limburg N/A
Het Luikse diatessaron 1291-1300 Biblical texts Brabant N/A
Minnedichten uit Ter Doest 1291-1300 Poems Zeeland/Flanders N/A
Nederbergse geneeskundige recepten 1250 Medicine Brabant N/A
Nederrijns Moraalboek 1276-1300 Prose Brabant N/A
Noordlimburgse gezondheidsregels 1253 Health Brabant N/A
Roman van Perchevael 1276-1300 Verse novel Holland N/A
Plantenglossarium 1226-1225 Word list Zeeland/Flanders N/A
Van den Vos Reinaerde (G) 1260-1280 Poem Holland N/A
Reinout van Montalbaen 1276-1300 Verse novel Brabant N/A
Rijmbijbel 1285 Biblical texts Zeeland/Flanders N/A
Sente Lutgart, handschrift K 1265-1270 Verse novel Brabant N/A
Sente Servas 1200 Verse novel Limburg N/A
Sinte Kerstine 1276-1300 Verse novel Brabant N/A
Tristant 1250 Verse novel Brabant N/A
Van den bere Wisselau 1291-1300 Verse novel Brabant N/A
Wrake van Ragisel 1260-1280 Verse novel Zeeland/Flanders N/A

Corpus 2 - Travel Text and Letters

Bedevaart naar Jerusalem 1525 Travel report Holland 54853
De kroniek van Pieter Joossen Altijt Recht Hout 1570-1630 Letters Zeeland/Flanders 6188

Table 9.1: Information of all corpora
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more specific estimation of when these verbs were first used as copular verbs in Dutch. The

results of these studies suggest that the descriptive perception verbs have indeed grammat-

icalized over time from lexical verbs to copular verbs. However, exactly when this change

has happened cannot be stated with certainty, and appears to differ from verb to verb. The

bible comparison shows that the copular constructions found in the 2004 translation are not

found in the 1637 translation.

This chapter is structured as follows: First, the dictionary study is discussed, followed by

the two corpus studies. Finally, I discuss the differences found between the 2004 translation

and the 1673 translation.

9.1 Dictionary Study

9.1.1 Material

For the dictionary study, I used the on-line collection of historic dictionaries of Dutch,

called De Geïntegreerde Taalbank, which has been made available on-line by the Instituut

voor Nederlandse Lexicologie (Institute for Dutch Lexicology: http://gtb.inl.nl/). This

collection consists of the Oudnederlands Woordenboek (Old Dutch dictionary, 500-1200),

the Vroeg Middelnederlands Woordenboek (Early Middle Dutch dictionary, 1200-1300), the

Middelnederlands Woordenboek (Middle Dutch dictionary, 1250-1550) and the Woorden-

boek der Nederlandsche Taal (Dictionary of the Dutch Language, Early Modern and Mod-

ern Dutch, 1500-1976, henceforth referred to as Modern Dutch dictionary). The size of the

various dictionaries is given in Table 9.2.
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Dictionary Number of Items First Appearance
Old Dutch 8.954 2008
Early Middle Dutch 24.929 1999
Middle Dutch 61.678 1885-1929
(Early) Modern Dutch ca. 95.000 1998

Table 9.2: Corpus sizes of the four historic dictionaries.

9.1.2 Methods

The methods of this study were straightforward: I conducted an on-line search of the five

descriptive perception verbs as used in Modern Dutch and older Dutch varieties. The search

engine returned the various meanings, syntactic uses and morphological variations of these

verbs per time period.

9.1.3 Results

9.1.3.1 eruitzien

TheOld Dutch dictionary shows that zien in Old Dutch refers to the meaning ‘to experience

with the eyes’, ‘to note’, and ‘to be able to see’. The Early Middle Dutch dictionary lists

the following meanings: ‘to be able to see’, ‘to look’, ‘to give a view’, ‘to keep an eye’, ‘to

experience with the eyes’ (see 281), ‘to look up’.

281. Mar
But

segt
tell

mi
me

wat
what

ghi
you

saghet.
saw

‘But tell me what you saw.’

(Rijmbijbel, Van Maerlant, 1285)
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It is only in the Middle Dutch dictionary that the verb zien is used as eruitzien ‘look’, when

it lists that the verb can also be used with a specification of some sort of quality (see 282).1

There are three examples in which a specification of quality is present: lelic ‘ugly’, druckelic

‘depressed’, chierlike ‘elegant’. These elements appear to be adjectival, in that they comment

on the subject and not on the verb (as an adverb would do).

282. Lelic
ugly

zagen
looked

dese
these

twee.
two

‘These two looked ugly.’

(Gruuthuse-Handschrift, Anonymous, ca. 1395)

Alternatively, eruitzien ‘look’ is used comparativelywhen followed by a prepositional phrase

headed by als ‘like’ which is then followed by a noun (see 283).

283. ende
and

so
so

sach
looked

hij
he

alse
like

een
a

jachhont.
hunting.dog

‘and he looked like a hunting dog.’

(Spiegel Historiael, Van Maerlant, 1301-1325)

The Modern Dutch dictionary is the first, from the 17th century onwards, to list eruitzien as

requiring a predicative complement, usually in the form of an adjective (see 284a), and to

list the verb uitzien (missing the particle er in the search term, but not in the examples that

are given under this entry) as a verb taking a complement that specifies the impression of

the subject on the speaker (see 284b).
1Note that the verb is used in this time period without the particles er and uit, which Barron (1997) claims

are detransitivizing affixes. This is discussed in more detail in section 10.3.1.
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284. (a) Schep
Scoop

water
water

met
with

uw
your

hant,
hand,

al
even

ziet
looks

het
it

wat
somewhat

bemorst.
dirty

‘Scoop the water with your hand, even though it looks somewhat dirty.’

(Vondel, 1640)

(b) Nou
now

zieje
look.you

‘r
part

schoon
beautiful

uit.
part

‘Now you look beautiful.’

(Vechter, Angelkot, 1679)

A bit later, in the 18th, we start to find instances of eruitzien in combination with a com-

plementizer clause headed by dat ‘that’, as shown in 285a. This use is no longer found in

present-day Dutch: if a dat-complement is used, the particle ernaaruit has to be used, as

exemplified in 285b.

285. (a) het
It

ziet
looks

er
part

uit,
part

dat
that

ik
I

my
refl

moest
must

schaamen.
shame

‘It looks like I should be ashamed.’

(Historie van den Heer Willem Leevend, Wolff en Deken, 1785)

(b) het
It

ziet
looks

ernaaruit,
part,

dat
that

ik
I

mij
refl

moest
must

schamen.
shame

‘It looks like I should be ashamed.’

The first, and only, instance of a copy raised sentence (i.e. in which eruitzien is followed

by prepositional phrase headed by alsof ‘like’) dates back to 1898 and is shown in 286. As

the subject of the verb of the embedded clause is weather het ‘it’, it is not clear whether

the subject het ‘it’ of the matrix clause is the raised weather-it of the embedded clause or
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expletive het. These usages are not under discussion here, but future research could focus

on these types of complements.

286. Het
It

ziet
looks

uit,
part,

alsof
like

het
it

regenen
rain

wil.
wants

‘It looks like it wants to rain.’

(Groot Woordenboek der Nederlandsche Taal, J.H. Van Dale, 1898)

In summary, the verb eruitzienwith a predicative complement starts appearing in theMiddle

Dutch period, but really takes off from the 17th century onwards. An overview of the results

is given in Table 9.3. This table also provides information about elliptical adjectives, e.g. the

use of eruitzien (as shown in 287), or with a complement headed by als/gelijk ‘like’. Note

that in this table (and in the others presenting data from one of the dictionaries) not much

information is present on the 20th century; this is because fewer texts are included from

this century than from the preceding centuries.

287. Zie
Look

er
part

me
me

dezen
this

weg
road

eens
once

uitzien
look

met
with

al
all

die
those

omgehakte
chopped

boomen!
trees

‘Look at the bad state of this road with all the chopped down trees!’

(Kinker, 1785)

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
INTR - - - - - - - - -
+ADJ - - 3 - - 6 8 14 1
+Impl. ADJ - - - - - 1 1 1 -
+als/gelijk - - 1 - 2 5 1 6 3

Table 9.3: Results of eruitzien.
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9.1.3.2 klinken

The verb klinken ‘sound’ is not attested in the dictionaries until Early Middle Dutch. The

earliest example of the verb dates from 1285 and is given in 288. The dictionary states that

the verb klinken is used in this period as an intransitive verb with the meaning ‘to re-echo’

or ‘to resound’. Furthermore, the element clare ‘clear’ is specified by the Early Middle Dutch

dictionary to be an adverb. The verb klinken in 199a is therefore analyzed as an intransitive

verb taking an adverb.

288. Om+dat
So+that

coper
copper

clinket
sounds

clare.
clearly

‘So that copper resounds clearly.’

(Rijmbijbel, Van Maerlant, 1285)

Throughout Middle Dutch, the verb klinken is still used intransitively (see 289), both with

the meaning ‘to resound’ and, as the Middle Dutch dictionary specifies, with the additional

meaning ‘to give off a clear sound’.

289. Dye
The

pipers
flautists

pepen,
piped,

dye
the

trommen
drums

clinckden.
sounded

‘The flautists played the flute, the drums sounded.’

(Dit is Belech van Utert voer IJselsteijn, Anonymous, 1511-1520)

The verb klinken is also attested as a transitive verb in Middle Dutch, meaning ‘to chime’ or

‘to make something give off sound’. In this transitive use, the verb usually combines with

bells as direct object (see 290).2

2This transitive usage and its development lie beyond the scope of this thesis. I can only state that this
usage is not (frequently) attested in Modern Dutch.
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290. Bij
With

nachtridders
nightsylphs

ende
and

bij
with

avondtroncken,
eveninggosts,

die
who

achter
behind

den
the

hove
court

de
the

belle
bells

cloncken.
chimed

‘At nightsylphs and at evening ghosts, who chimed the bell behind the court.’

(Een Ghenouchelicke Clute van Nu Noch, Anonymous, 1545-1570)

In Middle Dutch, a few more instances are found of specifying elements: twice lude ‘loudly’

is found, and three times a complement headed by als(e) ‘like’. In this time period, lude

‘loudly’ is taken to be an adverb, as most examples of klinken are intransitive, suggesting

that the specifying element is merely an adjunct. Furthermore, lude ‘loudly’ has the poten-

tial to comment on the way in which something sounds, i.e. to be used adverbially.

In the EarlyModern andModern Dutch period, klinken starts to be usedwith a ‘specifica-

tion of a quality’. Even though it is not clear from the dictionary whether this specification

is an adverb or adjective, the examples (except the two examples that contain wel ‘well’ in

the 16th century) suggest that the specifying element is an adjective, often specifying an

aspect of the subject rather than of the verb, as for instance exemplified in 291. From the

18th century onwards especially, the elements following klinken are evaluative in nature,

e.g. pedantsch ‘pedantic’ and fraay ‘nice’, suggesting that these are commenting on the

subject and not on the way in which the verb is acted out. However, it is very difficult to

say with certainty which elements are adverbial and which are adjective. For now, I have

analyzed all the postverbal elements listed under ‘specification of the quality’ as adjectival

(except for wel ‘well’), suggesting that the verb klinken is here used as a copular verb.
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291. Ik
I

ontveinze
disguise

mij
REFL

echter
however

niet
not

dat
that

het
the

voorstel
proposal

eenigzins
somewhat

vreemd
strange

klinken
sound

zal.
will

‘I do not disguise however that the proposal will sound somewhat strange.’

(Ambtsbrieven van A.R. Falck, 1824)

In summary, the verb klinken is hypothesized to have been first used as an intransitive verb,

before it started to be used copulatively, however when this transition took place is not clear.

An overview of the results is given in Table 9.4.

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
INTR/ADV - 1 2 2 15 11 8 20 10
+ADJ - - - - - 3 2 15 8
+ Impl. ADJ - - - - - - - - -
+als/gelijk - - 1 - 1 4 3 14 2

Table 9.4: Results of klinken.

9.1.3.3 voelen

The verb voelen ‘feel’ is found in the Early Middle Dutch dictionary, under the form ghevoe-

len, but here it only refers to the cognitive perception verb and active perception verb (see

292 for the cognitive usage), not the descriptive (copular) sense of the verb.

292. so
so

en
NEG

gevueld
feels

hi
he

noch
nor

siecheit
sickness

noch
nor

seer.
pain

‘So he feels neither sickness nor pain.’

(Sente Lutgart (A), Willem van Affligem, 1265-1270)

The Middle Dutch dictionary does not give attestations of the copular use either, and lists

the meanings of voelen as: ‘to feel (intransitive and transitive)’ and ‘to have an opinion
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or feeling’. It is the Modern Dutch dictionary in which the copular use is found. It states

that voelen can be used as ‘to feel/to experience’ with a predicative complement, but this

usage is said to be found only in literary genres. An example is given in 293. Furthermore,

the dictionary states that this verb can be used with a stimulus as subject and a predicative

quality. An example is given in 294, without date (but the style suggests 20th century Dutch).

The fact that the examples date from the 20th century does of course notmean copular voelen

was not used earlier than that. However, no earlier instances were found.

293. Ie
He

slikte
swallowed

zwaar,
heavily,

z’n
his

keel
throat

voelde
felt

droog.
dry

‘He swallowed heavily, his throat felt dry.’

(Menschen uit ‘n Stil Stadje, A. Smeding-Van Wijhe, 1920)

294. Het
It

voelt
feels

zacht,
soft,

week,
weak,

koud,
cold,

ruw.
raw.

Zijn
His

wangen
cheeks

voelden
felt

warm.
warm.

‘It feels soft, weak, cold, raw. His cheeks felt warm.’

(No source given)

In summary, the verb voelen appears to have been used first in the cognitive and active sense,

only to be used later in the descriptive sense in combination with a predicative complement.

As such, its development appears to be similar to that of eruitzien. The results of this search

are given in Table 9.5.

9.1.3.4 ruiken

The dictionary states that the descriptive perception verb ruiken ‘smell’ has developed from

the Old Dutch verb riekan meaning ‘to spread smoke’. This meaning was extended (it is
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12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
INTR - - - - - - - - -
+ADJ - - - - - - - - 2
+Impl. ADJ - - - - - - - - -
+als/gelijk - - - - - - - - -

Table 9.5: Results of voelen.

unclear whether this happened already in the Old Dutch period or only later, in the Early

Middle Dutch period) to mean ‘to give off a smell’. This intransitive usage (as it is labelled in

the Early Middle Dutch and Middle Dutch dictionary) is listed in addition to the meanings

‘to use the sense of smell’ and ‘to smell something’. The EarlyMiddle Dutch dictionary states

that the meaning ‘to give off a smell’ appeared in combination with adverbs indicating the

quality of the smell. All the examples given in the Early Middle Dutch dictionary appear in

combination with either sute/soet ‘sweet’ (see 295) or wel ‘well’ in 296.

295. Wel
Surely

menech
many

crut
spice

dat
that

sute
pleasantly

roec.
smelled

‘Surely many spices that gave off a smell in a pleasant way.’

(Sente Lutgart (K), Willem van Affligem, 1265-1270)

296. ende
and

dat
that

rieket
smells

vtermaten
extremely

wel.
well

‘And that gives off a smell in a good way.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

Even though all examples of sute/soete ‘sweet’ in this dictionary end in final -e, which sug-

gests that these are adverbs based on the prescriptive rule stating that adverbs are marked
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by final -e, the Early Middle Dutch andMiddle Dutch dictionaries list soete as an adjective as

well, indicating that this is the uninflected form of the adjective. For instance, we can find

examples of soete ending in final -e that function as adjective complements of the copula zijn

‘to be’: Hi was soete ende goedertiere ‘He was sweet and kind’ (Stoke VI, 1268). However,

since the dictionary states that the specifying elements that occur with ruiken are adverbs

and since the other examples in this dictionary show the use of ruiken with wel ‘well’ (see

296), which is an adverb, I analyze this use of ruiken in Early Middle Dutch as intransitive

and analyze sute/soete in these examples as an adverb. Sute/soete ‘sweet’ as an adverb has

the meaning ‘pleasantly’ or ‘in a pleasant way’. As such, this adverb in combination with

the verb ruiken ‘to give off a smell’, is to be interpreted as: ‘to give off a smell in a pleasant

way’.

On a side note, the Early Middle Dutch dictionary shows that ruiken can also be followed

by a comparative clause headed by the prepositions als(e) ‘like’ or na ‘of’, shown in 297 and

298, respectively.

297. sijn
his

drec
feces

rieket
smell

als
like

muscheliaet.
musk

‘His faeces smell like musk.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

298. het
It

rieket
smells

na
of

canels
cinnamon’s

nature.
nature

‘It smells of the nature of cinnamon.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)
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Still, the Middle Dutch dictionary mentions that it was common for ruiken to appear with

adverbs specifying the quality of the smell (see 299). Again, most of the examples from

the Middle Dutch time have the adverb wel ‘well’ or soet(e) ‘sweet/sweetly’, which is again

analyzed as an adverb.3

299. Een
A

rooc
smell

die
that

stanc
smelled

ende
and

herde
very

qualike
bad

rooc.
smelled

‘A smell that smelled and gave off a very bad smell.’

(Lancelot, Lodewijk van Velthem, 1301-1400)

The Middle Dutch dictionary mentions that the verb ruiken with the meaning ‘to give off

a smell’ was usually used to mean ‘to give off a good/pleasant smell’ (and was on some

occasions used to mean ‘to give off a bad smell’). These uses are analyzed as the verb ruiken

containing an elliptical adjective. However, if ruiken is indeed an intransitive verb in this

time period, it would be expected that it could be used without a specifying element. Even

though most examples given in the Middle Dutch dictionary contain a modifying adverb,

there are examples of this verb without (see 300, 301 and 302).

300. Twee
two

minnen
women

…
…

die
they

rieken
smell

boven
above

alre
all

sake.
things

‘Two women… they give off a pleasant smell above all.’

(Hooglied, Anonymous, 1340-1360)

3In one example from the 15th century, goet ‘good’ is used. According to the dictionary goet can be clas-
sified as an adverb, and states that hoewel het bijw. van goet is wel, zoo komt toch ook goet in enkele uitdr. als
bijw. voor ‘Even though wel is the adverb of goed, in some instances we find goed as adverb’. I will classify
this example as either an adverb or an adjective, as this is not clear.
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301. dat
that

dede
did

die
the

here
man

om
because

die
he

dinc
thought

dat
that

hi
he

rieken
smell

niet
not

en
neg

soude.
would

‘that is what the man did because he thought that he would not give off a bad smell.’

(Alexanders Geesten, Van Maerlant, 1390-1410)

302. Die
The

Percen
Persians

hadden
had

verloren
lost

vele
many

meer
more

liede
people

dan
than

die
the

Grieken,
Greeks,

so
so

dat
that

die
the

lucht
air

begonde
began.to

rieken.
smell

‘The Persians had lost much more people than the Greeks, so that the air began to
give off a bad smell.’

(Alexanders Geesten, Van Maerlant, 1390-1410)

The use of the verb ruiken in combination with a comparative clause headed by als ‘like’

(see 303) or the prepositions naar ‘of’ or van ‘of’ are also still present in this time.

303. Haer
Her

adem
breath

rooc
smelled

als
of

galigaen.
sawgrass

‘Her breath smelled of sawgrass.’

(Ferguut, 1340-1350)

It is only in the Modern Dutch dictionary that the verb ruiken is said to be used with the

specification of a certain quality, leaving it unspecified whether this element can only be

an adverb as mentioned in the two previous dictionaries. In fact, some of the postverbal

elements in the examples given in this dictionary have a meaning that makes it unlikely

that they say anything about the verb. An example is 304, in which heilzaem ‘beneficial’

and gezont ‘healthy’ are not easily interpretable as adverbs of manner, but are much likely

saying something about the subject de lucht ‘the air’. Furthermore, in this dictionary we
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find, for the first time, ruiken in combination with specifying elements that are not typically

used to describe smells. An example is given in 305, in which bourgeois is not often used

in reference to smells. In those few cases, the verb is probably used in a copulative way. It

is also in Modern Dutch that evaluative postverbal elements are used, e.g. vies ‘disgusting’

and lekker ‘tasty’, which suggest an adjectival analysis.

304. De
the

lucht
air

van
of

kruit
herb

en
and

bloem
flower

rieckt
smells

heilzaem
beneficial

en
and

gezont.
healthy

‘The air of herbs and flowers smells beneficial and healthy.’

(De Werken van Vondel 10, Vondel, 1664)

305. Nu
Now

en
and

dan
then

(ontsnapten
(escaped

haar)
her)

wel eens
once

uitdrukkingen,
expressions,

die
that

geweldig
terribly

burgerlijk
bourgeois

riekten.
smelled

‘Every now and then expressions (escaped her), that smelled terribly bourgeois.’

(De Lotgevallen van Klaasje Zevenster, Van Lennep, 1865)

In the Modern Dutch dictionary, the intransitive use of descriptive ruiken is listed as having

two (opposite) meanings: it is either used as ‘to smell pleasant’ (also found in Middle Dutch)

or as ‘to smell bad’ (found in Middle Dutch with the particle op). Only the latter implied

adjectival meaning has survived to present-day Dutch.

In summary, ruiken appears to have developed similarly to klinken: from an intransitive

verb that is not part of the perception verb paradigm to a copular descriptive perception

verb, in which it appears with an adjective that comments on the subject rather than on the

verb. Furthermore, ruiken has undergone a lexical semantic shift, in which it has bleached
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its original meaning ‘to give off a (good/bad) smell’ to mean ‘to smell’. The results of this

search are given in Table 9.6.

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
INTR - 9 12 9 0 3 0 3 0
+ ADJ - - - - 5 11 4 9 4
+Impl. ADJ - - 3 1 1 9 4 5 1
+als/gelijk - 2 1 1 - 1 - - -

Table 9.6: Results of ruiken.

9.1.3.5 smaken

The verb smaken ‘taste’ presents a less clear developmental path than the verbs discussed

so far. As shown above, eruitzien and voelen appear to have followed a similar developmen-

tal path from a cognitive/active perception verb to a descriptive perception verb, whereas

klinken and ruiken have developed from verbs that are not perception verbs, and that have

become copular verbs after semantic bleaching. The dictionary entries for smaken, however,

do not show the same path of development as for the other verbs. Rather, the dictionaries

- from the Early Middle Dutch dictionary onwards - list smaken as having the meaning

(among others) ‘to have a certain taste’. This suggests a descriptive, i.e. copulative, use of

the verb. However, none of the entries in any of the dictionaries for the verb smaken clearly

state that this verb can be used descriptively with an adjective.

In the Early Middle Dutch dictionary, we find, among others, the following examples of

the verb smaken being used with a specifying element:
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306. Sijn
Its

saet
seed

jof
or

sijn
his

puluer
powder

ghestroit
sprinkled

in
in

spise
dish

doetse
makes.them

smaken
taste

met
with

goeder
good

wise.
way

‘Its seed or its powder sprinkled in dishes makes them taste in a good way.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

307. (Elanden)
(Elks)

ebben
have

uleesch
meat

dat
that

sere
very

wel
well

smaect.
tastes

‘(Elks) have meat that tastes very good.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

308. Daer
There

sijn
are

gerechtet
prepared

die
those

pulmente
mashes

Die
that

anders
differently

smaken.
taste

‘There are prepared mashes that taste differently.’

(Sente Lutgart (K), Van Affligem, 1265-1270)

These elements appear to be more like adverbs than adjectives. First of all, the phrase met

goeder wise ‘in a good way’ in 306 modifies the verb rather than saying anything about the

subject. Additionally, wel ‘well’ in 307 is an adverb, its adjectival equivalent would be goed

‘good’. The last example, 308, contains anders ‘differently’, which is specified by the Early

Middle Dutch dictionary to be an adverb.

The Middle Dutch dictionary also shows a combination of examples with clear adverbs

(i.e. wel ‘well’ and bet ‘better’ as in 309) and examples in which the status of the postver-

bal element is not clear. For instance, in 310 the element soet may look like an adjective.

However, if we look closely, this line appears to be rhyming with the sentence following it,

276



i.e. soet with bloet. As such, the fact that soet appears without final -e could be the result of

rhyming restrictions.

309. Wetti
Know.you

niet
not

dat
that

muse
mice

smaken
taste

bet
better

dan
than

enich
any

venisoen?
venison

‘Don’t you know that mice taste better than venison?’

(Van den Vos Reynaerde, Willem, 1401-1410)

310. Die
Those

beenre
bones

smaken
taste

so
so

soet,
sweet,

want
because

het
it

is
is

half
half

morch
marrow

ende
and

bloet.
blood

‘Those bones taste so sweet, because it is half marrow and blood.’

(Van den Vos Reynaerde, Willem, 1401-1410)

The Early Modern and Modern Dutch examples suggest a more copulative use of smaken,

and examples with clear adverbs like wel ‘well’, for instance, are no longer found. Rather,

the postverbal elements appear to say something about the subject rather than the verb.

Take for instance 311, in which suikerachtig ‘sugary’ most likely says something about the

juice rather than the verb.

311. Het
The

sap
juice

[…] is
is

nu
now

helder,
clear,

groenachtig
greenish

graauw,
grey,

schuimig,
foamy,

smaakt
tastes

zuiver
pure,

suikerachtig
sugary

en
and

riekt
smells

aangenaam.
pleasant

‘The juice […] is now clear, greenish grey, foamy, tastes purely sugary and smells
pleasant.’

(Nederlandsch Handelsagazijn, Anonymous, 1843)

The verb smaken, then, appears to have always (i.e. from its first attestation onwards)been

used with a certain quality. Whether this specifying element is an adverb or adjective is not
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always clear, and therefore no conclusive remarks can be made about the first copulative

use of this verb. Future research should look into the historical development of this verb.

The preliminary results of this search are given in Table 9.7.

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
INTR - 2 1 7 3 2 3 - -
+ADJ - - - 1 3 2 - 2 2
+Impl. ADJ - 1 7 2 3 1 3 2 -
+als/gelijk - - - - - - - - -

Table 9.7: Results of smaken.

9.1.4 Conclusion

Thedictionary study provides uswith the following results, summarized in Table 9.8: eruitzien

appears to have already been present as a copulative verb in Middle Dutch, whereas klinken,

ruiken, smaken are said to function as copular verbs from at least the Early Modern Dutch

period onwards. The examples of voelen as a copular verb date to the Modern Dutch period,

and it is unknown whether this verb was used already as a copular verb in the Early Modern

Dutch period (like the other four verbs). The verbs ruiken and smaken are possibly already

used as copular verbs earlier than the Early Modern period.

Verb Dictionary
eruitzien MiD
klinken EMoD
voelen MoD
ruiken EMoD
smaken EMoD

Table 9.8: First attestations of DPVs as copular verbs in the Dutch dictionaries.
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After the dictionary study two follow-up corpus studies were conducted, here referred to as

Corpus Study 1 and Corpus Study 2. These were conducted in order to confirm the findings

from the dictionary study and to arrive at a more exact time line of when the five verbs

started to be copular verbs.

9.2 Corpus Study 1

9.2.1 Material

Corpus Study 1 focused on two centuries: the 14th and the 17th century. Based on the

findings of the dictionary study, I wanted to concentrate on the 17th century to test the

hypothesis that eruitzien, klinken, ruiken and smaken were at this point copular verbs, and

to see whether voelen was also used in a copulative manner in the 17th century already.

Furthermore, I wanted to get a better idea of how ruiken and smaken were used in Middle

Dutch and whether klinken was potentially already used as copular verbs in this period.

Since there are no century-specific corpora available for Dutch from these periods, two

corpora were specially created for the purpose of this study: a 14th century corpus and a

17th century corpus.4

These two corpora in Corpus Study 1 consisted of a collections of texts from the 14th and

the 17th century. In the creation of these corpora several factors were considered, in order

to ensure a balanced corpus of texts to work with. These factors were 1) text type, 2) year
4Even though Coussé’s Compilation Corpus Historical Dutch (2010) can be split into individual centuries,

the texts in her corpus are not appropriate for my research, as they are very formal. Since the descriptive
perception verbs are rather informal and subjective in nature, no instances of the descriptive perception verbs
were found in these texts.
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in which the text was written, as I aimed for a balanced sample of texts evenly spread over

the centuries, and 3) the variety of Dutch that was used. The two corpora were composed in

such a way that they consisted only of informal texts such as poems, prose, drama, letters,

and other texts that are descriptive in nature. For those texts of which the author is known,

the areas that the authors are from are (West-)Flanders, Brabant, and Holland.5

For the 14th century, I used nine texts from the Digitale Bibliotheek voor de Nederlandse

Letteren (Digital Library for the Dutch Humanities). These texts consisted of four didactic

poems, one religious poem, two unspecified poems, two stories and one text on biology. The

materials from this century combined consist of 124,967 words.

For the 17th century, I used three texts from Digitale Bibliotheek voor de Nederlandse

Letteren, consisting of two descriptive texts on geography and one play. Furthermore, I used

heroine poems from the heroine poem database from the University of Leiden, consisting

of around 100 heroine poems. Heroine poems are a literary genre that originated in the

Classics, based on the Heroides by Ovid. This genre grew to be very popular in Europe

in the late Middle Ages, and is characterized by love letters (in poetic form) whose writers

pretend to be famous historical characters who write to their lovers. An additional source

was Ceneton (Census Nederlands Toneel, Census Dutch Theatre), from the University of

Leiden, which contains 12,000 plays from 1500 to 1800. The materials from this century

combined consist of 106,550 words.
5The 14th century corpus was not large enough for me to be very critical regarding the three factors listed

above. These factors were considered but it could not be ensured that only one genre or one variety was used
in the texts.
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9.2.2 Methods

In order to analyze the corpus material of Corpus Study 1 and the travel texts and letters in

Corpus Study 2 I extracted all the occurrences of the verbs eruitzien, klinken, voelen, ruiken

and smaken from these texts. This was done by using the concordance program AdTAT (the

Adelaide Text Analysis Tool, freely available as download from the website of the University

of Adelaide), which allows searches of specific terms in uploaded texts, and is therefore

perfect for searching specific lexical items.

In my search, I looked for the verb root of each verb in the present, simple past and

past participle forms, as shown in Table 9.9. Furthermore, I included alternative and older

spellings of the verbs based on the dictionaries used, which are also included in Table 9.9.

Subsequently, the results were investigated manually, tallying the uses of the descriptive

perception verbs and calculating within this set the instances of descriptive perception verbs

used copulatively, i.e. with a predicative complement.

9.2.3 Results, Corpus Study 1: 14th Century

9.2.3.1 eruitzien

No copular usages of the verb eruitzien were found.

9.2.3.2 klinken

One instance of klinken was found, in which it appears in combination with the element

lud ‘loud’, as shown in 312. The Middle Dutch dictionary states that the adverb ‘loudly’ is
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Target Terms Search Terms
eruitzien zie, ziet, zien

zag, zagen
gezien
sie, sag

klinken klink, klinkt, klinken
klonk, klonken
geklonken
clinck, clink, clonk, clonck

voelen voel, voelt, voelen
voelde, voelden
gevoeld

ruiken ruik, ruikt, ruiken
rook, roken
geroken
ruic, rooc, roc

smaken smaak, smaakt, smaken
smaakte, smaakten
gesmaakt
smak, smaek, smaeck

Table 9.9: Target terms and search terms in the present, past and past participle tense, and alternative spellings.
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usually spelled lude, luut or ludt, and that the adjectival form ‘loud’ is luut or luud. The

dictionary is therefore not very helpful in determining whether we are dealing here with an

adverb or an adjective. However, if we look at the interpretation of the sentence in 312, this

would suggest that lud is an adverb: in order for ‘one to hear’ something,‘it’ has to sound in

a loud manner. Under this analysis, lud ‘loudly’ modifies the verb clinct ‘sounds’.

312. Soe
So

clinct
sounds.it

lud
loud/loudly

dat
that

ment
one

verstaen.
hear

‘This is how it sounds loudly so that one can hear.’

(Leven van Sint Trudo, Anonymous, 1390-1410)

9.2.3.3 voelen

No instances of copular voelen were found.

9.2.3.4 ruiken

Two instances were found of the verb ruiken, both in combination with a specifying element:

namely with suete (see 313) and with soete ‘sweet’ (see 314). As discussed before, since

suete/soete is found both as the inflected adjectival form and the adverb, I cannot determine

with certainty the categorial status of these elements.6

313. Die
That

scone
beautiful

waren
were

ende
and

suete
sweet

roken.
smelled

‘Which were beautiful and smelled sweet/sweetly.’

(Beatrijs, Anonymous, 14th century)
6The element scone ‘beautiful’ is here the adjectival complement of the copular verb waren ‘were’, the final

-e is part of the uninflected adjectival form.
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314. die
that

so
so

soete
sweet

roec.
smelled

‘That smelled so sweet/sweetly.’

(Floris ende Blanefloer, Diederik van Assenede,1340)

9.2.3.5 smaken

Finally, this corpus shows one instance of the verb smaken in combination with the adverb

wel ‘well’ (see 315).

315. Al
Even

smaect
tastes

wel
well

der
of.the

weerelt
world

raten.
sweet.things

‘Even though the sweet things of the world taste well.’

(Wapene Rogier, Jan de Weert, 1350-1400)

9.2.3.6 Conclusion: 14th Century

In conclusion, very few instances of the descriptive perception verbs in combination with

specifying elements were found in the 14th century corpus. Of the four examples found,

two are most likely adverbs (those appearing with smaken and klinken). I cannot definitely

conclude whether the two specifying elements appearing in combination with ruiken are

adverbs or adjectives. All these findings are roughly in line with the findings from the

dictionary study: the dictionary study shows that ruiken is potentially already used as a

copular verb in the Middle Dutch period, and a similar conclusion is made based on the

14th century corpus. Even though the dictionary study suggests that eruitzien was already

used in a copulative way in the 14th century, this is not confirmed by this 14th century

corpus study. Finally, the dictionary study indicates that klinken and voelen were not used
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as copular verbs until the Early Modern Dutch period, which is consistent with the findings

of this corpus study. The first copular use of the verb smaken is not clear from the dictionary,

and could have occurred in the Middle Dutch or Early Modern Dutch period. The corpus

study does not shed new light on this matter.

9.2.4 Results, Corpus Study 1: 17th Century

9.2.4.1 eruitzien

The 17th century gives a few more results, but these are also not very conclusive. The

verb eruitzien ‘look’ is found twice with a comparative complement. One is als schurft ‘like

scabies’ as in 316 and the other is a combination of an adjective zo swart ‘as black’ with a

comparative complement als een moeriaan ‘as a moor’ (see 317). The complements in both

examples are predicative, which point to the copulative nature of this verb in this period.

316. En
And

‘t
it

zou
would

‘er
part

als
like

schurft
scabies

uitzien.
look

‘And it would look like scabies.’

(De Verliefde Lubbert, Joost Pluimer, 1678)

317. je
you

ziet
look

zo
as

swart
black

als
as

een
a

moeriaan.
moor

‘You look as black as a moor.’

(De Verliefde Lubbert, Joost Pluimer, 1678)
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9.2.4.2 klinken

The verb klinken ‘sound’ appears three times with a specifying element, namely with zoet

‘pleasant’, bedroeft ‘sad’, hoog/laag ‘high/low’. None of these have clear adverbial or adjec-

tival endings. The semantics also does not give away much: both an entity and a manner

of emanation can be pleasant or sad. However, qualities like high and low are probably said

about the manner of the emanation of sound (i.e. are adverbial).

318. Hoe
How

zal
will

dan
than

met
with

gheneught
pleasure

Den
the

Donder
thunder

van
of

dees
this

stem
voice

zoet
pleasant

in
in

u
your

ooren
ears

klincken.
sound?

‘How will the thunder of this voice sound pleasant in your ears with pleasure?’

(Het Pascha, Vondel, 1636)

319. Dat
Which

zoons
sons

en
and

neven
nephews

zal
will

bedroeft
sad

in
in

d’ooren
the.ears

klinken.
sound

‘Which will sound sad in the ears for sons and nephews.’

(Dichtlievende Uitspanningen, Mauricius, 1710)

320. indien
In.case

de
the

stof
material

te
too

laag
low

of
or

hoog
high

klinkt
sounds

op
on

de
the

snaaren.
strings

‘In case the material sounds too low or high on the strings.’

(Dichtlievende Uitspanningen, Mauricius, 1710)

9.2.4.3 voelen

No copular instances were found of the verb voelen ‘feel’.
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9.2.4.4 ruiken

One instance of the verb ruiken ‘smell’ with a specifying element is found, namely geurigh

‘good smelling’ as shown in 321. If we take this element to be an adverb, the interpretation

would be ‘giving off a smell in a certain manner’, with that manner being ‘good-smelling’.

However, the subject of the verb is ’t hol ‘the hole’, which is non-agentive and cannot actively

give off a smell in a certain manner (unlike entities such as smoke, fire or plants). It is,

therefore more likely that the specifying element is an adjective, saying something about

the subject rather than the verb.

321. Een
A

lent,
bouquet,

waer
where

naer
to

al
all

‘t
the

hol
hole

noch
still

even
even

geurigh
good.smelling

ruickt.
smells

‘A bouquet, of which the entire hole still smells of in a nice way.’

(Brieven der Heilige Maeghden, Martelaressen, Vondel, 1642)

9.2.4.5 smaken

Lastly, there is one instance of the verb smaken with a postverbal specifying element, as

shown in 322. I analyze this element, grof ‘coarse/rude’, as being an adjective. This is based

on the entry for grof in the Middle Dutch dictionary, which states that it can mean ‘simple’

when used as an adjective. This sentence is from a text by Vondel, in which the simple life

of a shepherd is seen as being better than the luxurious life at the royal court. This makes

it seem more likely that in this sentence grof is meant to mean ‘simple’, rather than the

meanings of the adverb, i.e. ‘thick’, ‘coarse’, ‘rough’ or ‘rude’.
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322. Veel
Much

gragher
rather

uut
out

myn
my

mael
shepherd’s.bag

smaeckt
tastes

dese
this

spijse
meal

grof.
simple

‘Much rather, this meal from my shepherd’s bag tastes simple.’

(Het Pascha, Vondel, 1612)

9.2.4.6 Conclusion: 17th Century

In conclusion, the 17th century examples provide us with a number of adverbial/adjectival

elements. Some of them are analyzed as predicative, namely those in combination with

eruitzien, ruiken and smaken, a few are analyzed as adverbs (those appearing with klinken),

and some could be analyzed as either adverb or adjective (those appearing with klinken).

The 17th century corpus study thus shows that eruitzien, ruiken and smaken are found in

combination with predicative complements in this time period. The dictionary study sug-

gested that klinken, voelen and smaken were starting to be used as copular verbs in Early

Modern Dutch times. The corpus study confirms this for klinken. However, no copular uses

were found for voelen or smaken in this corpus.

9.2.5 Conclusion

Corpus Study 1 confirms the presence of copular klinken, ruiken and smaken in EarlyModern

Dutch. This is shown in Table 9.10.
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Verb Dictionary Corpus 1
eruitzien MiD EMoD
klinken EMoD EMoD
voelen MoD -
ruiken EMoD EMoD
smaken EMoD EMoD

Table 9.10: First attestations DPVs as copular verbs in dictionaries and corpora.

9.3 Corpus Study 2

9.3.1 Material

Corpus Study 2 looked at the Corpus Gysseling, an on-line collection of 25 texts from before

1300. The size of this corpus is not specified. Example of the search engine and what the

results page looks like is given in Figures ⁇ and ⁇. This corpus was investigated in order

to see whether eruitzien, ruiken and smaken were already attested as copular verbs in Early

Middle Dutch.

Furthermore, I searched two other texts (with a combined word count of 61,041) in an

attempt to arrive at a more precise estimation of the first occurrences of klinken and voelen

as copular verbs; after the dictionary study and Corpus Study 1 suggested that these verbs

were first found as copular verbs in Early Modern Dutch. I investigated two corpora: one

corpus consisting of stories of travel (circa 1525) and one corpus consisting of letters (from

between 1570-1630).

9.3.2 Methods

The same methods were used as in corpus study 1.
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9.3.3 Results Corpus Gysseling

9.3.3.1 eruitzien

No instances of the verb eruitzien were found in this corpus.

9.3.3.2 ruiken

A number of examples were found of the verb ruiken in combination with a complement

(ignoring the cognitive and active perception uses of this verb), however mostly had already

been covered by the Early Middle Dutch dictionary. The only new example is the following,

in which ruiken appears with the specifying element soete.

323. Ende
And

myrre
myrrh

dar
there

toe
to

die
that

soete
sweet

roc.
smelled

‘And myrrh that smelled sweet.’

(Rijmbijbel, Van Maerlant, 1285)

9.3.3.3 smaken

In addition, since it is not clear from the dictionary study or the Corpus Study 1 when

copularsmaken first occurred, I also searched for copular instances of smaken in this Early

Middle Dutch corpus.7 Interestingly, I found examples of smaken in combination with

the same three complements as I did for ruiken: complements headed by na ‘of’ (see 324)

(one instance), by wel/beter/best ‘well/better/best’ (see 325) (three instances) and by soete

7The verbs klinken and voelen were also searched for in this corpus, but did not give any hits.
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‘sweet/pleasant’ (see 326) (two instances). Furthermore, smaken was found in combination

with soechte ‘sweet’, and with alst ware ‘as if it were’ (see 327).

324. dat
that

sijn
his

start
tail

smaket
tastes

na
of

vissce.
fish

‘That his tail tastes of fish.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

325. was
was

sueter
sweeter

dan
than

enech
any

honech
honey

ende
and

smacte
tasted

bat.
better

‘Was sweeter than any honey and tasted better.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

326. dat
dat

hem
him

die
the

woert
mallard

so
so

soete
sweet/pleasant

smaken.
taste

‘That the mallard tastes so sweet/pleasant to him.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

327. sijn
his

ulesch
meat

smaket
tastes

alst
as.it

ware
were

.i.
a

hase
hare

‘His meat tastes as if it were a hare.’

(Der Naturen Bloeme (D), Van Maerlant, 1287)

It is not clear from these examples whether ruiken and smaken were already used as copular

verbs in Early Middle Dutch.

9.3.4 Results Travel Texts and Letters

No examples of copular uses of the five verbs were found in these texts.
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9.3.5 Conclusion

Corpus Study 2 shows no new insights for eruitzien, ruiken or smaken. This is added to the

overview of first attestations, given in Table 9.11.

Verb Dictionary Corpus 1 Corpus 2
eruitzien MiD EMoD -
klinken EMoD EMoD -
voelen MoD - -
ruiken EMoD EMoD -
smaken EMoD EMoD -

Table 9.11: First attestations of DPVs as copular verbs in dictionaries and corpora.

9.4 Alternatives to the Copular Construction

9.4.1 Material

A third study consisted of the comparison of two bibles: the Nieuwe Bijbelvertaling (the new

bible translation) and the Statenvertaling (the State Translation). The Nieuwe Bijbelvertaling

is made available online by the Nederlands Bijbelgenootschap (Dutch Bible Association) and

was first published in 2004. The Statenvertaling is the first bible translation into Dutch, or-

dered by the government of the Protestant Dutch Republic, and was first published in 1637.

Scans and transcriptions of this 1637 translation are made available by the Dutch Bible Asso-

ciation. Both versions are translations from the original Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic into

Dutch. The aims of the two bible translations differ: for the 1637 translation, the synod of

Dort, who had decided to create a unified bible translation, proposed the following (contra-

dictory) guidelines: the 1637 translation was to reflect the original texts, while retaining the
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characteristics of Dutch and while following existing bible translations (which were trans-

lations of translations). Van der Sijs (2005) shows that the result of these guidelines was a

translation that contained many hebraisms and graecisms, but also archaic uses of Dutch

(e.g. case marking and double negation) that reflect Middle Dutch more than the use of

Dutch found in the 17th century (Van der Sijs 2014). The 2004 translation, however, had as

its aim to reflect the target language, i.e. present-day Dutch, in order to arrive at a text that

is clear and easy to understand, and as such not to hinder the accessibility of the bible due

to difficult or unnatural language.

The aim of this study was to discover what constructions were used in the 1637 transla-

tion in verses that contained descriptive perception verbs in the contemporary translation.

If no descriptive perception verbs are found in the 1637 translation, even though they are

found in the 2004 translation, it is interesting to see whether other constructions or verbs

are used instead of the descriptive perception verbs. If so, this might provide some more

precise insights into the emergence of descriptive perception verbs (e.g. which verbs or con-

structions did the descriptive perception replace?) and into the emergence of copular verbs

in general (e.g. do copular verbs always come to replace similar verbs or constructions?). If

the descriptive perception verbs that are present in the 2004 translation are also present in

the 1637 translation, it is interesting to see whether all the descriptive perception verbs are

already present, or just a subset of the five verbs.
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9.4.2 Methods

The methods of this study were simple: first, various forms of the verbs under discussion

were searched in the 2004 translation. The various forms consisted of singular and plural

forms and present and past forms. For the verb eruitzien ‘look’, several searches were con-

ducted in order to account for various possible combinations of the particles er and uit with

the verb zien: er uitzien, er uit zien, eruit zien are all possible spellings, and all are frequently

attested in present-day Dutch writing as Dutch speakers find the spelling of such particle

verbs confusing.

All verses that contained these forms were then scrutinized to detect those instances in

which these verbs were used as copular verbs. These instances were then compared to the

same verses in the 1637 translation, in order to see whether the same verb and construction

was used in the 1637 translation.

9.4.3 Results

In this comparison, 66 instances of copular uses were found in the 2004 translation, none

of which are found in the 1637 translation, the breakdown is shown in Table 9.12. Below,

both the results per verb and the strategies used in the 1637 translation to convey the same

meaning as the copular constructions of the 2004 translations are discussed.
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Verb 2004 Translation 1637 Translation

eruitzien 37 0
klinken 19 0
voelen 1 0
ruiken 0 0
smaken 9 0

Total 66 0

Table 9.12: Findings comparing copular constructions in the 2004 translation to constructions found in the 1637 translation.

Note that the 2004 copular examples are not always stereotypical in that some appear with

an als-complement, instead of an adjectival clause. I include both types of complements in

the comparison. A breakdown of copular constructions with adjectival complements versus

those with other kinds of complements is given in 9.13.

Verb ADJ Other

eruitzien 28 9
klinken 8 11
voelen 1 0
ruiken 0 0
smaken 7 2

Total 44 22

Table 9.13: Breakdown copular constructions with adjectival complements vs. other complements in the 2004 translation.

9.4.3.1 eruitzien

In total, 37 instances of the verb eruitzien ‘look’ in copular usage were found in the 2004

translation, none of which were found in the 1637 translation. Instead, various other verbs

or constructions were used to convey the similar meaning of eruitzien ‘look’. A number of

often recurring strategies to convey this meaning were used. Most often used, i.e. 12 times,
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were constructions such as to have an image/semblance/appearance or the image was like.

These constructions are like the verb eruitzien ‘look’ in that they underline the similarity of

two entities based on visual perception. Two examples are given in 328a and 328b, in which

the 2004 and 1637 translations are compared. The verbs and constructions under discussion

are highlighted in boldface.

328. (a) met
with

een
a

lendendoek
loincloth

om
on

hun
their

heupen
hips

en
and

een
a

wapperende
fluttering

tulband
turban

rond
around

hun
their

hoofd,
head,

mannen
men

die
who

er
part

allemaal
all

uitzagen
looked

als
like

officieren.
officers
‘with belts around their waists and flowing turbans on their heads; all of them
looked like […] officers.’

(Ezechiël 23:15, 2004)

(b) Gegordet
Belted

met
with

een
a

gordel
belt

aen
on

hare
their

lendenen,
loins,

hebbende
having

overvloedich
many

geverwede
hats

op
on

hare
their

hoofden,
heads,

die
which

alle
all

in
in

‘t
the

aensien
image

hooftmannen
officers

waren.
were
‘with belts around their waists and flowing turbans on their heads; all of them
looked like […] officers.’

(Ezechiël 23:15, 1637)

329. (a) Door
Through

de
the

straten
streets

razen
storm

de
the

wagens,
chariots,

ze
they

jagen
rush

voort
forth

over
through

de
the

pleinen,
squares,

ze
they

zien
look

eruit
part

als
like

fakkels,
torches,

als
like

bliksemschichten
lightning

schieten
they

ze
dart

voorbij.
past.

‘The chariots storm through the streets, rushing back and forth through the
squares. They look like flaming torches; they dart about like lightning.’

(Nahum 2:4, 2004)
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(b) De
The

wagens
chariots

rasen
storms

door
through

de
the

wijcken,
quarters,

sy
they

loopen
walk

gins
back

en
and

weder
forth

op
on

de
the

straten:
streets:

hare
their

gedaenten
images

zijn
are

als
like

der
the

fackelen,
torches,

sy
they

loopen
walk

door
through

malcanderen
eachother

henen
part

als
like

de
the

blixemen.
lightning

‘The chariots storm through the streets, rushing back and forth through the
squares. They look like flaming torches; they dart about like lightning.’

(Nahum 2:4, 1637)

In seven of the copular instances found in the 2004 translation, the 1637 translation shows

that instead of descriptive eruitzien ‘look’, the cognitive verb zien ‘see’ is used. This is exem-

plified in 330a and 330b, in which the 2004 verse reads ‘X looks ADJ’, but which is replaced

by the construction ‘to see that X is ADJ’ in the 1637 translation. The use of the cognitive

perception verb is similar to the descriptive perception verb in that both highlight the visual

perception aspect. The cognitive perception verb is different, however, in that the aspect of

likeliness is not present in the construction ‘to see that X is ADJ’ and presents the situation

in a more factual way than ‘X looks ADJ’.

330. (a) Aan
At

het
the

eind
end

van
of

de
the

tien
ten

dagen
days

zagen
looked

zij
they

er
part

gezonder
healthier

en
and

beter
better

doorvoed
fed

uit
part

dan
than

alle
all

jongemannen
youngmen

die
who

de
the

koninklijke
royal

spijzen
foods

voorgezet
offered

hadden
had

gekregen.
got

‘At the end of the ten days they looked healthier and better nourished than any
of the young men who ate the royal food.’

(Daniël 1:15, 2004)
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(b) Ten
At.the

eynde
end

nu
nou

der
of.the

tien
ten

dagen,
days,

sachmen
saw.one

dat
that

hare
their

gedaenten
images

schoonder
more.beautiful

waren,
were,

ende
and

sy
they

vetter
fatter

waren
were

van
of

vleesche,
flesh,

dan
than

alle
all

de
the

jongelingen,
youngs,

die
who

de
the

stucken
pieces

der
of.the

spijse
foods

des
of.the

Conincks
King

aten
ate

‘At the end of the ten days they looked healthier and better nourished than any
of the young men who ate the royal food’

(Daniël 1:15, 1637)

Another seven instances of copular eruitzien ‘look’ in the 2004 translation appear in the

form of zijn ‘to be’ in the 1637 translation. This is exemplified in 331a and 331b, in which

the 2004 verse reads ‘X looks ADJ’, but which is replaced by the construction ‘X is ADJ’. The

use of the copular zijn ‘be’ is different from the other strategies found in 1637 so far, in that

neither the aspect of likeliness or visual perception is present in the construction ‘X is ADJ’.

331. (a) Toen
When

hij
he

de
the

mensenmenigte
crowd

zag,
saw,

voelde
felt

hij
he

medelijden
pity

met
with

hen,
them,

omdat
because

ze
they

er
part

uitgeput
tired

en
and

hulpeloos
helpless

uitzagen,
looked,

als
like

schapen
sheep

zonder
without

herder.
shepherd

‘When he saw the crowds, he had compassion on them, because they were
harassed and helpless, like sheep without a shepherd.’

(Matthew 9:36, 2004)

(b) Ende
When

hy
he

de
the

scharen
bevy

siende,
saw,

wert
became

innerlick
internally

met
with

ontferminge
pity

beweecht
moved

over
over

haer,
them,

om
on

datse
that.they

vermoeyt
tired

ende
and

verstroyt
distracted

waren,
were,

gelijck
like

schapen,
sheep,

die
who

geenen
no

herder
shepherd

en
and

hebben.
have

‘When he saw the crowds, he had compassion on them, because they were
harassed and helpless, like sheep without a shepherd.’

(Matthew 9:36, 1637)
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Another strategy found in the 1637 translation instead of the verb eruitzien ‘look’ and an

adjective, is the use of only the adjective but without a copular verb. This strategy is attested

four times, and in each instance the adjective appears in postposed position compared to

the noun it modifies. This is exemplified in 332a and 332b. Again, the visual perception

nature and the indication of a degree of likeliness is not present in the 1637 constructions,

which are more similar to zero copula-constructions.

332. (a) Daarna
Afterwards

snelde
rushed

hij
he

naar
to

de
the

kudde,
herd,

zocht
sought

een
a

mooi
beautiful

kalf
calf

uit
out

dat
that

er
part

mals
tender

uitzag,
looked,

en
and

gaf
gave

dat
that

aan
to

een
a

knecht,
servant,

die
who

het
it

onmiddellijk
immediately

klaarmaakte.
prepared

‘Then he ran to the herd and selected a choice, tender calf and gave it to a
servant, who hurried to prepare it.’

(Genesis 18:7, 2004)

(b) Ende
And

Abraham
Abraham

liep
walked

tot
to

de
the

runderen,
cows,

ende
and

hy
he

nam
took

een
a

kalf,
calf,

teeder
tender

ende
and

goet,
good,

ende
and

hy
hij

gaf
gave

‘t
it

aen
to

den
a

knecht,
servant,

die
who

haestede
rushed

om
to

dat
that

toe te
to

maken.
prepare

‘Then he ran to the herd and selected a choice, tender calf and gave it to a
servant, who hurried to prepare it.’

(Genesis 18:7, 1637)

In one instance, the copular verb schijnen ‘seem’ is used instead of eruitzien ‘look’, as ex-

emplified in 333a and 333b. This usage is very similar to the usage of eruitzien, as schijnen

both highlights the perceptual nature and the aspect of likeliness. The only difference is
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that eruitzien marks specific visual perception, whereas schijnen does not necessarily mark

visual perception.

333. (a) Wee
Woe

jullie,
you,

schriftgeleerden
law.teachers

en
and

farizeeën,
Pharisees,

huichelaars,
hypocrites,

jullie
you

lijken
seem

op
like

witgepleisterde
whitewashed

graven,
tombs,

die
which

er
part

vanbuiten
outside

wel fraai
beautiful

uitzien,
look,

maar
but

vol
full

liggen
lie

met
with

doodsbeenderen
dead.bones

en
and

andere
other

onreinheden.
uncleanliness

‘Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, you hypocrites! You are like
whitewashed tombs, which look beautiful on the outside but on the inside are
full of the bones of the dead and everything unclean.’

(Matthew 23:27, 2004)

(b) Wee
Woe

u
you

ghy
you

Schrift-geleerde
law.teachers

ende
and

Phariseen,
Pharisees,

ghy
you

geveynsde:
hypocrites:

want
because

ghy
you

zijt
are

de
the

wit-geplaesterde
white-washed

graven
tombs

gelijck,
alike,

die
that

van
from

buyten
outside

wel

schoon
clean

schijnen,
look,

maer
but

van
of

binnen
inside

zijnse
they.are

vol
full

doodts-beenderen
death-bones

ende
and

aller
all

onreynicheyt.
uncleanliness

‘Woe to you, teachers of the law and Pharisees, you hypocrites! You are like
whitewashed tombs, which look beautiful on the outside but on the inside are
full of the bones of the dead and everything unclean.’

(Matthew 23:27, 1637)

Finally, there are six instances of eruitzien of the 2004 translation that appear to have been

free translations of constructions that do not straightforwardly mean eruitzien ‘look’. An

example is given in 334a and 334b.
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334. (a) Het
It

ziet
looks

er
part

slecht
bad

voor
for

ons
us

uit!
part!

Wie
Who

redt
saves

ons
us

uit
from

de
the

greep
grip

van
of

die
this

machtige
mighty

God?
god

‘We’re doomed! Who will deliver us from the hand of this mighty god?’

(Samuel 4:8, 2004)

(b) Wee
Woe

ons,
us,

wie
who

sal
will

ons
us

redden
save

uyt
out

de
the

hant
hand

deser
of.this

heerlicker
mighty

god?
god?

‘We’re doomed! Who will deliver us from the hand of this mighty god?’

(Samuel 4:8, 1637)

9.4.3.2 klinken

In total 19 instances of klinken ‘sound’ were found in the 2004 translation, none of which

were found in the 1637 translation. Three distinct strategies used instead of klinken can be

found in the 1637 translation. In all three cases another verb is used rather than klinken:

in three instances the verb zijn ‘be’ is used, in another three cases the verb bruisen ‘fizz,

effervesce’ (as shown in 336a and 336b) is used, and in yet another three cases the verb

horen ‘hear’ is used (as shown in 335a and 335b). The remaining ten instances cannot be

categorized and consist of various strategies.

As discussed above, when zijn ‘be’ is used instead of a descriptive perception verb (shown

in 335a and 335b), this changes the meaning of the sentence slightly, as there no mention

of, in this case auditory, perception.
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335. (a) Hun
Their

krijgsgeschreeuw
battle.cry

klinkt
sounds

als
like

het
the

gebrul
roaring

van
of

een
a

leeuwin,
lioness,

ze
they

grommen
growl

als
like

een
a

jonge
young

leeuw
lion

die
who

zijn
his

prooi
prey

grijpt
seizes

en
and

meesleurt,
drag.with

en
and

niemand
noone

die
who

redding
rescue

kan
can

bieden.
provide

‘Its roaring is like a lioness, and it roars like young lions; It growls as it seizes
the prey And carries it off with no one to deliver it.’

(Jesaja 5:29, 2004)

(b) Haer
Their

gebrul
roaring

sal
will

zijn
be

als
like

eenes
of.a.

ouden
old

leeuws,
lion,

ende
and

sy
they

sullen
will

brullen
roar

als
like

de
the

jonge
young

leeuwen,
lions,

ende
and

sy
they

sullen
will

briesschen,
growl,

ende
and

den
the

roof
prey

aengrijpen
seize

ende
and

wechvoeren,
drag.with,

ende
and

daer
there

en
and

sal
will

geen
no

verlosser
saviour

zijn.
be
‘Its roaring is like a lioness, and it roars like young lions; It growls as it seizes
the prey And carries it off with no one to deliver it.’

(Jesaja 5:29, 1637)

In three instances, the verb bruisen ‘fizz, effervesce’ (as shown in 336a and 336b) is found in

the 1637 translation. In all three cases, it is used in reference to the sea. This verb has an

undeniable auditory aspect, and is even more specific than the use of klinken as it can only

be used in reference to (bubbly) liquids.

336. (a) Op
On

die
that

dag
day

zal
will

men
one

dat
that

grommen
growling

horen,
hear,

het
it

zal
shall

klinken
sound

als
like

een
the

bulderende
rumbling

zee.
sea

‘And it will growl over it in that day like the roaring of the sea.’

(Jesaja 5:30, 2004)
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(b) Ende
And

sy
they

sullen
will

tegen
against

‘tselve
itself

te
on

dien
that

dage
day

bruysen,
fizz,

als
like

het
the

bruysen
fizzing

der
of.the

zee.
sea

‘And it will growl over it in that day like the roaring of the sea.’

(Jesaja 5:30, 1637)

In another three instances, nothing appears instead of the verb klinken ‘sound’ that is found

in the 2004 translation. All three instances show the following construction X hear Y, like

NOUN instead of the copular X hear Y, Y sounds like NOUN. In all these cases it is the verb

hear which conveys the meaning of auditory perception. An example is given in 337.

337. (a) Op
On

de
the

dag
day

van
of

de
the

Heer
Lord

raakte
got

ik
I

in
in

vervoering.
ecstacy.

Ik
I

hoorde
heard

achter
behind

me
me

een
a

luide
loud

stem,
voice,

die
that

klonk
sounded

als
like

een
a

bazuin.
trumpet

‘On the Lord’s day I was in the Spirit, and I heard behind me a loud voice like a
trumpet.’

(Revelation 1:10, 2004)

(b) ick
I

was
was

min
my

den
the

geest
spirit

op
on

den
the

dagh
day

des
of.the

Heeren:
Lord:

ende
and

ick
I

hoorde
heard

achter
behind

my
me

een
a

groote
great

stemme,
voice,

als
like

eener
a

basuyne.
trumpet

‘On the Lord’s day I was in the Spirit, and I heard behind me a loud voice like a
trumpet.’

(Revelation 1:10, 1637)
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9.4.3.3 voelen

Only one instance of copular voelen ‘feel’ was found in the 2004 translation. This instance

was not found in the 1637 translation. Instead of to feel the construction to know the feeling

was used, as shown in 338.

338. (a) Vreemdelingen
Strangers

mag
may

je
you

niet
not

uitbuiten.
exploit.

Jullie
You

weten
know

immers
after.all

hoe
how

het
it

voelt
feels

om
to

vreemdeling
stranger

te
to

zijn,
be,

omdat
because

jullie
you

zelf
yourself

vreemdelingen
strangers

zijn
are

geweest
been

in
in

Egypte.
Egypt

‘Do not oppress a foreigner; you yourselves know how it feels to be foreigners,
because you were foreigners in Egypt.’

(Exodus 23:9, 2004)

(b) Ghy
You

en
and

sult
will

oock
also

den
the

vreemdelinck
stranger

niet
not

onderdrucken:
oppress:

want
because

ghy-lieden
you-people

kent
know

het gemoet
the feeling

des
of.the

vreemdelincks,
stranger,

dewijle
because

ghy
you

vreemdelingen
strangers

geweest
been

zijt
are

in
in

Egypten-lande.
Egypt-land

‘Do not oppress a foreigner; you yourselves know how it feels to be foreigners,
because you were foreigners in Egypt.’

(Exodus 23:9, 1637)

9.4.3.4 ruiken

No instances of the copular verb ruiken ‘smell’ were found in the 2004 translation.
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9.4.3.5 smaken

In total, nine instances of copular smaken ‘taste’ were found in the 2004 translation. Of these

instances, none were copular in the 1637 translation. Of these nine, five instances instead

were conveyed by the verb zijn ‘be’, as shown in 339a and 339b

339. (a) Hoewel
Though

het
the

kwaad
evil

hem
him

zoet
sweet

smaakt
tastes

in
in

de
the

mond
mouth

en
and

hij
he

het
it

verbergt
hides

onder
under

zijn
his

tong.
tongue

‘Though evil is sweet in his mouth And he hides it under his tongue.’

(Job 20:12, 2004)

(b) Indien
Though

het
the

quaet
evil

in
in

sijnen
his

mont
mouth

soet
sweet

is,
is,

hy
he

dat
it

verbergt
hides

onder
under

sijne
his

tonge.
tongue

‘Though evil is sweet in his mouth And he hides it under his tongue.’

(Job 20:12, 1637)

In another two instances, a periphrastic construction is used to describe the taste of some-

thing, as exemplified in 340a and 340b. There were two other instances that did not show

any pattern.
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340. (a) Ze
They

verzamelden
gather

het
it

overal
everywhere

in
in

de
the

omtrek,
surroundings,

maalden
ground

het
it

met
with

een
a

handmolen
handmill

of
or

stampten
beat

het
it

fijn
fine

in
in

een
a

vijzel,
mortar,

kookten
boilt

het
it

in
in

een
a

pot
pot

en
and

maakten
made

er
it

koeken
cakes

van.
of.

Die
Those

smaakten
tastes

alsof
like

ze
they

in
in

olie
oil

gebakken
baked

waren.
were

‘The people would go about and gather it and grind it between two millstones
or beat it in the mortar, and boil it in the pot and make cakes with it; and its
taste was as the taste of cakes baked with oil.’

(Numeri 11:8, 2004)

(b) Het
The

volck
people

liep
walked

hier,
here

ende
and

daer,
there

ende
and

versamelde
gathered

[het],
it,

ende
and

maeldet
ground.it

met
with

meulens,
mills,

ofte
or

stietet
beat.it

in
in

mortieren,
mortars,

ende
and

soodt
boilt

het
it

in
in

potten,
pots,

ende
and

maeckten
made

daer
it

van
of

koecken:
cakes,

ende
and

sijn
their

smaeck
taste

was,
was,

als
like

de
the

smaeck
taste

van
of

de
the

beste
best

vochticheyt
moisture

der
of.the

olie.
oil.

‘The people would go about and gather it and grind it between two millstones
or beat it in the mortar, and boil it in the pot and make cakes with it; and its
taste was as the taste of cakes baked with oil.’

(Numeri 11:8, 1637)

9.4.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, no copular descriptive perception verb constructions were found in the 1637

translation, whereas these were found in the 2004 translation. This is surprising, as the cop-

ular construction was present in Dutch in this time, as the previous sections have shown.

Thus, even though copular constructions were available in this time period, they were not

used in the Bible translation. Instead, various strategies were used in the 1637 translation
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instead of the copular construction, that convey the same meaning. Two strategies in par-

ticular were often used: the use of a cognitive perception verb instead of a descriptive per-

ception verb (as found for eruitzien and klinken), and the use of the copular verb zijn ‘be’

(for eruitzien, klinken and smaken). Paraphrases were also often used (for eruitzien, voelen

and smaken). However, no conclusions can be drawn from these findings, as these results

could be due to various factors. For instance, the absence of copular constructions could be

due to a preference of a more formal language, in which fixed constructions were preferred

over copular constructions. Furthermore, as the language in the 1637 translation is said to

reflect Middle Dutch in one way, and had as its aim to be as close as possible to the original,

the language does not necessarily reflect the Dutch of the 17th century.

9.5 Conclusion

This chapter has discussed the various sources used for this diachronic study and the out-

comes of this study. Even though it has provided us with some preliminary results, it is

clear that more research is needed to make stronger claims about the diachronic develop-

ment of the descriptive perception verbs in Dutch. However, since this is the first in depth

research into these verbs in the Germanic languages, the claims made here serve as a start-

ing point for future research. As discussed before, it is difficult to find suitable text types

for this type of verbs: these verbs are very subjective and might appear more in informal

texts. It is, therefore, not clear whether the rarity of these verbs is due to them not being

used in a copular manner in older varieties of Dutch, or whether simply more or different
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texts are needed. Since the data at hand suggest that the descriptive perception verbs were

rarely used as copular verbs in older varieties of Dutch, a follow-up study was conducted in

which two bible translations were compared; the 1637 translation and the 2004 translation.

This study shows that of the 66 copular examples in the 2004 translation, none of them were

found in the 1637 translation.

The next chapter discusses what these data can tell us about the grammaticalization path

of the descriptive perception verbs in Dutch.
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Chapter 10

Analysis:

The Grammaticalization of Dutch DPVs

10.1 Introduction

This chapter provides an analysis of the results of the corpus and dictionary studies, as dis-

cussed in the previous chapter. It is argued that there are two origins of descriptive percep-

tion verbs: intransitive verbs (similar to e.g. schijnen ‘seem’, remain) and perception verbs.

Even though these processes are different (the first involves reanalysis of the adverb, the

second reordering of arguments), the semantic and functional changes are very similar: all

involve template retention, evidentialization, epistemicization, (inter)subjectification and

evaluativization. Metaphorization is not found in the development of any of the descrip-

tive perception verbs. Furthermore, I introduce Gisborne’s claim that judgement readings

emerged after attributary readings, a matter on which I cannot give any comments with
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regard to the Dutch attributary and judgement readings, as more data is needed to conclu-

sively establish this claim.

10.2 First Copular Occurrences

10.2.1 Copular Use

From the dictionary and corpora studies, some preliminary claims can be made. It appears

that eruitzien ‘look’ was already used copulatively, i.e. appearing with an adjective, in Mid-

dle Dutch. The verbs klinken ‘sound’, ruiken ‘smell’, and smaken ‘taste’ were first found to

behave as copular verbs in EarlyModern Dutch. For the verb voelen ‘feel’ the first copulative

behaviour was only attested in Modern Dutch, but this late first attestation is assumed to be

due to the texts included. I would have expected voelen to have copularized, if for no other

reason, due to analogy with the other four verbs. However, due to the scarcity of examples

of voelen in any time period, I cannot give more precise estimations of the first occurrence

of this verb as a copular verb.

10.2.2 Copular Use with Elliptical Adjectives

In addition to the first copular use, the dictionary states that two of the discussed verbs can

be used with elliptical adjectives, in which an evaluative adjectival element is implied, but

not syntactically realized. This is the case for the verbs ruiken ‘smell’ and smaken ‘taste’.

The verbs ruiken ‘smell’ and klinken ‘sound’ are found in this usage in Middle Dutch. For

ruiken, the elliptical copular construction can be used both negatively and positively, either
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meaning ‘to smell bad’ or ‘to smell good’. In contrast, smaken without an adjective has the

meaning ‘to be pleasant’. As such, the verb smaken without a specifying element thus ap-

pears to have an implicit, positive reading.

As discussed in chapter 6, eruitzien ‘look’ and klinken ‘sound’ can also be used as copular

verbs with elliptical adjectives, but are not listed in the diachronic dictionaries. Their emer-

gence would require further data. The first occurrences of the copular use of these verbs

with and without an adjective, are given in Table 10.1.

Copular + ADJ Copular + Elliptical ADJ
eruitzien MiD ?
klinken EMoD ?
voelen MoD ?
ruiken EMoD MiD
smaken EMoD MiD

Table 10.1: Overview first occurrences copular use, with andwithout adjective.

10.3 Origins of DPVs

I hypothesize that the descriptive perception verbs in Dutch have two origins: from percep-

tion verbs and from intransitive verbs that lie outside the perception verb paradigm. These

two origins are linked to two different developmental paths: the first is from a cognitive

perception verb to a descriptive perception verb. The second developmental path is one

in which an intransitive verb that can appear without a specifying element changes into

an copulative verb that requires a specifying element. Both origins and mechanisms are

discussed below.
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10.3.1 Origin 1: Perception Verbs

The first origin to be discussed here is the perception verb. From the dictionary findings, it

appears that (eruit)zien and voelenwere used as cognitive perception verbs before they were

used as descriptive perception verbs. Following Barron (1997), I hypothesize that this de-

velopment has involved the reordering of arguments, as the cognitive perception verbs and

the descriptive perception verbs differ in the semantic roles they assign to their arguments.1

Cognitive perception verbs are transitive: they have an experiencer role (or Pgoal) that is

assigned to the subject, and a stimulus role (or Psource) that is assigned to the direct object.

The descriptive perception verb, on the other hand, is copulative: it only takes a subject that

is assigned the stimulus role or Psource. For the descriptive perception verb, the experi-

encer/Pgoal is semantically present, but is often syntactically implicit. This is illustrated

below: in 341a, the cognitive perception verb smell has a subject that is the Pgoal (i.e. I ),

and an object that is the Psource (i.e. Mary). In 341b, the descriptive perception verb smell

has a subject that is the Psource (i.e. Mary), and an implicit oblique Pgoal (in this case

the speaker), which can be made explicit, as shown in 341c (i.e. me). What appears to have

happened here is some kind of argument alternation, in which the experiencer/Psource

is suppressed and the stimulus/Pgoal is mapped onto the subject position.

341. (a) I smell Mary.

(b) Mary smells happy.
1Gisborne (2010:251) hypothesizes such a re-mapping of the semantic arguments to the syntactic argu-

ments for the verb sound. However, in the case of Dutch klinken ‘sound’, I think it is more likely that this verb
has undergone a change as discussed in the next section, i.e. from intransitive an verb with an adverb to a
copular verb.
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(c) Mary smells good to me.

This argument alternation is reminiscent of passivization, as shown in 342a to 342c, in that

the direct object of an active construction (e.g. the pizza in 342a) becomes the subject of a

passive construction (e.g. the pizza in 342b), and in which the argument that was in subject

position of the active construction becomes suppressed, but can appear optionally in a by-

phrase (e.g. me in 342c).

342. (a) I ate the pizza.

(b) The pizza was eaten.

(c) The pizza was eaten by me.

However, it is different from passivization, in that the meaning of the verbs see and look

differs, whereas the meaning for eat in 342a to 342c is the same. Rather, the relation between

see and look appears more similar to the relation between fear and scare as shown in 343a

and 343b (from Halliday and Matthiessen 2013:188), in which the meaning is not the same,

but the transitivity roles are. As such, these constructions have the same pattern: Paul

is the affected participant in both constructions. Similar verb pairs are e.g. like/please or

convince/believe (Halliday and Matthiessen 2013).

343. (a) Paul fears ghosts.

(b) Ghosts scare Paul.

Following Barron (1997), I hypothesize that the descriptive perception verbs which have

been shown to have been used as transitive perception verbs before they were used as cop-
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ular perception verbs have developed from these transitive perception verbs. This means

that copular eruitzien has developed from transitive zien, and copular voelen has developed

from transitive voelen. During this process, the experiencer/Pgoal of the transitive verb

becomes suppressed and becomes a (usually syntactically unrealized) adjunct. This means

that a two-place predicate becomes a one-place predicate. Barron (1997) demonstrates that

this pattern is found in perception verbs in a number of unrelated languages. She traces

the origin of verbs meaning ‘to seem’ in Latin, Turkish, Zulu, Japanese and German back

to verbs meaning ‘to see’ in these languages, as shown in Table 10.2. She highlights the

fact that the two-place predicate cognitive perception verb and the one-place copular verb

are often morphologically related, and are distinguished by morphosyntactic processes like

(reflexive) passivization, or detransitivizing affixation. This is apparent from the relation

between the forms videre and videri, görmek and görünmek, bona and bonakala, miru and

mieru, sehen and aussehen.

‘to see’ ‘to seem’
Latin videre videri
Turkish görmek görünmek
Zulu bona bonakala
Japanese miru mieru
German sehen aussehen

Table 10.2:Morphologically related verbsmeaning ‘to see’ and ‘to seem’.

Barron discusses in detail the case of Latin videri, which she states has developed from videre,

and shows that this process is similar to that of passivization, in which a verb changes from

a two-place predicate to a one-place predicate: the verb’s subject (i.e. the perceiver) be-

comes an adjunct (syntactically unrealized) and the verb’s object takes on the role of the
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subject. She provides the schematic representation of this process, as given in Table 10.3

(from Mohanan 1994), in which ARG1 becomes a suppressed argument and adjunct mate-

rial, and ARG2 is promoted to subject position.

Semantic Structure X Y transitive predicate
Argument Structure ARG1 ARG2 PRED
GF Structure (ADJ) SUBJ GF PRED
Word String (by phrase) subj pred+passive

Table 10.3: Parallel levels of passivization (fromMohanan 1994).

The verbs eruitzien and voelen appear to have followed a path similar to that of Latin videri,

by developing from the cognitive verbs zien and voelen into descriptive perception verbs. In

terms of morphosyntactic processes, eruitzien is the result of detransitivizing affixation, in

which the original verb zien receives eruit as detransitivizing affix. Extra evidence for this

hypothesis comes from the fact that the early uses of copular eruitzien were still with the

form zien without the affix eruit. The copular verb voelen is not morphologically marked to

highlight its copular nature; instead, the same form is used for both functions.

This hypothesis raises the question: what causes such a process to occur? Barron claims

that such a copularization process is in part caused by the speaker’s need to be efficient in

communication. She states the following:

[I]f the speaker is the perceiver/believer it becomes redundant to specify this.
It can be taken for granted that a particular speaker can only express their own
thoughts with regard to a proposition. The most economic way then to express
such clauses is to express the proposition and the grounds for belief. (Barron
1997:5)
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What Barron claims here is that for some constructions it can be obvious that they are

uttered from the point of view of the speaker, i.e. it is obvious to the hearer that it is the

speaker’s and not anyone else’s opinion, experience, judgement. For such constructions, it

is not necessary for the speaker to specify that this is their opinion, experience, judgement,

and any syntactic reference to the speaker is not required. In fact, it is more economical (i.e.

faster to utter and perhaps easier to process) to leave any reference to the speaker out of

the utterance. In terms of the descriptive perception verbs that have detransitivized, we can

think of them as the product of efficiency as well. This means that the longer constructions

in 344 can be replaced by the shorter construction in 345.

344. (a) I saw the cake and it was beautiful.

(b) I saw the cake, which was beautiful.

(c) I saw that the cake was beautiful.

(d) I saw the cake to be beautiful.

345. The cake looked beautiful.

More evidence that speakers of a language have a tendency to use the cognitive or active

perception verb as a copular verb comes from the following anecdote concerning the verb

horen ‘hear’. Even though the Standard Dutch verb klinken does not show this detransitiviz-

ing development, this development appears to have occurred in a Dutch dialect spoken in

the North-East, namely in the Groningen dialect. Holierhoek (1978) shows that in this di-

alect the cognitive perception verb horen ‘hear’ is used in copular constructions (346), where

Standard Dutch would use klinken (346b).
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346. (a) Wat
What

ze
they

van
about

’t
the

wicht
girl

vertellen,
say,

dat
that

heurt
sounds

goed.
good

‘What they say about the girl sounds good.’

(b) Wat
What

ze
they

over
about

dat
the

meisje
girl

zeggen
say

klinkt
sounds

goed.
good

What they say about the girl sounds good.’

In summary, it appears that a detransitivizing process has occurred in Dutch for eruitzien

and voelen (though more evidence is needed to conclude this more firmly for the latter).

This hypothesis is backed up by similar detransitivizing processes found in other (unrelated)

languages and dialects, and can be explained in terms of the need for efficiency.

10.3.2 Origin 2: Intransitive Verbs

The second origin of descriptive perception verbs does not lie in the perception verbs, but

appears to be intransitive verbs that have perceptual connotations. The descriptive percep-

tion verbs klinken ‘sound’ and ruiken ‘smell’ appear to have developed from the intransitive

verb klinken ‘to give off a sound’ and ruiken ‘to give off a smell’, both occasionally taking

an adverb, into a copulative verb taking an adjective. Such a development is said to have

occurred for English remain, which is claimed by Van Gelderen (2015) to have developed

from being a full intransitive verb into a copular verb. The verb remain was borrowed into

English from French in the 14th century, from Latin remanere ‘stay behind’ and had the

meaning in Old English ‘to continue to belong, to stay with’. The following examples show

the use of remain as an intransitive verb, from Van Gelderen (2015:294):
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347. To
to

the
the

part
part

of
of

this
this

endenture
agreement

remaynand
remaining

to
to

the
the

forsaid
before.said

Alexander.
Alexander

‘To the part of this agreement remaining to Alexander, mentioned before.’

(OED, 1388)

348. Onely
Only

oo
one

cow
cow

she
she

hadde
had

a-lyue
alive

remaynyng
remaining

of
of

that
that

pestilence.
plague

‘Only one cow she had alive remaining of the plague.’

(MED, 1425)

Though it is not certain when the first copular use of remain is attested, Visser (1946) finds

the following instance from Thomas More’s Works from 1513.

349. Where
Where

remained
remained

behynd,
behind,

the
the

Lorde
Lord

Ryuers.
Rivers

‘Where remaining behind, Lord Rivers.’

(History of King Richard III, More, 1513)

Visser (1963) argues that the intransitive verb remain suffered from intransitive instability,

due to two types of elements that the verb could appear with. These elements became

reanalyzed as complements of remain, changing it into a copular verb. These two elements

are appositions and adverbs. In the case of appositions, the verb remain appeared with two

nouns, one of which which served to identify the other. An example from Van Gelderen

(2015:295) is given in 350, in which the noun prisoners is said to be serving to identify the

noun the others. However, since prisoners is not clearly separated from the rest of the clause,

it is easy to see how such a noun can be reanalyzed as the complement of the copular verb

remain.
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350. The
The

Factour
factour

with
with

the
the

others
others

did
did

remaine
remain

prisoners.
prisoners

‘The perpetrator remained with the others, prisoners.’

(De Re Militari, Lichfield (Translation), 1582)

In the case of adverbs, the intransitive remain occasionally appeared with a verb-modifying

adverb. However, since in the Middle English period the adverbial -e marker is no longer

present, adverbs were similar to adjectives in form. This caused such specifying elements

to be ambiguous between adverbs or adjectives. Take for instance the example in 351, in

which it is not clearwhether the element sick is an adverb or an adjective (fromVanGelderen

2015:296). In this example, remains[…] sick does not mean ‘remain in a sick way’, and sick

is therefore not truly an adverb. On the other hand, however, remain here probably still

means ‘to stay behind’, and is thus still highly lexical in nature.

351. Since which she was removed to Kimbolton, where she remains now sick.

(Henry VIII, Shakespeare, 1623)

Such ambiguity can lead to the reanalysis of the adverb as an adjective. Van Gelderen says it

is not unexpected for an intransitive verb to be reanalyzed as a copular verb, as intransitive

verbs ‘rarely remain without some kind of adverbial’ (2015:296).

A similar analysis of adjectives into adverbs is proposed here for klinken and ruiken,

which were originally used as intransitive verbs, occasionally with adverbs modifying the

verb. Figures 10.1 and 10.2 show the frequency of klinken and ruiken in intransitive con-

structions and in copular constructions per century. These figures show that the copular

construction for both klinken and ruiken emerged later than the intransitive use.
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Figure 10.1: Frequency of klinken in intransitive and copular constructions over time, per century.

Figure 10.2: Frequency of ruiken in intransitive and copular constructions over time, per century.

However, the mechanisms behind the copularization process of klinken and ruiken are

less clear than they are for English remain. It would be expected that the adverb following

the copular verbs klinken and ruiken was reanalyzed as an adjective. However, unlike in

the case of remain, it is not clear that this indeed happened; there are simply too few at-

testations of post-verbal adverbs to support such a claim. The search is made even more

difficult by the fact that the prescriptive word-final adverbial marker -e is often not used

in written texts. For instance, the Early Middle Dutch dictionary shows that the adverb
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meaning ‘bad’ is attested as an adverb spelled both with and without the adverbial marker

-e: qualike, qualec, qualic. It could be claimed that this unclear distinction between adverb

and adjective enabled the reanalysis of adverbs as adjectives, as proposed by Van Gelderen

for e.g. remain, even more.

The entries and examples in the dictionaries indicate that klinken has undergone an ex-

tensive change inmeaning, muchmore than ruiken. Four distinct meanings can be identified

over time, which are listed and exemplified in 352.

352. (a) Meaning 1: to resound/to give off a clear sound (14th century):

(Hi)
he

stac
stabbed

den
the

helm,
helmet

dat
that

hi
he

clanc.
sounded

‘He stabbed the helmet, so that it clearly sounded.’

(Den Spiegel Historiael, 1340-1360)

(b) Meaning 2: to give off sound (16th century)

Dye
the

pipers
flautists

pepen,
piped,

dye
the

trommen
drums

clinckden.
sounded

‘The flautists played the flute, the drums sounded.’

(Dit is belech van Utert voer IJselsteijn, Gallée & Mulle, 1511-1520)

(c) Meaning 3: to seem, based on auditory evidence (17th century)

laetende
letting

de
the

trompetten
trumpets

lustich
pleasant

klincken.
sound

‘Letting the trumpets sound pleasant.’

(Begin ende Voortgangh van de Vereenighde Nederlantsche Geoctryceerde

Oost-Indische Compagnie, 1646)
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(d) Meaning 4: to seem, based on certain evidence (17th century)

Hoe
how

pedantsch
pedantic

dit
this

ook
also

klinken
sound

mag.
may

‘How pedantic this may sound.’

(De Denker, 1764)

The first change is one from the meaning ‘to give off a clear sound’ (as in 352a) to the mean-

ing ‘to give off sound’ (as in 352b), in which the specific quality of the sound, i.e. clarity, is

lost. This loss does not only mean that the verb develops into having a less specific meaning,

it also means that the verb can be used in combination with a larger set of subjects, i.e. not

just subjects that give off a clear sound, but subjects that can give off sound of any kind.

The second instance of semantic bleaching is the change from the meaning ‘seem, based on

auditory evidence’ (see 352c) to the meaning ‘seem, based on certain evidence’ (see 352d), in

which the auditory aspect is lost and a construction with klinken can be used to specify the

kind of impression the subject of the construction gives, whether the subject is audible or

not. Again, such semantic loss will result in fewer semantic restrictions, this time not only

on the subject, but also on the adjective, which is no longer restricted to specify a quality

of sound.

In short, I hypothesize that ruiken and klinken have evolved from their intransitive coun-

terparts, through processes of semantic bleaching and reanalysis of the postverbal element.2

2Another hypothesis as to how klinken became a copular verb, is that this processwas triggered by semantic
bleaching from ‘to give a clear sound’ to ‘to give a sound’. Holierhoek states: ‘When a verb loses its full
meaning, that is, when it loses specifications regarding the kind of auditory or visual impression, then there
is room for such information to be explicitly given elsewhere in the utterance, for instance by means of an
adjective’ (Holierhoek 1978: 88). In other words, the loss of the inherently specified quality of sound enabled
the emergence of the syntactically specified quality of sound, namely by using an adjective.
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10.3.3 Origin Undetermined: smaken

Unlike the descriptive perception verbs discussed so far, which have seemed to originated

from transitive (perception) verbs or intransitive verbs, it is unclear which of these origins

apply to the descriptive perception verb smaken. However, an interesting aspect that came

to light during researching the history of the verb smaken is that the verb smaken was also

used as a cognitive and active gustatory verb in earlier varieties of Dutch. This is interest-

ing, as in present-day Dutch, smaken can only be used as a descriptive perception verb; the

cognitive and active gustatory verb in present-day Dutch is proeven ‘taste’.

The Early Middle Dutch Dictionary lists many meanings for the verb smaken: ‘to taste,

to test with the sense of taste, to suffer/undergo, to have a certain taste, to be pleasant,

to experience’. In this period the verb smaken is used descriptively (see 353a) and cogni-

tively/actively. The use of smaken in the cognitive sense is highlighted in the example in

353b, as the author lists it together with the other cognitive perception verbs (i.e. marked

by the unique cognitive verbs sien ‘see’ and horen ‘hear’).

353. (a) Elanden
deer

ebben
have

uleesch
meat

dat
that

sere
very

wel
good

smaect. 
tastes

‘Deer have meat that tastes very good.’

(Der Nature Bloeme, Van Maerlant, 1287)
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(b) Elc
every

mensche
human

heeft
has

inne
in

van
of

naturen
nature

vijf
five

zinne,
senses,

sien,
see,

horen,
hear,

ruken,
smell,

smaken,
taste,

tasten.
feel

‘Every human naturally has five senses: seeing, hearing, smelling, tasting,
feeling.’

(Der Leken Spiegel, 1340-1360)

The Middle Dutch Dictionary adds the meaning ‘to enjoy/to be enjoyed’ to this list of mean-

ings, the use of which is shown in 354.

354. de
the

liefde
love

Gods,
of.God,

smaect
enjoy

allene
only

der
his

vriende
friends

mont.
mouth

‘The love of god, is only enjoyed by God’s friends’

(Wapene Martijn I, Jacob van Maerlant, 361, 1371)

In Early Modern times, the meaning ‘to get to know’ is added, the use of which is illustrated

by the example in 355.

355. Ic
I

segt
tell.it

u
you

al
all

tsamen,
together,

wilt
go

de
the

waerheit
truth

smaken:
get.to.know:

Tsijn
it.are

eertsce
earthly

duivels,
devils,

die
who

de
the

menscen
people

quellen.
torture

‘I am telling you all, get to know the truth: It is the earthly devils, who torture the
people.’

(Refereinen, Anna Bijns, 1526-1567)

The online Van Dale Dictionary states that smaken in present-day Dutch can only be used

with the meanings ‘to taste (desc.)’, ‘to have a nice taste’ or as ‘to taste (cog./act.)/to enjoy’

in specific cases (the example they give is vreugde smaken ‘to taste/to enjoy happiness’).
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10.4 Parameters

This section reflects on the grammaticalization characteristics laid out in chapter 8. I ana-

lyze which parameters as proposed by Lehmann (1995) apply to the descriptive perception

verbs’ grammaticalization. Lehmann’s (1995) six parameters are integrity, structural scope,

paradigmaticity, bondedness, paradigmatic variability, and syntagmatic variability. There

are two parameters that clearly apply to the diachronic development of the descriptive per-

ception verbs: integrity and paradigmaticity. Integrity refers to the degree of semantic or

phonetic loss. The more an item loses semantically or phonetically, the more grammati-

calized this item is claimed to be. As discussed above, the verbs klinken and ruiken have

undergone semantic loss: klinken from meaning ‘to give off (a clear) sound’ to ‘to sound’

and ruiken from ‘to give off smoke’ to ‘to smell’. In both cases a part of the original meaning

has fallen away, a process that goes hand in hand with the possibility for the verb to appear

with a wider range of subjects. Klinken in its original meaning could only take a subject

that could indeed give off a clear sound, e.g. coins or trumpets. The examples from the

dictionary study indeed show this pattern: the examples from the Early Middle Dutch and

Middle Dutch dictionary and some Early Modern Dutch examples all show the verb klinken

in combination with subjects such as helm ‘helmet’, coper ‘copper’, bellen ‘bells’, and sweerde

‘sword’ (e.g. 356 and 357). These are all subjects that have the ability to sound in a clear

manner, as they are all made of certain metals. Later examples show klinken with subjects

that do not necessarily sound clearly.
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356. (Hi)
Hij

stac
stabbed

den
the

helm,
helmet,

dat
that

hi
it

clanc.
sounded

‘He stabbed the helmet, so that it gave off a clear sound.’

(Spiegel Historiael, Van Velthem, 1340-1360)

357. (Hi)
He

sloechen
hit

metten
with

sweerde
sword

zijn…
his…

dat
that

clincte
sounded

als
like

een
a

aenbelt.
statue

‘He hit with his sword, that sounded like a statue.’

(Seghelijn van Jherusalem, Anonymous, ca. 1350)

It should be noted that explicit mention of the specifications of the sound is also found

in early times (see clare ‘clearly’ in 358 and lude ‘loudly’ in 359). This indicates that even

though the verb is listed as meaning ‘to give off a clear sound’, speakers could specify the

sound explicitly by adding an adverb. Holierhoek (1978) claims that the rise of specifications

of the sound is linked to the semantic bleaching of the verb’s original meaning. She states

‘When a verb loses its full meaning, that is, when it loses specifications regarding the kind

of auditory or visual impression, then there is room for such information to be explicitly

given elsewhere in the utterance’ (1978:88).

358. Om+dat
So+that

coper
copper

clinket
sounds

clare.
clearly

‘So that copper resounds clearly.’

(Rijmbijbel, Jacob Van Maerlant, 1285)

359. Lude
Loudly

sine
his

kele
throat

klanc.
sounded

‘His throat gave off a loud sound’

(Van Vrouwen ende van Minne, Anonymous, 1430-1450)
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Eventually, klinken developed even further from selecting subjects that did not necessarily

give off a clear sound to subjects that could not even give off sound. The two examples

in 360 and 361 show this: in 360 the subject het voorstel ‘the proposal’ itself does not give

off sound like, for instance, bells do. Rather, the subject het voorstel stands for one of two

possibillities: it either refers to the utterance of the words the proposal is composed of, or

the verb means here ‘seems’ rather than ‘sounds’. Furthermore, the subject die zaal ‘that

room’ in 361 also does not have the ability to give off sound. Instead, it refers to the way in

which sound will be perceived as glaring when emanated in this room.

360. Ik
I

ontveinze
disguise

mij
REFL

echter
however

niet
not

dat
that

het
the

voorstel
proposal

eenigzins
somewhat

vreemd
strange

klinken
sound

zal.
will

‘I do not disguise however that the proposal will sound somewhat strange.’

(Ambtsbrieven van A.R. Falck, 1824)

361. Die
That

zaal
room

klinkt
sounds

hel.
glaring

‘That room sounds glaring.’

(Idioticon van het Antwepsch dialect, Cornelissen and Vervliet, 1898-1903)

The verb ruiken was used in Old Dutch with the meaning ‘to give off smoke’ (however, no

examples are given in the Old Dutch dictionary). This already changed in the Early Middle

Dutch period to the meaning ‘to give off a smell’. This means that the aspect of smoke was

lost, which has as a result that the subject is no longer restricted to entities that give off

smoke, but that any smell spreading subject can be used. As discussed above, the Early
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Middle Dutch and Middle Dutch uses of the verb ruiken are often used in combination with

adverbs or adjectives that are typical specifications of smells, e.g. of cinnamon, sweet, of a

laurel tree. However, the uses in the Early Modern period shows a shift towards the verb

ruiken being used also with specifications that are easily definable as relating to smell (see

‘beneficial and healthy’ in 362) or that are used metaphorically (see ‘bourgeouis’ in 363). It

appears that such atypical specifications of smell or suchmetaphorical uses are possible only

after the reanalysis of the specifying element as an adjective, as it would be very difficult to

see how an entity can give off a smell in a healthy or bourgeois manner.

362. De
the

lucht
air

van
of

kruit
herb

en
and

bloem
flower

rieckt
smells

heilzaem
beneficial

en
and

gezont.
healthy

‘The air of herbs and flowers smells beneficial and healthy.’

(De Werken van Vondel 10, Vondel, 1664)

363. Nu
Now

en
and

dan
then

(ontsnapten
(escaped

haar)
her)

wel
part

eens
once

uitdrukkingen,
expressions,

die
that

geweldig
terribly

burgerlijk
bourgeois

riekten.
smelled

‘Every now and then expressions (escaped her), that smelled terribly bourgeois.’

(De Lotgevallen van Klaasje Zevenster, Van Lennep, 1865)

Finally, Poortvliet (2017a) shows that the verb eruitzien can be used for direct auditory ev-

idence, suggesting that this verb has also undergone semantic bleaching, now having a

more general meaning than ‘look’, perhaps something more like ‘seem’. The verbs voelen

and smaken do not appear to have undergone semantic bleaching.

Another parameter as set out by Lehmann that is clearly present in the diachronic devel-

opment of these verbs is paradigmatic integration, a process in which an element becomes
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part of a grammatical paradigm, consisting of a number of semantically closely related mem-

bers. As Lehmann (2002:120) puts it:

On the semantic side, the members of a paradigm have a common semantic
basis with varying differentiae specificae. This would be brought out by a com-
ponential analysis and is reflected in traditional terminology by the fact that
there is a generic category name for the whole paradigm and opposite names
for the specific subcategories. Such paradigmacity is gradually reached in the
process of grammaticalization. Categories grammaticalized very little do not
constitute such tightly integrated paradigms.

The common semantic basis of the grammatical paradigm to which the descriptive percep-

tion verbs have grammaticalized into is the fact that they are all evidential copular verbs.

As discussed in chapter 2, the evidential copular paradigm in Dutch consists of various

oppositive values, i.e. [±Direct], [±Perceptual] and [±Medium] (in terms of epistemicity,

and therefore necessarily marking evidentiality), by which the verbs schijnen, lijken and the

descriptive perception verbs (with judgement readings) eruitzien, klinken, voelen, ruiken,

smaken can be uniquely specified and distinguished from one another.3 Thus, the evidential

copular verb constructions constitute a closed set of paradigmatic distinctions under the

label of evidentiality. Even though all verbs within this paradigm mark evidentiality, they

cannot be substituted by one another without change of meaning. Within the group of evi-

dential copular verbs, then, there are two oppositive values: direct evidence and perceptual

evidence. The evidential copular verb schijnen does not mark either, lijken marks direct ev-

idence, but not perceptual evidence, and the five descriptive perception verbs (judgemental

reading) mark both direct evidence and perceptual evidence. This paradigm thus has three
3For now I only include the copular variants of schijnen and lijken in this paradigm, i.e. taking adjectival

complements, as it is unclear for now what the distinction in function and meaning is between evidentials
taking infinitival constructions and those taking adjectival constructions. This issue is left for further research.
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distinct groups, with a member total of seven. This is illustrated in Table 10.4, in which the

oppositive values of the evidential copular verbs in Dutch are listed: schijnen is evidential,

but does not mark direct evidence or perceptual evidence, lijken is evidential and marks

direct evidence without specifying which sense modality was used, and the descriptive per-

ception verbs with judgement readings have all the features as they also mark perceptual

direct evidence.

Medium (Evidential) Direct Evidence Perceptual Evidence
schijnen +
lijken + +
DPV (judgemental) + + +

Table 10.4: Paradigm of Dutch evidential copular verbs.

There is no correlation found between the number of features (as specified in Table 10.4)

and the order in which the verbs in this paradigm started to integrate into an organized

paradigm: as discussed in chapter 4, schijnen developed into an evidential copular verb

during the Middle Dutch period, whereas lijken began to be used as a copular verb in the

Early Modern Dutch period. The descriptive perception verbs as copular verbs originated

between Middle Dutch and the (Late) Modern Dutch period. It is therefore not the case

that the verb with the least amount of specifications (i.e. schijnen) was formed first, fol-

lowed by lijken, followed by the descriptive perception verbs. Instead, the first member of

the paradigm appears to be smaken (already used in an evidential copular manner in Early

Middle Dutch), followed by schijnen, eruitzien, ruiken in Middle Dutch, klinken and lijken

in Early Modern Dutch and voelen in (Late) Modern Dutch. As will be discussed below in

the discussion of the bible comparison, this evidential copular paradigm does not renew or
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replace an existing evidential copular paradigm, which is said to have happened in the devel-

opment of periphrastic tenses and grammaticalized uses of modals (Diewald and Smirnova

2010). Rather, the formation of this paradigm marks the creation of a new category in

Dutch, namely that of evidential copular verbs. As Diewald and Smirnova (2010) state, the

older members of such a new paradigm then serve as a ‘blueprint and give the pattern for

analogous developments’ (2010:157).

10.5 Semantic and Functional Changes: Stage I

Many semantic and functional changes occur in the grammaticalization of the Dutch de-

scriptive perception verbs. I have split these semantic and functional changes into two

stages: the first stage, in which the copular construction emerges; and the second stage, in

which the judgement (control/raising) readings emerge.

Below, the first set is discussed, marking the emergence of the copular construction, i.e.

the construction in which a descriptive perception verb requires an adjective. Following Gis-

borne (1998), I assume that the first type of copular construction to emerge is the attributary

construction. The first stage is marked by Diewald and Smirnova’s semantic and functional

processes of metaphorization and template retention (as discussed in chapter 8), and by the

changes that accompany the emergence of the evidential, epistemic and (inter)subjective

flavours (i.e. evidentialization, epistemicization, (inter)subjectification, respectively). It is

also in this stage that the construction receives an evaluative reading.

The second set of semantic and functional changes are those that accompany the change
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from attributary constructions to judgement constructions, both control and raising. These

changes, i.e. defactivitization and de-evaluativitization, will be discussed in the following

section.

10.5.1 Metaphorization

As Traugott states: ‘Metaphoric processes have recently been considered to bemajor, indeed

the major factors, in semantic change. Although definitions of metaphor vary, most share

certain concepts in common, especially understanding and experiencing one kind of thing

in terms of another’ (1989:49).

There appears to be no metaphorization in the case of eruitzien, klinken, voelen and

ruiken as there is no great semantic change in these verbs: these verbs marked perception

and emanation before, and still do; there is no conceptual change.

10.5.2 Template Retention

AsDiewald and Smirnova (2010) argue, theremust be something that links the pre-grammaticalized

item to the post-grammaticalized item: there must be a stable aspect that remains un-

changed in various grammaticalization stages. This ‘common denonimator’ is in the case of

the evidential verbs they discuss the semantic template (or ‘image scheme’, Sweetser 1990)

of the relational structure of the verb.

In the case of theDutch descriptive perception verbs, the situation is less straightforward,

as there are two sources (not taking into account smaken) for these verbs: cognitive/active
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perception verbs and intransitive verbs. The semantic template of the cognitive/active per-

ception verbs (see 364a and 364b) is given in 365.

364. (a) Ik
I

zie
see

de
the

man.
man

‘I see the man.’

(b) Ik
I

voel
feel

het
the

kleed.
rug

‘I feel the rug.’

365. goal > path > source

This shows that the cognitive/active perception verbs have a goal (the subject), which is a

human referent, and a source (the direct object), which can be a human or non-human entity,

which are held together by the relational component that Diewald and Smirnova refer to

as the ‘path’ (i.e. the verb). This template is retained in the change to being a descriptive

perception verb, as shown in Table 10.5. This shows that even though the goal becomes

more restricted as it starts to mark the speaker and the source remains the same, the source

and goal remain part of the verb. The path (i.e. verb) changes from marking perception to

marking emanation, and to serving as an evidential. As discussed above, in this process, the

semantic template is retained, but the assignment of the syntactic components changes: the

goal is no longer syntactically realized, and the source becomes the subject.

Goal Path Source

Stage 1 human subject referent perception non-human/human referent
Stage 2 speaker evidential/emanation non-human/human referent

Table 10.5: Semantic template retention (eruit)zien and voelen.
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The semantic template of the intransitive verbs (as exemplified in 366a and 366b) is given in

367. This shows that the intransitive ancestors of the descriptive perception verbs klinken

and ruiken have a source (the subject), which is a non-human referent, and a goal which

is the speaker, but which is not syntactically realized. The two are held together by the

relational component that Diewald and Smirnova refer to as the ‘path’ (i.e. the verb). This

template is retained in the change to being a descriptive perception verb, as shown in Table

10.6. This shows that even though the source becomes less strict and can be anything that

emanates smell or sound, the goal remains the same, and the template as well. The path

(i.e. verb) does not change and continues to mark emanation, but also starts to serve as an

evidential.

366. (a) De
The

klokken
clocks

klinken.
sound.

‘The clocks are chiming.’

(b) Het
The

vuur
fire

ruikt.
smokes

‘The fire gives off smoke.’

367. source > path > goal

Source Path Goal

Stage 1 non-human subject referent emanation speaker
Stage 2 non-human/human subject referent evidential/emanation speaker

Table 10.6: Semantic template retention klinken.

In short, it seems that the semantic templates of both origins of descriptive perception verbs

have been roughly retained, just as expected by Diewald and Smirnova (2010). Metaphoriza-

tion seems not to have taken place, as the meaning of the verbs has not changed drastically.
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In addition to the semantic and functional changes as discussed byDiewald and Smirnova,

we must also account for the emergence of the evidential, epistemic and (inter)subjective

flavours that arise in the copular construction. Furthermore, these constructions obtain an

evaluative reading. These changes in meaning are discussed next.

10.5.3 Evidentialization

As discussed in chapter 3, all descriptive perception verbs mark evidentiality: they express

an evaluation that is given in the not overtly expressed, but implied (as discussed by Whitt

2017 and Boye 2012) proposition, and mark how this judgement has been obtained, i.e.

which sense modality was used to obtain this information. For instance, the construction

in 368a contains the proposition ‘the girl seems sweet’ and marks that this proposition is

based on the girl’s sound. This is distinguished from the situation when other descriptive

perception verbs are used, for instance in 368b, in which the proposition is again ‘the girl

seems sweet’, but this time the proposition is based on the way the girl looks.

368. (a) Het
The

meisje
girl

klinkt
sounds

lief.
sweet

‘The girl sounds sweet.’

(b) Het
The

meisje
girl

ziet
looks

er
part

lief
sweet

uit.
part

‘The girl looks sweet.’

The descriptive perception verb in both constructions thus serves not only as a marker of

emanation of e.g. a sound or an appearance, performed by the subject, but also as a marker

of evidence towards the speaker.
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I have taken the adjective lief ‘sweet’ to stand for ‘to be/seem sweet’, a proposition that

can be coerced, following Boye (2012) and Whitt (2017). Purely speculatively speaking, this

stage of the evidential descriptive perception verbs could then be the first stage in a devel-

opment towards a fully realized propositional clause, in which the proposition is overtly

expressed, as shown in 369 (which is ungrammatical in modern Dutch). This use would

mark the verb as a fully grammaticalized evidential marker (like e.g. schijnen and lijken).

369. ∗Het
The

meisje
girl

klinkt
sounds

lief
sweet

te
to

zijn.
be

‘The girl sounds to be sweet.’

Such a development has also been shown to have happened to the verbs schijnen, lijken,

scheinen and seem. As such, it is not implausible for the (evidential) descriptive perception

verbs to follow this trend.

10.5.4 Epistemicization

Similarly, the change towards being a copular construction marks the emergence of factiv-

ity in these constructions: whereas neither the perception verb construction or the intran-

sitive construction marks the degree of certainty from the speaker’s side, the descriptive

perception verbs do mark a degree of certainty. To be more specific, the attributary read-

ing (assumed to emerge before the judgement reading) marks high certainty, as the coerced

proposition is ‘X is ADJ’, and the use of the copular verb be marks a high degree of certainty

and factivity, or a high degree of commitment of the speaker to the proposition. Take, for

instance, the attributary construction in 370, out of which the proposition ‘the cake is tasty’
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can be coerced. The speaker is highly certain of this judgement: to the speaker this cake is

tasty.

370. De
The

cake
cake

smaakt
tastes

lekker.
good

‘The cake tastes good.’

As such, the descriptive perception verbs are not only a marker of evidentiality taking scope

over the proposition expressed by the adjective, in attributary constructions, they are also

a marker of epistemicity taking scope over this proposition. As will be discussed below, the

judgement readings mark a change in epistemicity: the degree of certainty will decrease for

the judgement readings (as opposed to the attributary readings) as the proposition can now

be used to express less certainty. For instance, in 371, the proposition that can be coerced is

‘the cake seems vegan’, expressing less certainty than would be the case had the proposition

been ‘the cake is vegan’.

371. De
The

cake
cake

smaakt
tastes

veganistisch.
vegan

‘The cake tastes vegan.’

The claims made here on epistemicization are preliminary and further research is needed

to fully understand the level of epistemicity in each stage of development, not just in the

descriptive perception verbs, but in all copular verbs.

10.5.5 (Inter)Subjectification

The rise of (inter)subjectification is linked to the rise of evidentiality and epistemicity, and

only emerges in the copular construction and is not present yet in the perception verb
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constructions or the intransitive constructions. Evidentialization, epistemicization and (in-

ter)subjectification are semantic processes that are part of the syntactic process of copular-

ization: from the moment the descriptive perception verbs become copular and appear with

an adjective, the speaker becomes a participant in the discourse by marking where they

got their evidence from, how they obtained their information, and how certain they are of

the proposition expressed by the adjective. The example in 372 illustrates this involvement

of the speaker: the use of lustich ‘pleasant’ denotes the evaluation of the speaker (i.e. the

person who hears the trumpets).

372. laetende
letting

de
the

trompetten
trumpets

lustich
pleasant

klincken.
sound

‘Letting the trumpets sound pleasant.’

(Begin ende Voortgangh van de VOC, 1646)

To come back to the three tendencies described by Traugott (1989) in chapter 8, the descrip-

tive perception verbs show signs of the first tendency, as meanings based in the external

described situation (i.e. objects that are giving off sound or smell in the case of klinken and

ruiken), or the act of perceiving (in the case of zien and voelen) become meanings based on

the internal. Furthermore as they come to be used to mark the evaluation of the speaker, the

meanings ‘become increasingly based in the speaker’s belief state toward the proposition’

(1989:34-35), as stated by Traugott’s third tendency.
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10.5.6 Evaluativization

As discussed above, the emergence of the requirement for an adjectival complement in cop-

ular constructions marks a change (especially in the case of the verbs that originated from

intransitive verbs) from non-evaluative constructions, to evaluative constructions. Take, for

instance, the non-copular construction (in the usage found in Middle Dutch) given in 373a,

in which there is no adjective and therefore no evaluation, evidentiality, epistemicity or sub-

jective flavour. These flavours are found once an adjective is added to such a construction,

creating the attributary construction as given in 373b.

373. (a) De
The

klokken
clocks

klinken.
sound.

‘The clocks are chiming.’

(b) De
The

violen
violins

klinken
sound

mooi.
lovely.

‘The violins sound lovely.’

In short, in the change from either perception verb construction or intransitive construction

to copular construction, an adjective is added which expresses a proposition. The descrip-

tive perception verbs then become markers of evidentiality and epistemicity, taking scope

over this proposition. This evidential and epistemic flavour are both based on the speaker’s

perspective and as such bring about a subjective reading of the construction.
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10.6 Semantic and Functional Changes: Stage II

Gisborne (1998) claims that the judgement reading emerges after the attributary reading,

and, if this is indeed the case, this change could be seen as forming the second stage in the

semantic and functional changes of the descriptive perception verbs: if it is indeed the case

that the attributary readings gave way to the judgement readings, this change was accom-

panied by a change in epistemicity: whereas the attributary readings are highly epistemic,

the judgement readings are not. Furthermore, the other difference between attributary and

judgement readings is whether or not the adjective is evaluative: it is for attributary con-

structions, but not for judgement constructions. As such, the change from attributary to

judgement constructions would mean a decrease in evaluativity, a process I refer here to as

de-evaluativization. Finally, as Gisborne (1998) claims, there is an increase in subjectivity

from the attributary to the judgement control readings, and from the judgement control to

the judgement raising readings. He claims that the development of the meanings of the

descriptive perception verbs moves from not encoding a speaker judgement (the attributary

readings, e.g. in 374a) to encoding one (the judgement readings, e.g. the control reading in

374b and the raising reading in 374c). The raising sense is seen by him as the most subjective

of the three senses.

374. (a) He sounds lovely.

(b) He sounds foreign.

(c) The weather sounds great.
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However, this claim does not seem to hold, as the attributary reading is evaluative (and

subjective), whereas the control judgement reading actually marks no evaluation (Rudolph

2017). Finally, there is no change in intersubjectivity: both attributary and judgement read-

ings are marked in terms of intersubjectivity.

What about Gisborne’s claim that the attributary adjectives emerged before the judge-

mental adjectives? The tables in 10.7 and 10.8 give an overview of the postverbal material

found in the dictionary study. The attributary reading evoking adjectives are highlighted

by ∗, the judgement reading evoking adjectives by ∗∗. Of those that are not marked, it is

either unsure which reading is evoked, or it is unsure whether the post verbal material is

adjectival or adverbial (for klinken and ruiken).

A first look at the adjectives in the dictionary search shows that for eruitzien, judge-

ment adjectives are only found from the 18th century onwards, later than the attributary

adjectives. For klinken, judgement readings are only found from the 19th century, while the

attributary adjectives appear to be used earlier. For voelen, no conclusions can be drawn,

since all instances are from the 20th century. For ruiken, in fact, the judgement adjectives

all predate the attributary adjectives: the judgement adjectives are found from the 17th

century onwards, the attributary adjectives from the 19th century onwards. Finally, the ad-

jectives used for smaken seem to be only attributary, from the 13th century onwards. At this

stage, I do not have enough data to make any claims on whether the attributary adjectives

emerged before the judgement adjectives: from the data at hand this seems to be the case

for eruitzien and klinken, but not for ruiken. Further research should obtain more data and

look into whether this is indeed the case, and, if so, why this differs between the verbs.
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10.7 Conclusion

This chapter has posed the following questions: Can we find evidence of copularization of

the Dutch descriptive perception verbs? If so, when do they appear as copular verbs for the

first time? What is the origin of Dutch descriptive perception verbs? The dictionary study

and corpus studies have shown that there is indeed evidence of copularization of Dutch de-

scriptive perception verbs: for klinken and ruiken there is evidence that these verbs were

intransitive verbs before they became used as copular verbs in Early Modern Dutch, for

eruitzien and voelen it appears that these verbs have developed from cognitive verbs into

copular verbs in Middle Dutch and Modern Dutch respectively. In conclusion, I hypothe-

size two possible origins of the descriptive perception verbs: intransitive verbs and cognitive

perception verbs. The hypothesis that there are two sources of descriptive perception verbs

is not unusual: ‘it has been detected that evidential markers, like other grammatical cate-

gories, may originate from different unrelated sources, which, however, does not prevent

them from forming a coherent category in language’ (Diewald and Smirnova 2010:220, in

line with Aikhenvald 2004).

The diachronic development of the descriptive perception verbs in Dutch appears to be

at the stage that these verbs can be used copulatively, and, as shown, but not discussed in de-

tail, with like-complements. As such, the Dutch descriptive perception verbs appear to have

started to embark on the grammaticalization path towards fully grammaticalized verbs, but

have a long way to go. If they were to follow the path of the other evidential copular verbs,

such as lijken ‘seem’ and schijnen ‘seem’, they have yet to allow that-complements and INF-
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complements, and eventually be able to appear in a parenthetical construction. As of yet,

it is not clear what the additional gain would be of further grammaticalization, especially

in the case of the development of descriptive perception verbs taking infinitival comple-

ments. Further research should investigate what the distinction is in function and meaning

between constructions of evidential verbs with infinitival complements and those with ad-

jectival complements, for instance for the verbs lijken and schijnen. The that-construction

has as characteristic that it marks a higher degree of certainty than copular constructions

or those with infinitival constructions. This becomes apparent in the use of the descriptive

perception verb eruitzien ‘look’ with a that-complement (the only one of five descriptive

perception verb that can appear with a that-complement), which marks a higher degree of

certainty than when appearing with an adjectival complement.

An issue that has only been touched upon briefly, but not discussed in detail, is the mo-

tivation behind the emergence of the descriptive perception verbs in copular constructions

(if there is any clear motivation). As is often hypothesized in grammaticalization research,

syntactic categorization is often motivated by pragmatics. In the case of the descriptive

perception verbs, the pragmatic motivation that is suggested above is discourse efficiency,

in the case of eruitzien and voelen. In the case of klinken and ruiken, the emergence of the

copular construction does not seem pragmatically motivated, but appears to be an instance

of structural reanalysis, in which the adverb comes to be reanalyzed as an adjective.

This investigation is a first attempt in mapping out the diachronic development of the

Dutch descriptive perception verbs, and somemethodological issueswere encountered. First

of all, due to the limited amount of on-line texts (especially from the 14th century) my cor-
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pus sizes were quite small. Bigger corpora would have meant more examples and thus a

clearer idea of the diachronic development of these verbs. Furthermore, due to the small

corpus sizes and the fact that for some texts information about the author or location is not

known, I could not take into account dialectal variation in my analysis. Finally, this work

has been based on written, formal, language, and does not say anything about spoken, in-

formal, language used in the time periods discussed. In addition, no formal analysis within

LFG is proposed here, and I leave it for future work to cover this part of the development

of the descriptive perception verbs, especially that of those verbs that have originated from

perception verbs (i.e. eruitzien and voelen). Such an analysis would have to capture how con-

structions such as in 344 have changed to constructions such as 345. The analysis for klinken

and ruiken would be less complicated: it would only have to account for the development

towards having an XCOMP in the f-structure.
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Chapter 11

Conclusion

11.1 Summary

Descriptive perception verbs have not received a uniform analysis in past verb classifica-

tions, e.g. copulative (Lees 1960, Chomsky 1965), ‘flip-verbs’ (Rosenbaum 1967, Rogers 1971,

1972, 1974), ‘psych-verbs’ (Levin 1993). This thesis has argued that the descriptive percep-

tion verbs at least in Dutch should be analyzed as copular verbs. I have argued that, contrary

to common practice in typological studies, a syntactic definition of copular verbs should be

adopted for Dutch (and other Germanic languages). This definition states that a copular

verb is a verb that requires a predicative complement that can take the form of an adjective.

Such a syntactic definition marks similarities between verbs that would be lost under the

typical definition that states that copulas are semantically empty. I have argued that under

such a syntactic definition of copular verbs, the various copular verbs can be distinguished

from each other by using semantic features or flavours. The Dutch descriptive perception
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verbs are analyzed as being either [+Medium epistemic] (which means that they mark ev-

identiality) and [+Perceptual] or as [+High epistemic] and [+Perceptual]. This depends on

the reading that they receive: the former set of semantic flavours belongs to judgement

readings, the latter to attributary readings. Which reading is intended can be checked by

using three diagnostics that check evaluativity, factivity and comparativity.

Support for the claim that the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are copular verbs

comes from diachronic data, which suggest that these verbs were once used only lexically.

Two origins of the Dutch descriptive perception verbs are hypothesized: perception verbs

(in the case of eruitzien ‘look’ and voelen ‘feel’) and intransitive verbs (in the case of klinken

‘sound’ and ruiken ‘smell’). It is not clear what the origins are of smaken ‘taste’. The change

from perception verbs to copular verbs involved the reordering of arguments, a process

which has been found for perception verbs in a number of unrelated languages (e.g. Latin,

Zulu and Japanese, see Barron 1997). The change from intransitive verbs to copular verbs

involved semantic bleaching and reanalysis of the postverbal element. This has been hy-

pothesized to have happened to a number of copular verbs in English (e.g. remain, see Van

Gelderen 2015). Compared to the other evidential copular verbs, the Dutch descriptive per-

ception verbs are not far on the grammaticalization path. In contrast, the other evidential

copular verbs have developed through various syntactic phases, from lexical to copular, to

complement-taking, to being able to appear in parenthetical constructions. The Dutch de-

scriptive perception verbs appear to only have made the first step, i.e. being copular verbs.
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11.2 Contributions

This research has made a number of contributions beyond the area of descriptive perception

verbs:

• It has questioned the way in which copulas and copular verbs are commonly defined.

• It has connected various works on the grammaticalization of copular verbs in the

Germanic languages and shown that they have undergone a similar diachronic devel-

opment.

• It has highlighted the importance of combined synchronic and diachronic research. As

Hurford states: ‘All explanatory theories rely on a diachronic dimension’ (2012:674).

• This research can be linked to the evolution of phenomena in grammar, in answering

the broader question how do structures emerge?

11.3 Future Work

As with any study, this research is not without its flaws and limitations; future research

should aim to solve a number of remaining problems. First of all, not enough data was

available online to make statistically significant claims. Therefore, the findings that are

discussed here serve as a first hypothesis. Especially more research of the descriptive per-

ception verbs in earlier centuries would be desired. However, the scarcity of data could not

be due simply to the amount of data, it could also be due to the informal (subjective) nature
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of the descriptive perception verbs, which keeps them from being included in the (mostly

religious) formal works from the earlier time period.

Furthermore, future work should focus in more detail on the syntactic analysis, includ-

ing a more formal syntactic and semantic analysis, making a comparison to other languages

(e.g. Can descriptive perception verbs be considered copular verbs in other unrelated languages

as well?), as well as including more thorough synchronic corpus research in order to arrive

at a more fine grained understanding of the various readings of the descriptive perception

verbs. Diachronically, further data is needed to clearly distinguish between the various read-

ings: in addition to collecting more data to perform tests on, future research should analyze

whether there is a correlation between the subject used and the reading the descriptive per-

ception construction receives, and the role the context plays in the reading the construction

evokes. Then, more sources should be studied in order to see whether the hypothesized

origins are plausible. Finally, another area for future research is a comparative study on

the grammaticalization of descriptive perception verbs in other Germanic languages. This

would provide more evidence for the hypothesized origins proposed here.
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