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The sequence se ve que can convey various meanings: indirect physical perception, cognitive 
perception and evidentiality. The latter value, however, is restricted to European Spanish, and is 
especially frequent in the Eastern Area. From a diatopic perspective, the existence of ambiguous 
uses of se ve que can be acknowledged where speakers can interpret both a perceptual and an 
evidential meaning of the structure. Thanks to a diachronic study and to the analysis of 
ambiguous vs. non-ambiguous uses, this article postulates further recognition criteria that help 
distinguish between perceptual and evidential meanings of se ve que. In this sense, the study 
shows that the trait shared by perceptual and evidential values —and the one leading to 
ambiguity— is the fact that they are based on one and the same reasoning process, and the 
difference between them —that may help distinguish them— lies in the part of the reasoning 
process that is being cognitively focused. Likewise, the article shows how a deeper study of se ve 
que can contribute to a better understanding of evidentiality in Spanish.
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LES FRONTERES ENTRE LA PERCEPCIÓ I L’EVIDENCIALITAT. VARIACIÓ 

La seqüència se ve que pot tenir diversos significats: percepció física indirecta, percepció 
cognitiva i evidencialitat. El darrer valor, tanmateix, es restringeix a l’espanyol europeu i és 
especialment freqüent en l’àrea oriental peninsular. Des d’una perspectiva diatòpica, l’existència 
d’usos ambigus de se ve que es pot reconèixer quan els parlants poden interpretar tant un valor 
perceptual com evidencial. L’estudi diacrònic i l’anàlisi dels usos ambigus i no-ambigus que 
presenta aquest article permet postular criteris més afinats per a distingir entre els valors 
perceptuals i evidencials de se ve que. En aquest sentit, l’estudi mostra que el tret que comparteixen 
els valors perceptuals i evidencials és el fet que es basen en el mateix procés de raonament, la qual 
cosa també els condueix a l’ambigüitat. En canvi, la diferència entre ells es troba en la part del 
procés de raonament que es focalitza cognitivament, i això pot ajudar a distingir-los. En 
definitiva, aquest estudi en profunditat de se ve que pot contribuir a entendre millor 
l’evidencialitat en castellà. 



MOTS CLAU: evidencialitat, percepció, se ve que, variació diatòpica, variació diacrònica.
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saying that it’s not like that / that a girl always works much better

and will never change / that’s the truth ’

evaluation of a fact that he has drawn from the previous speaker’s explanation 
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‘ ‘Miriam’ Veronica’s sister’s name?

J: well, she’s a midget / man
A: well, her sister’s also short

short / I don’t know ’

of J’s third intervention, the lack of certainty of J’s opinion is explicit (“I don’t 
”

“ o”

/ de travesuras: no es quee…



…
…

‘

/ I mean, regarding mischiefs, it’s not that ...

… once they got me into my sister’s classroom and it turns out that 
…

’

now she illustrates his richness with a fact: he once paid her dog’s 

week’s salary. In A’s second intervention, A uses the structure 

‘
’

…
/ y yo así…



‘ …

’

interpreted. In I’s third intervention, 

I: ellos este…

‘ ...erm..., they don’t work, and (yet) they have

I: because many times erm… people give them stamps and they sell them

’
them cheaper… erm… ’
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A: My cousin. Because, ok, it’s true that when I arrive at my house I never go visit 
[…] 

’ […] 
“’ ’ ”

’

“ ‘
’” (‘apparently’) is placed in a segment of reported speech. 

if the words uttered by Laura to recriminate A’s past behaviour were only 
expressed as a possible hypothesis and explanation of A’s conduct, according to 
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↓ se ha corrido un poco el armario… 

‘G: we’ll need an extension cord 

’

Therefore, example (14) shows that this first definition, ‘the result of an 
erence made from a reasoning’



’

“
”

‘
“
”

ng that it’s not like that / that a girl always works much better.
’ / ‘you see that’

to the fullest, and will never change / that’s the truth ’

(‘there’) is a direct reference to A’s intervention, and those of the 
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component in the speaker’s reasoning.
’

“ ”
’

(16)’

‘
’



…

…

‘ ’
…

’

/ es… porque eso está en el Mariel

…
lo que están es… acabando

‘ …
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/ es… porque eso 

…
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…
/ y yo así…
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” ‘it is 

noticeable/evident/visible by the previous words that it was a very loved dog’
“ ” ‘

loved dog’

“
”
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paraphrased as ‘understand the following information to be a result of the 
speaker’s own reasoning process’
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