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Chapter 2
An Overview of The Bulgarian Verbal System

2.0. In{roduction. The Bulgarian verbal system is one of the most complex, in
terms of number of forms, of all the Slavic languages. According to standard
descriptions there are nine paradigmatic tenses: the present, aorist, imperfect,
perfect, pluperfect, future, future perfect, future preterite (called here the future-in-
past), future perfect preterite (here the future-perfect-in-past). Each of these in turn
may be formed from either the imperfective or petfective aspect stem. There are
also two to three modal paradigms (depending upon the description): the
imperative, the conditional and the conjunctive (or da-construction). The reported
or unwitnessed paradigms, which are similar to the Turkish evidential category, are
sommetimes considered to be tense forms and sometimes mood forms.5 A brief
discussion of these paradigms is provided in this chapter so that the reader may
become familiar enongh with the verbal system in order to follow the argumentation
of subsequent chapters. It is based primarily on standard sources (Maslov 1981
and Stojanov 1980), as well as discussions with Molhova. Since the primary
: purpose of this study is to discuss in detail specific problems relating to the function
of TAM calegories in a restricted number of verbal forms in a specific type of
subordinate construction, this chapter is of necessity programmatic in nature and
does not purport to be a complete treatment or analysis, An outline. of the
morphological forms with examples will be provided, followed by a brief
description of their more basic syntactice-semantic functions. Differences in the
analysis of particular categories are discussed only insofar as they are relevant to
issues that will be raised later. Tt is convenient here 1o use the universal descriptive
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“framework proposed by Chung and Timberlake 1985 primarily because it has the
potential for typelogical applicability and allows an internally consistent discussion
of the forms in question without any implication with respect to their systemic
relations. This framework defines an event in terms of three components: ihe
PREDICATE, the EVENT FRAME (the interval of time on which the predicate occurs),
and the EVENT WORLD (the situation or set of conditions under which the predicate
occurs) {Chung and Timberlake 1985:203). In the description of the Bulgarian
verbal system, an atiempt will nat be made o establish abstract invariant meanings
for the verbal paradigms and categories?, but rather to correlate a paradigm. or form
with its DEFINITION (i.e. its meaning at the word level which does not necessarily
correspond 1o its meaning with respect to other forms within the system®) and its
FUNCTION in a context {(i.c. in a phrase, seitence or even larger context). The main
concern here then might be viewed in terms of what has been called competence (or
langire, the abstract organizmior[ of language) versus performance (or parele, the
use of language). ‘ ’

Sources for individual topics of interest are provided where appropriate.
Readers interested in a more detailed treatment of the Bulgarian verbal system may
wish to consult Stojanov 1980 (the standard Bulgarian grammar on phonology and
morphology), Maslov 1981 (a Bulgarian grammar by the renowned Russian
grammarian) or Scatton 1984 (a primarily generative treatment). Aronson’s 1967
article is a structuralist treaiment of the Bulgariﬁn indicative. The most exhaustive
treaiment of the morphology of the Bulgarian verb can be found in volume 2 of the
1983 Academy Grammar.

2.1. Aspect. Since aspect is a category relevant for all verbal forms, it will be
discussed First before the discussion of individual fense and modal paradigms.
Aspect is a grammatical category that, while not limited to the Slavic languagés, is
distinctly grammaticalized in them as the imperfective/perfective opposition.
Maslov (1959:309) characterizes this opposition in Bulgarian by saying that a

perlective verb is used when the speaker views the event as an indivisible whole
. {(nedelimoe celoe), and imperfective when there is no reference to the totality of the
‘cvent {celostnost’). The category of aspect thus refers to the TEMPORAL
DIMENSION of an event, i.e. the type of space il occupies, as opposed to that of

tense which refers to the TEMPORAL LOCATION of an event (typically with respect
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to the moment of speech). Accarding to the definition proposed by Chung and
Timberlake (1985:213), aspect “characterizes the relationship of a predicate to the
time interval over which it ocours”. They distinguish four embedded levels at
which aspect may be relevant which are outlined in Table 2-1 along with the
corresponding English examples,

VERB LEVEL the verb and its inherent angry
aspectual properties (e.g.,
states versus processes)

PREDICATE the verb and its major syntactic  John gotangry at a
- LEVEL arguments stranger.

PROPOSITION the predicate in relation tothe  John got angry ata

LEVEL event frame (e.g., including stranger on the bus today.
temporal adverbs)
NARRATIVE the proposition in the context of  John got angry ata
LEVEL a connected set of propositions  stranger on the bus today,
and then apologized.

Table 2-1. Four Embedded Levels of Aspect. (Chung and Timberlake 1985:214)

When it is not necessary (or possible) to make a clear distinction between the VERB

LEVEL and the PREDICATE LEVEL, these levels may be referred (o together as the

LEXICAL LEVEL (Chung and Timberlake 1985:214). Note that it is on the
NARRATIVE LEVEL thal discourse factors operate, which would place it in the
domain of the PRAGMATIC COMPONENT according to the model in Figure 1-1.
Since aspect encoding in Slavic tends to be most sensitive to factors on the
PROPOSITION LEVEL (Timberlake 1982a; Chung and Timberlake 1985), those
features relevant for aspect on this level will be discussed first,

2.1.1. PROPOSITION LEVEL. At the PROPOSITION LEVEL, it is typically the
QUALITATIVE feature of CLOSURE, i.e. whether or not an event is bounded or
limited within the EVENT FRAME, that is most relevant. Perfeclive verbs are nsed
for events that are CLOSED, as in example (2.1), imperfective for events that are
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OPEN, as in example (2.2). Since this opposition is most clearly demeonstrable for
past events, the examples cited are in the past. The interrelation of aspect and tense
will be covered later in the section on tense (§ 2.2).

(2.1) No kogalo dojdePA2 denjat na zaminavaneto, tia njakak
nectakvano se ragstroit-A°, stana’-A0 mnogo neZnai go
celunaP-A? prodilzitelno zad uxoto... (PV:MSX:106)

But when the day of departure cameP-49, she somewhat
unexpectedly got confusedP-A9, becameP-A9 very affectionate
and kissedP-A¢ him lingeringly behind the ear...

2.2) Navén be stanaloPPIPf dosta xtadno, vjatarit makneselt-Int
nisko nad grada ¥81ti razpokdsani oblaci. (PV:B:10)

It had becomePPIDf quite cold outside, the wind was
carrying-Im yellow, scattered clouds in low over the city.

For past events, then, CLOSURE corresponds to such notions as completed events
and/or events with a result; while lack of CLOSURE  incomplete, ongoing events
that generally have no result.

Also relevant at the PROPOSITION LEVEL are the QUANTITATIVE factors of '

iterativity and durativity, such that ilerative {2.3a) or durative (2.4a) events are
typically encoded as imperfective, while unigue (2.3b) or punctual {2.4b) events are
typicaily encoded as perfective. '

(2.33)  Samo ot vreme na vieme Vpoglezdaxl-Im/ *poglednaxt-Ao
sivsem diskretno Basovnika si, kojto si traka¥e vse taka
aluratno, bez da se interesuva v kakva kompanija bjax
popadnal. (PV:B:10)

Only from time to time would I glance’/” quite discretely at
my watch, which ticked on as accurately as ever without
caring about the kind of company I had fallen in with.

(2.3b)  Tjaobirna kim soseda si i az *poglezdax/ VpoglednaxP-Ao
' sivsem diskretno tasovnika si, kojto si traka3e vse taka

-
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akuraino, bez da se interesuva v kakva kompanija bjax
popadnal. (PV:B:10%)

She turned to her neighbor and I glancedP40 quite discretsly
at my watch, which ticked on as accurately as ever without
caring about the kind of company I had fallen in with.

(242} Liatoto Vstavasel- 1/ #sangP Ao e po-gore$to,
(PV:B:74%)

The summer kept getting®-Im hotter and hotter.
Pr g 14

(2.4b)  Minalata sedmica Hatoto *stquasel Im/ %r!anap 40 po-goresto.
(PV:B:14%)

Last week the summer becameP A0 hoter,

_As is apparent from these examples, however, there is a contrast not only
between the imperfective and perfective aspect, but also the imperfect tense
paradigm and the aorist tense paradigms. In fact, there are two distinet types of
aspect -Oppositions in Bulgarian: the imperfective/perfective opposition and the
imperfect/aorist opposition.® The nature of the imperfect/aorist opposition as
temporal or aspectual is controversial and has been addressed by many scholars.
Since this opposition is manifested morphologically in tense paradigms, it will be .
dealt with in more detail below in the scction on tense (§ 2.4.7.), but a few
preliminary words should be said now. Aronson (1981:198-199) distinguishes the
two oppositions by describing the imperfective/perfective opposition as
SUPERORDINATED ASPECT, i.e. it occurs higher in the hierarchy than other
features, and the imperfect/aorist opposition as SUBORDINATED ASPECT, i.e. it
occurs lower in the hierarchy, namely subordinated to the past/non-past distinction.
Elson (1981:250) distinguishes the two from a morphological point of view:

The entire inventory of formations [e.g., past and present formations -

GEF] defines the conjugational unit. There are two aspectual

oppasitions: aorist/imperfect, which opposes the paradigms within
formations, and perfective/imperfective (or terminative/interminative in
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the terminology of Lunt 1952), which opposes conjugaiions {more
properly, verbal stems, i.e. the morphological units representing

narrated events). 10

Although the imperfective/perfective opposition will remain the primary concern of
this section, reference to the imperfect/zorist opposition will be made when
appropriate since, as examples (2.3} - (2.4) make clear, both oppositions interact on
the PROPOSITION LEVEL.

2.1.2. NARRATIVE LEVEL. The contrast in CLOSURE is seen most clearly on
the NARRATIVE LEVEL where perfective past verbs are used to advance the action or
provide foreground information and imperfective past verbs describe or supply

background informaiion (2.5).1!

(2.5)  Doxita «Grantars stignaxmeP-40 s dtipka po njakakav
neviobrazim pat, izgeten kato s edra, nepoxvaina bradva
napravo v skalite. TzdigaxmelIM se vse po-visoko i po-viscko
v poiti otvesnija planinski sklon; vizduxdt stana’ Ao
prozraéno sin, ploski oblaci visjaxa- kato ploti nad
giganiskata dolina, gotovi sjakas vseki mig da ruxnat idaja
smazat. Patjat stavaselm vse po-tesen, tuk-tame imageli-im
1eki svlitanija, taka Ge masivnite gumi n-a\kolata edvane
pristipvaxalIm rabovele na propasita. (PV:EM:309)

We reachedP-A0 the hostel “Gringar” by jeep along this
unhelievable road, cut directly into the ¢liffs as if with a large,
clumsy ax. We kept going up!I" higher and higher into the
almost sheer mountain slope, the air furned?-A0 g transparent
blue, flat clouds hung!-P like slabs over the giant valley, as if
any moment ready to crash down and crushit. The road was
becoming! i more and more narrow, there wereft-I1 small
landslides here and there, so that the massive tires barely
squeezedM the edge of the precipice. .

2.1.3. LEXICAL LEVEL. The imperfective/perfective aspect opposition is also
relevant on the LEXICAL LEVEL (which consists of the VERB LEVEL and the
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PREDICATE LEVEL combined), 'since it opposes verb stems which have LEXICAL
MEANING. Moreover, o the LEXICAL LEVEL, there is a further distinction hetween.
DERIVED LEXICAL-ASPECTUAL CATEGORIES and INHERENT LEXICAL-ASPECTUAL
CATEGORIES. DERIVED LEXICAL-ASPECTUAL CATEGORIES have to do with the
process of deriving imperfective verb stems from perfective verb stems by
suffixation, which is a regular morphological process in Bulgarian, INHERENT
LEXICAL-ASPECTUAL CATEGORIES refer to the aspectual properties of a predicate

which are atributable not to the morphological characteristics of the verb (ie..

morphologically expressed tense or aspect), but rather 10 the lexical meaning of the
stem, The notion of INIHERENT LEXICAL—ASPEC’IUALVCATEGORIE'S, or SITUATION
TYPES as they are more often called, has been treated at length by Vendler
1967[57], Kenny 1963, Ryle 1949 and Dowly 1979, The classification of
Iiredicates according to their INHERENT LEXICAL-ASPECTUAL PROPERTIES has
been pioposed to account for the inierrelation of SITUATION TYPES with aspect.
Brecht 1985 deals with the form and function of Russian aspect which includes
INHERENT LEXICAL-ASPECTUAL PROPERTIES/SITUATION TYPES), as well as
morphologically encoded aspect. '

Chung and Timberlake 1985 discuss aspecl at both the LEXICAL and
PROPOSITION LEVELS in terms of the same properties. For the sake of consistency,
their framework will be employed. By combining the properties of CLOSURE (“an
event comes to an end before some temporal point or within the confines of some
temporal interval” (Chung and Timberlake 1985:217); thus past events marked for
CLOSURE are viewed as completed) and of DYNAMICITY (whether an event or state
of affairs remains constant over successive moments of time, or changes (Chung
and Timberlake 1985:214)}, it is possible to distinguish four types of predicates. A
predicate that is not DYNAMIC is a STATE and typically describes propettics,
emotions, etc. An example would be the verb 10 know, which cannot be used in
the progressive in English: *I am knowing the answer. A predicate that is
DYNAMIC is termed a PROCESS and describes activities such as reading, etc. Both
STATES and PROCESSES can be further distinguished using the notion of CLOSURE.
The effect of CLOSURE on a STATE is typically a CHANGE OTF STATE, or the.
inception of a new state. The verb fo realize reflects the transition from the state of
not knowing to that of knowing. The effect of CLOSURE on a PROCESS is the
opposition between an ATELIC (open) and a TELIC (closed) event, e.g.. John
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drew/was drawing vs. John drew a circle, respectively. Here the addition of a
direct object in English imposes a telos (end point or completion) on the aclion. See
Table 2-2.

NON-DYNAMIC DYNAMIC
CPEN - CLOSED OPEN CLOSED
STATE CHANGE OF 8TATE  ATELIC PROCESS TELIC PROCESS
pregnani become pregnant travel travel fromxtoy
see catch sight of burn burn up/out/through
remain begin to remauin read read the book
dead die look for {ind

Table 2.2. Interaction of CLOSURE and DYNAMICITY. (Chung and Timberlake
(1985:218) '

These four types of predicates are comparable to those proposed by Vendler
1967[1957], i.e. STATES, ACTIVITIES, ACCOMPLISHMENTS (or CULMINATIONS
{Brecht 1985)) and ACHIEVEMENTS. Figuze 2-1 (on the following page) was taken
by Brecht from a dissertation by Scarborough-Exarhous and is a graphic
representation of these predicates or SITUATION TYPES. Typically (although not
exclusively) in Bulgarian, ATELIC PROCESSES (or ACTIVITIES) and STATES are
coded with the imperfective aspect, while TELIC PROCESSES (or CULMINATIONS)
and CHANGES OF STATE (or ACHIEVEMENTS) are perfective. Hxamples of these

-predicate types in Bulgarian are given in Table 2-3 (on the following page).

What Table 2-3 also illustrates is that INHERENT LEXICAL-ASPECT
(SITUATION TYPE} interacts with DERIVED LEXICAL-ASPECT. The CLOSED
perfective forms above were telicized by affixing a prefix that both perfectivizes the
OPEN impexfective verb and contributes additional meaning: in napi¥al the notion
‘(o finish’ and in zagledam® “o begin’. The fact that INHERENT LEXICAL-ASPECT
can interact with the DERIVED LEXICAL-ASPECT further complicates the aspect
system of Bulgarian. There are, in effect, wo distinct types of aspectual
relationships here. To a certain extent, the imperfective/perfective opposition is 50
regular that it approaches a ;hmﬁinﬂectional than derivational relationship, and in
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Absence of staie 1

state 1
STATE ) — .
bl
fime:
process  stale 2
state 1 . -
ATELIC PROCESS _— ..//
; .
time
state 2
state [ €
TELIC PROCESS — — " goal
>
time
state 2
state 1 =
CHANGE OF STATE : >
time

Figure 2-1. Graphic representation of SITUATION TYPES. (Biecht 1985:1()

STATE CHANGE OF STATE
Sledam It 1look zagledam® I begin to ook
ATELIC PROCESS ;I'EL[C PROCESS
pifalu. T write napisaP. I finish writing x

Table 2-3. STTUATION TYPES in Bulgarian,

fact Aronson (1977:9) compares this regularity of the process of deriving an
imperfective verb from a prefixed perfective to that of the inflectional relationship
between the singular and plural of nouns. For example, the only. difference
between napi§a®- ‘to write x* and napisvam! 'to write x° is that the first is
perfective and the second imperfective; in other words, they are distinguished only
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by GRAMMATICAL MEANING, not by LEXICAL MEANING. Likewise, zagledam®
‘to begin to look, stare’ has a derived imperfective zagleidam!-, and again there is
no difference in meaning between the two stems other than that carried by the
perfective/imperfective aspect opposition. )

2.1.4. The Status of Unprefixed Fmperfectives. There are, however, a
number of unprefixed SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVE verbs whose standing with respect
to the grammatical category of aspect is less clear. Consider the unpaired SIMPLEX
IMPERFECTIVE verb pifaf® ‘to write’ from which the perfective napi¥al ‘to finish
writing x* is derived by prefixation, The prefix nof only perfectivizes, 1.e. telicizes,
the verb stem, but aiso adds lexical meaning. The issue then is whether napifal is
the perfective partner of pifat, from which it was derived by means of prefixation,
or of napisvaml, which itself was derived [rom napifaf by means of suffixation
{which thereby aiclicizes it). Note that there are two types of prefixzation
distinguished by the way in which the meaning of the verb, or its SITTUATION TYPE,
is modified: “sub-lexical prefixation involves a semantic field which focuses on a
component of the sitnation, whereas lexical prefixation creates a quite different
situation entirely.” (Brecht MS:216) The na- prefix and za- prefix add sublexical
meaning in that they focus on a component of the situalion, namely the end and the
beginning, respectively. While the issue of aspectual pairs has been regarded at
times as trivial, a distinction between verb pairs such as pisatinapisal- and
napisvamtinapi¥a®- must be made in order Lo account for patterning of TAM
categories in the contexts under discussion. For a more detailed discussion of the
problem of aspect pairs in Bulgarian, see Aranson {1985:278-81).

This study will accept the arguments of Aronson 1985 and Maslov 1959 as
the most persnasive and consider that the SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES stand outside
of the grammaltical opposition usually called imperfective/perfective. This means
that the SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES are opposed to the prefixed perfectives with
respect Lo a Jexical opposition of Aktionsarten'? as defined by Aronson 1985. That
is, the prefixed perfective has additional semantic meaning and thus is opposed o
the simplex imperfeciive in more than just the grammatical category of aspect.

- Moreover, Aronson has also proposed that there are two grammatical oppositions at
work here: the opposition [+P] is found in the relationship between pisal*inapizal
(1-P] and [+P), réspectively), and the opposition {+] found only in the relationship
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between prefixed perfectives and their derived imperfectives, both of which are
[+P]. Thus, napisvam!- is [+P] [+1] and napisaP- [+P] [-1]. Further complicating
the situation is the evidence that Maslov (1963:71-2) presents to the cffect that
SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES show a tendency to develop into bi-aspectual verbs (and
some even into perfectives with their own derived imperfectives). Therefore, for
our purposes here, SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES will be considered to be unpaired for
the grammatical opposition of 'aspect {and designated with ) and thus to stand
outside of this opposition. Likewise, prefixed perfectives that do not have a
derived imperfecti\;e will be considered unpaired as well (and designated with Puy,
The claims 0 be made here concerning the interaction of the grammatical TAM
categories are relevant only for aspectually paired verbs. As will be shown, the
reason for this isthat the roles of the TAM categories hinge crucially on the
relationship between tense and aspect, such that if a verb is not paired for the
perfective/fimperfective opposition, then these factors will not affect its function,
rather semantic factors will override them. Data with unpaired verbs are introduced

. only by way of contrast and are not included in text counts, unless so indicated. 1f

a verb is listed in the 1976 Balgarski Talkoven Re&nik without an aspectual pariner,
it is taken to be unpaired aspectually. It should be noted, however, that regardless
of whether a verb is aspectually paired or nat, it is still crucial to take into account
the SITUATION TYPE expressed by the verb stem, particolarly whether it is a STATE
or CHANGE OF STATE.

The standard works on Bulgarian aspect are Stankov 1980 and Maslov
1959. Problems of derivational aspect are discussed in Maslov 1963,

2.2. Tense. As stated above, there are nine tense paradigms in Bulgarian. By
tense paradigms is meant the morphological formations as opposed to the semantic
expression of the category of tense. The existence of this many paradigims raises
some questions as o the refationship of tense morphology (typically viewed as a
two-way distinction of past vs. non-past for Slavic) to the grammatical category of
tense, particularly in a language where there are four “past tenses” (i.e. the
imperfect, the aorist, the perfect and the pluperfect!3). Moreover, it has been
claimed that the future is not a tense, but rather a mood since it refers to unreal, and
therefore non-indicative events (cf, for example, Janakiev 1962, Golabh 1964,
Aronson 1967). Since such a division would have the effect of eliminating four
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paradigms, this issue has been crucial for any analysis of the Bulgarian verbal
system and will be discussed in the section on the future paradigms (§26.).
Ancther controversy (already mentioned above and to be discussed in detail below)
is whether the-nature of the opposition between the aorist and the imperfect is
aspectual or temporal. The purpose of this section, however, is not to describe the
verbal system by establishing invariant meanings for these paradigms, but rather to
_provide the teader with a working knowledge of the Bulgarian verbal system in
order (o follow the argumentation in subsequent chapters. The reader will need to
have an idea of what tense paradigms are morphologically encoded, what their
primary meanings are and, to a certain extent, how they are used. To this end, each
section provides a DEFINITION (Le. the meaning at the word level without regard (o
its relationship to other forms that may exist in the system) for the particular tense
paradigm under discussion and its more {requent FUNCTION(S) {i.c. the meaning in
a context) in the language. Readers interested in a systemic analysis of the
Bulgarian verbal system gua system are referred to Aronson 1967 (for a
structuralist, Jakobsonian treatmenf of the indicative), Stankov 1969 (for a
iraditional Bulgarian treatment), Lindstedt 1985 (for a Reichenbachian treatment
which includes modifications by Comrie 1985) or Chvany 1988 (where a semjotic
decomposition .of the Bulgarian verbal system into four sets of morphological
oppositions is proposed). A modification of the three-point system proposed by
Reichenbach 1947 will be used here, in conjunction with the typological framework
of Chung and Timberlake 1985. The discussien of morphological formation is
based on Stojanov 1980 and the basic uses of the tense forms are taken from
Stojanov 1980 and Maslov 1981.

2.2.1. Reichenbach. Reichenbach (1947:287-298) describes tense systems in
terms of three points: the point of the event (i), the point of reference (R) and the
point of speech (). Tenses are analyzed in terms of how these points relate to cach
other in time (represented by a line from left to right). As applied to the English
tense system, the resull is summarized in Figure 2-2 (on the following page).

The progressive {or extended) tenses, as well as a secondary use of the
present perfect and repetition, were depicted by Reichenbach as a segment of line
rather than a point. The simple past exiended, for example, would be represented
by a diagram similar to that in Figure 2-3 (on the following page).
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SIMPLE PAST PRESENT PERFECT

I had seen John I saw John I have seen John
——,—————— > —— e —— —_——————>

E R 8§ E,R § E R,S
PRESENT SIMPLE FUTURE FUTURE PERFECT
I see John I will see John I will have seen John
—————> ——.———e— ' >

E,R,S 5,R E S E B

Figure 2-2. Reichenbachian analysis of English Simple and Perfect Tenses.

SIMPLE PAST, EXTENDED
T was seeing John

_— ———

R,E S
Figure 2-3. Reichenbachian analysis of the English Past Progressive Tense.

I agree with Lindstedt (1985:32), who criticizes Reichenbach’s treatment of

the progressive. Nevertheless, since the progressive in Bnglish is regarded by
many lingnisis as an aspect rather than a tense, dealing as it does with the event’s

TEMPORAL DIMENSION rather than its location on the time line, this is not
necessarily a serious flaw in Reichenbach’s analysis. Some revision or expansion
of his theory of tense would be necessary, if aspect were to be incorperated.
Indeed, several attempts have been made to accommodate Reichenbach’s analysis to
include aspect (see, for example, Timberlake 1985b and Merrill 1085), but if is
unciear whether it is necessary,cor even desirable to do so. If the progressive is
considered an aspectual category, it falls outside the realm of Reichenbach’s
classification. A more serious shoricoming of this analysis, however, is that while
it can accommodate a future-in-past, a diagram of the future-perfect-in-past,
requires more than one reference point (Lindstedt 1985:33-34). As Comrie’s 1985
adaptation of Reichenbach’s system includes the possibility of mare than one
reference point, it can apcommodate the futare-perfect-in-past, namely as E before
Rj after Ry before S, Compare Figure 2-4 with Figure 2-5.
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1 would see John

—_—,— e —T

R E §

Figure 2-4. Reichenbachian Analysis of English Future-in-Past.

1 would have seen John

e ——
Ry E R1 8

Figute 2-5. Reichenbachian Analysis of Future-Perfect-in-Past.

Comtie raises two other questions with regard 1o Reichenbach’s analysis, namely,

" the issue of absolute versus relative tense, and the: fact that not all verbs explicitly

express an R. Comrie’s {1985:122-130) notation, which exemplifies this different
approach, makes the following distinetions listed in Table 2-4.

ABSOLUTE TENSE (reference point for the location of a situation in time is as-
sumed to be the present moment, unless an adverbial specifies a different R)

present _ E simul S(=R)14
past - Ebefore S(=R}
future E after §(=R)

RELATIVI TENSE (reference point for the location of a situation is some point in
time given by the context, not necessarily the present moment, e.g, English
and Russian participles and Russian gerunds'>;

relative present _ E simul R
relative past E before R
relative futore EafterR

ABSOLUTE-RELATIVE TENSE (reference point is before or after the present
moment and the situation is located before or after that reference point)

pluperfect E before R before §

future perfect $ before R after E
future-in-past E after R before §
future-perfect-in-the-past E before Ry after Ry before §

Table 2-4. Comrie's Tense Distinctions.
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There are certain problems, however, with Comrie’s adaptation. One is that
Comrie (1985:32; 1976:52-65) regards the perfect to he an aspect, rather than a
t-ense, and thus does not provide a notation for it. Since the perfect paradigm will
be treated as a tense here, the appropriate notation would be E BEFORE R SIMUL
§ (Lindstedt 1985:84). Another problem is that relative tense, which Comrie
argues eliminates reference to the S, is perhaps better classified as TAXIS (cf. also
Jakobson 1971[1957], Brecht MS, and Pentev 1985). TAXIS is defined by Brecht
(MS:30), who uses the notation 8T for the notion of $PEECH TIME, ET for EVENT
TIME, RT for REFERENCE TIME (which will be used here), as:

the formal signaling of a relationship betwéen two propositions,
without reference to the context-of-utterance [...]. The present perfecl,
past perfect and future perfect combine within themselves the tactic
function relating ET and RT with the tense function relating RT and ST.

Chvany 1988 defines TAXIS ag a deictic category that expresses [+DEIXIS TO EN]
where EN refers to the narraled event.!? See Brecht 1975 for a discussion of
relative tense in embedded structures in Russian, and Smith 1981 for a discussion
of temporal specification in embedded struciures in English,

Yet another problem with Comric’s analysis is that he claims the temporal
specification of a sentence does not involve the relation of all three poinis to one
another. He proposes then that in the specification of any tense involving ST, ET
and RT, the RT is specified relative to ST, and the ET is then specified relative to KT,
while no direct temporal relation is-allowed between ST and ET. Finally, Comrie
proposes that, contrary to Reichenbach’s assumiption, there exist instances where at
times the temporal specification of a sentence requirés more than one RT or possibly
none at all,

While a simple iense paradigm does morphologically encode onky ET and
ST, as Comrie correctly points out, the temporal specification of an utterance,

however, still requires an RT, and the RT will be assumed here 10 be ST, unless

otherwise specified. Typically, the RT will be provided by lexical means, that is,
with a'temporal adverbial. Smith (1981:213) explains this by claiming that “[t]he
very basic and general notions of past, present, and future are meaningful only in
terms of a particular orientation or anchor”. -Thus, example (2.6) is felt to be
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somehow incomplete and requires more specification, namely, an RT, which is
provided in (2.6a) by the temporal adverbial ‘yesterday’.

(2.6) I bought some bread.
(2.6a) I bought some bread yesterday.
This is explicable because information about ES is required.

If the interpretation of a sentence containing a shifter [= deictic element]
requires information about ES or PS, such a sentence should eficit a
WH-question in the absence of adequate contextual information. 1
visited Cveta/Xodix u Cveta elicits When?/Koga?, Hustrating the
shifterhood of the deiclic lenses. (Chvany 1988:75)

Thus the RT can be inferred from the larger context, that is, beyond the sentence by
appealing to the PRAGMATIC COMPONENT, that component which contains
discourse and extra-linguistic information. Sec (2.6b) where the RT of the second
sentence is inferred from the first.

(2.6b) 1 went to the store yesterday. [ bought some bread.

There are, however, iense paradigms that do morphologically encode an RT, such
as the present perfect in English (ET BEFORE RT SIMUL 8T). Because the RT is
already specified (here the moment of utterance), (2.6d) nceds no further
specification,

(2.66d)  1have bought some bread.

2.22. The Role of RT in the Temporal Specification of the
Utterance. As stated above, the notion of RT is crucial for the temporal
specification of an utierance, but not for the grammatical meaning morphologically
encoded in a tense paradigm. In the following discussion of the Bulgarian tense
paradigms, Comric’s style of notation for absolute (called here simple tenses) and
absolute-relative (here tactic) tenses will be used, because of its visual elegance, but
Brecht’s abbreviations of ET, RT, ST will be preferred. Comrie’s argument for
relative tenses, i.e. forms which encode the ET/RT relation, but not the ET/ST
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relation, is not subscribed to, since the behavior of these forms can be sccounted
" for more adequately by Smith’s (1981:221) Sharing and Orientation Principles of
interpretation that account for the temporal dependencies that oceur in En glish, The
Sharing Principle allows an embedded sentence to share a time specified in its
matrix sentence; that is, a time in the first sentence functions as the reference time
for the second sentence. See example (2.7). According to the Orientation
Principle, a time in the first sentence functions as the orientation time for the second
senfence. See example (2.8).

@.7) They said last Wednesday that the minister was resigning in
three weeks, (Smith 1981)

(2.8) The minister will announce at midnight that he burned the
documents. {Smith 1981)

What Brecht (MS:119) argues is that by “discriminating between the cluster
of notions constituting the temporal UV [UTTERANCE VALUT, - GEF] and the subset
" of these which is grammalicalized by the tense forms themselves or by SAR’s [i.e.
semantic amalgamation rules which corréspond in this study to the term
INFERENCING STRATEGIES - GEF]”, “one can maintain the Reichenbachian system
as a fact of UV, while arguing against its direct implementation by means of a
specific tense form or set of forms.” Brecht’s argument will be accepted as a basic
tenet of this study. While Comrie’s style of notation will be used for describing the
morphologically encoded tense forms of Bulgarian {that is, RT is specified only
when explicitly coded in the morphology), it is Brecht's interpretation of the
Reichenbachian threc-point system that will be adhered to as the mechanism for
determining temporal reference in an utterance (that is, of a sentence in its conlext),
For this reason, the discussion of each tense paradigm is broken down into
DEFINITION (the morphologically encoded information) and FUNCTION (use of the
form in a sentence in context). .

The following discussion will limit itself (o the formation of tense
paradigms, their DEFINITION and FUNCTION in independent (i.c. main clause)
constructions, since subordinate constructions pose partibular problems which are
the focus of subscquent chapters. -
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2.3. The Present Tense

2.3.1. The Present Tense Paradigm. The present tense paradigm in
Bulgarian is synthetic and is formed by the concatenation. of stem + vowel -+
person/number endings. The shape of the vowel is dependent upon the verb’s
conjugation type. Although the present is most frequently formed from

imperfective verbs, perfective present tense forms do occur.

7 As a rule, only the forms of the verb ‘to write’ napisvam!-/napisa’, which
belong to the third and first conjugations, respectively, and, when relevant, the
forms of the SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVE pisalt-, a first conjugation verb, will be
given. For the present tense, however, it will be uséful to provide examples of all
three conjugation types: the st conjugation verb pidalt ‘o write’ with its prefixed
forms napisvam!/napisaP-; the 2nd conjugation verb stoja’® ‘to stand” with its
prefixed forms prestojavam!-/prestojaP, and the 3rd conjugation verb gledam!® ‘to
look” with its prefixed forms pregleddamlipregledamP-. Note that the derived
smperfective forms all belong to the third conjugation.

pisa T napisvam!: napisaf
1 sg. pisa napisvam napisa
2 sg. pises napisvas napises
3 sg. pise napisva napide
1pl pifem napisvame napisem
2 pl pisete napisvate napisete .
3pl. - pisat napisvat napisat

stojals prestojavamt prestejaf
1 sg. stoj ' prestajavam prestoja
2 sg. stoi§ prestojavas - prestoi§
3 sg. stoi prestojava prestoi
1pl Stoaim prestojavame. prestoim
2 pl. stoite prestojavate prestoite

3pb stojat prestojavat presiojat
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(2.10)

1 sg.
2 sg.
3 sg.
1pl
2 pl.
3 pl.

gledamls. 7
gledam
gledas
gleda
gledame
gledate
gledat

-- Xaresval-Pr 1i vi? - zapitax az $egovito.
-- Mnogo! -- otvérna tja spontanno.
-~ A znaerelPr 1 kak se kazvalFr?

pregleddam!-

pregleidam
pregleidaf
pregledda
pregleidame:
preglefdare
pregle¥das

. - Table 2-5. Present Tense Paradigms.
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pregledam?®
pregledam
pregledas’
pregleda
pregledame
pregledate
pregledat

- Znam-Pr| _ otviima ta prostitko. — Narifal T se
“Kastilski noti”, (PV:B:17)

“Do you ¥ke™.Pr it?" | asked jokingly.
“A lot!” she answered spontaneously. .

“And do you know™.FT what it's called! Fry
“I dOIU.Pr!” She ﬂﬂSWBl'ed ingenu()usly. “It:s CalledLPf

*Castillian Nights’.”

identical with it, or a constant, i.e. atemporal, action (2.11).

I vse po-testo nodtem zapoéval-Fr da me zastigaP? samotata,

tova naj-Eu%do i naj-neponjatno za men Zuvstvo v dosegainija

mi Zivot, (PV:B:7)

31

2.3.2. Present Tense: DEFINITION and FUNCTION. The present tense
paradigm can be DEFINED as expressing the temporal relation E SIMUL §.18 The
'_” present tense form in Bulgarian, as in English, is typically used for the expression
' of 2 concrete action which takes place at the moment of speech (see example (2.9)).

The present tense may also be used to express a repeated, often habitual and
potential, action {2.10), that is, an action which is true at the inferval ST but not
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And more and miore often at night lonekiness is beginning™ T to
catch up with me, that feeling most foreign and least
understandable to me in my life so far.

(2.11y  Tund¥ase viiva'PT v Marica. (Maslov 1981:245)
The Tundza [river] flows! P into the Marica.

The present tense can aiso be nsed for past cvents, ie. the “historical present
~ (2.12), and for future events (2.13).1

(2.12)  Tri godini sled Tarnovskoto carstvo padal-£7 Vidinskoto. (B. '
Tenev in Maslov 1981:245) ‘

Three years afier the Timovo [kingdom] the Vidin kingdom
fallsLPr,

(2.13) V petik zanimavamt £ za Sofija. (Maslov 1981:246)
On Friday I am leaving!-F for Sofia.

2.3.3. Aspect in Present Tense Forms. Typically, the present tense forms
in independent (main clause) constructions are imperfective. The occurrence of
perfective present forms is generally restricted to subordinate constructions (if not
overtly subordinate, then at least understood to be (Maslov 1959)). Exceptions to
this are the “historical presenl”, example (2.12) above, and the iterative [Sl'esent,

example {(2.15) below.

(2.14) A orelét vse se viekel0Im, PljuftneF'FT dvai-tui¥ krile, pa pak
gi prostrePPr nepodvizni i Gemni vy vizduxa. (LV.in Maslov
1981:247)

And the eagle kept hovering. He flapsPF¥ his wings two-three
limes, and then again stretches?-PF them out motionless and
black in the air.
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(2.15) Elektritestvo! NatisneSF-Fr samo edno butonge i gotovo.
(8.D. in Maslov 1981:247)

Eleetricity! You push?PT only one button and there you are.
(translation from Aronson 1977:23)

2.4. The Simple Past: Aorist z‘md Impesfect.
2.4.1. Simple Past Paradigms. Both the aorist and imperfect are synthetic

- paradigms and formed by the concatenation of the aorist and present stemi,

respectively, + vowel + person/nomber endings which arc identical, except

in the 2nd and 3rd person singular. While both may be formed from either

‘imperfective and perfective verbs, only perfective aorist [P.Ao] and imperfective
imperfect [LIm] are provided in Table 2-6,

AQRIST - IMPERFECT
napisal- napisvam?!-
lsg.  napisax napisvax
2 sg. napisa napisvase
3 sg. napisa napisvafe
1plL napisaxme ' napisvaxme
2pl napisate napisvaxte
3 pl nupisaxa napisvaxa

Table 2-6. Perfective Aorist and Imperfective Imperfect Paradigms.

2.4.2, DEFINITION and FUNCTION of Simple Past. Bolh the aorist and
imperfcct may be DEFINED as denoting past events (E BEFORE §).  According to
Stojanov, the difference between the two is that the aorist denotes an event

...koeto se e viirdilo i e prikljuéilo v opredelen period ot vreme za
govoreftija (resp. pieXtija) predi moment na govoreneto. (Stojanov
1980:380)

...which has taken place and been completed in a definite period of time
for the speaker (or writer) before the moment of speech.
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while the imperfect denotes an event

...koeto se e viuBilo predi momenta na govoreneto, no ne e bilo
zavarieno v minalija opredelen moment, kim kojto se otnasja.
Sledovatelno minalo nesvir$eno veeme [...] e sis sloZna orientacija.
Osven kim glavnija orientacionen moment {moment na govoreneto) to
e orientirano i kdm drug, minal moment, s kojto se ¢
izvir$valo ednovremenno. (Stojanov 1980:385)

...which has taken place before the moment of speech, but has not been
completed at the definite past moment to which it relates, Therefore the
past imperfect tense [....] has a complex orientation. Besides the main
moment of orientation {the moment of speech) it is oriented to another,
past moment, with which it takes place simultaneously.

These definitions suggest that the aorist is best characterized without any reference
point (E BEFORE S), and the imperfect with a reference point in the past (E
SIMUL R BEFORE S).

Other scholars, however, take issue with these definitions and propose
aspectual ones for the aorist and imperfect which focus on the aorist as denoting a
completed, or bounded event and the imperfect as an event that is not completed, or
unbounded. Alternatively, the imperfect may be said to be durative, while the aorist
is not. Maslov, for example, defines the aorist aspectually as denoting a past event

...hez rassmotrenija &logo dejstvija v samom processe ego protekanija i
bez uZeta ego otnodeniia k poloZeniju del v moment reéi  {Maslov
1981:248)

... without consideration of that event in the actual process of its taking
place and without taking into account its relationship to the state of
affairs at the moment of speech.

and the imperfect as denoting a pastevent
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v processe ego protekanija ili v ego povtorenii, bez ukazanija
vremeni prekraStenija &togo dejstvija ili ego otnoSenija k peloZendju del
v momentieéi. (Maslov 1981:251).

...in the proeess of its taking place or in its repetition, without an
indication of the time of corepletion of that action or its relationship to
the state of affairs at the moment of speech.

Lindstedt (1985:81) also defines the aorist aspectually, but positively as denoting
“ggsentially bounded-situations {events), each with its beginning and end.” The
imperfect is then used for unbounded events (Lindstedi 1985:79). The properties

implied by the term boundedness will be considered consisient with those of the
term CLOSURE which is used here,

The controversy concerning the imperfect/aorist opposition as aspectual
versus temporal has to do with whether or not this opposition is viewed in terms of
its meaning within the system, that is, not as paradigm, but as category. The
argument is not so much about which definition is correct, bul rather which is more
correct, that is, which captures the primary elements of the opposition.2? Before
discussing this controversy in more detail, it wounld be vseful to examine the main
functions of the aorist and imperfect tenses.

2.4.3. Function of the Perfective Aorist. Examples (2.16) and (2.17)
illustrate the typical use of the aorist in narration.

(2.16)  Vtoja mig navaljakit pri vratata se raztikaP A0 i dadeP-A9 pat
na dvama zakisneli posetiteli, koito sednaxa® -A"Vtixo na

“svobodnite stolove. Togava Rada pogledina®Ac 1 gi vidjat A0,
Edinijat, po-starijat, be¥e nastojateljat — orbadzi Mito, a
drogijat — Kiriak Steftov. Nevolna tinka blednost pokril A0
liceto 1. Mo ija se postara”-A0 da ne vizda toja neprijaten
Eovek, kojto ja smubtava¥el 10 j pla¥egelnlm  (IV_ in
Stojanov 1980:380)

“"’4 c

At that moment the snowdrift at the door was pushed?-Ao
aside and gavel A0 way 1o two late visitors who saeA9 down

quietly in the empty chairs. Then Rada glancedP-A9 yp and

|
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sawP A0 thern. One, the elder, was the warden, the rich man
Mito, and the other - Kiriak Stef¢ov. An involuntary, delicate
paleness suffusedt-A? her face. Bul she tried™A% not to see
that unpleasant person who disturbed!-I™ and frightenedtIm.
her. '

Note that in (2.16) the adverbial v toja mig ‘at that moment” localizes the event on
the time axis which is consistent semantically with the use of the aorist?! and the
adverbial fogava ‘then, next’ indicates 2 sequential action, also consistent with the
aorist. The two actions denoted by imperfect forms at the end of the passage refer
to an ongoing state of affairs.

(2.17)  Djado Mosko poePA? pismoto, protetef-40 go otvin,
poprevirtiaF-40 goizmezdu préstite si, no ne go otvoril-40, a
go sgdnaP A0 i go mrif-A0 v dzoba na %iletkata si. Posle-
sednaPA? i zapotnaP-A9 da si pravi cigara. (L1 in Stojanov
1980:380) h

Uncle Mosko faokf A0 the letter, readP-49 the outside,
turnedP-A0 it over in his hands, but did not opent™40 iL, rather
he foldedPA? it and putPA9 it in his vest pocket. Then he sat
downt-40 and beganf'A9 1o roll himself a cigarelte.

As in the previous example, the events in this passage are sequential and serve as
foregrounding events that advance the plot line of the story.

An extremely rare nse of the aorist, which is conlextually determined, is for
future actions that are certain to take place (2.18). A similar phenomenon is found
in English with the use of present states as a result of past actions to reflect the
certainty of fiture events, '

(2.18)  OtidoxmePA0 si, bratko, izgorjaxmeP-49 sil -- Yepnexal 1M si
sega naj-razpalenite po-predi séizakljatnici. (L.V. in Maslov
1981:24%)
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“We're deadP-A0, brother, we're fosePA2! [lit. we died, we
gol lost]” now whispered the previously most fanatical
- CONSpirators, )

- 2.4.4, Function of the Ifnperfective Aorist., While the aorist is
~ semantically most compatible with perfective stems, imperfective aorist forms are
* - found, most typically with unpaired SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES (that is, of the
pisalt- type, see the discussion above), in what is often called the general-factive
meaning (or konstatacija fakta, which is semantically the most UNMARKED or
general meaning of a predication). In this use, the event is “named” without
reference to the aspectnal situation. Example (2.19) has an unpaired SIMPLEX
IMPERFECTIVE jn this use, and (2.20) a paired imperfective.

(2.19)  Toj si znackeltIn ednata; Napadnat bjax — branixftAo se.
(M.G. in Maslov 1981:249)

He knew only one thing: T was attacked — I defendedlv-Ac
myself.

(2.20)  5to tij se zabavil-A0?... Marijka kisno 1i te nameriP-A07 -
Koja Marijka? -- Kak? Ne namiraA40 1i e tja? (Maslov
1981:249)

“Why have you comePA0 so late? [lit. are you late]... Did
Marijka findP-A you late?”

“What Maijka?”

“What? Didn't she find40 you?”

An imperfective aorist is also used when a repeated event (2.21) or durative event
{(2.22) and (2.23)) is bounded. Because the event has an inherent limit set by
adverbial expressions of time (na njakolko péfi ‘several times within a given time
pefiod” in (2.21), do objad *until dinner’ in (2.22) and dve dni ‘for two days’ in
(23)}, the imperfect is not possible. If the adverbials expressing limit are omited,
then the imperfect becomes possible ({(2.21a) and (2.22a)).
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(2.21)

(2.21a)

(2.22)

(2.222)

Na njakolko péti Plefeseltim/leZalAe, ostanal bez sili,
stjagan vse povebe v nadebeljavaStata ledena riznica. Cak '
kogato nasdberele energija, trigvale otnovo, kide prav, kide
po kolene. (GA:IU:287)

Several times he luy!"A9 there, left without strength, bound
ever increasingly in the thickening chainmail of ice. Only
wilcn he gathered up his strength, would he set out anew, first
upright, then on his knees. 7

VLeZe3eln M/ {Leza™A0, ostanal bez sili, stjagan vse povete
v nadeheljavasiata ledena riznica. ak kogalto nasiibere¥e
energija, trigvafe otnovo, kiide prav, kide po kolene.
(GAIU287%)

He: laylt-A0 there, left without strength, bound ever
increasingly in the thickening chainmail of ice, Only when he
gathered up his strength, would he set oot anew, first upright,
then on his knees.

tHLefedelt Iy yLezalnA¢ @] do objad s prazen stomax i
prazna glava. KrocEe njakakvi oimaStenija, koito bérzo se
razpiljavaxa. (PV:MSX:107)

He lay":A? there until dinnerfime, with an empty stomach and
empty head. He made several plans for revenge, which
quickly fell apart.

YLezeseltIm/ fLeia A0 (3 s prazen stomax i prazna glava.
Kroege njakakvi oimiStenija, koito biirze se razpiljavaxa.
(PV:MSX:107%)

He lay'tA0 there, with an empty stomach and empty head. He
made several plans for revenge, which quickly felt apart.
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(223)  *RaboteXelt ImARaborile.A0 (3] dva dni, bez da vdigne lice
ot masata. CertaefelnIm, rejefeluim Jopegelutm,
(PV:MSX:113)

“He worked™49 this way for two days, without Lifting his face
from the table. He drewl".Im, he cngludm, he glyeqhnlm,

Example (2.24) illustrates the use of an aorist formed from an unpaired
SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVE stem used to denote an event of some duration, hence
imperfective, but with an inherent limit, hence aorist. The aorist here is consistent
with the function of sequential action; note the adverbial posle ‘then, next’. In this
context the imperfect is not an option.

2.24)  Toj HeieselnIm/ Viezaln-Ae o3te njakolke minuti, kato se
7]
borcielIm sis sebe si, posle stanaP-A® i (ixitko se
promaknaP-A9 do legloto 1. (PV:NsSBK:16) -

He lay™-49 for a few more minutes as he struggledt M with
himself, then he got upP-A© and quietly creptP-A° over 1o her
bed.

2.45. Function of the Imperfective Imperfect. Example (2.25)
illustrates a typical use of the imperfect tense for ongoing background events.

(2.25)  Zazorjavasel™ s tixo — s omajata na poslednala utrinna
drjamka. Kato Ze li majtina rika pogalvaselfm |
probuida¥e’ n ygitka Fivo. (A Su. in Stojanov 1980:385)

Dawn was breaking? quietly — with all the charm of the last
slumber of the morning. As if a mothers hand were
caressing ™™ and waking! ™" every living thing,

The imperfect is also used for past durative or iterative events. In example
(2.26), the imperfect characierizes events thaf are ongoing and simultaneous with
the perfective aorist (se obdrnax”A9 I rned’).
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(2.26)  Katose obmnaxP-AC, tja stoedelt-i# s grib kiim men 1
gledaFelnim kém neheto taj, sjakas se gotveselt- da poletiDa
Kkim nego. Tova useltane befe mnogo silno, struvafelt-im mi
se, Ge viatarat vseki mig 3te ja otveelP'F[..] (PV:B:12-13)

As T turned, she was standing™-I™ with her back to me and
lookinghtIm gt the sky as if preparingltI® o fiy up to it. This

feeling was very strong, it seemedltIM o me that any moment
the wind would blow her away. L.}

In (2.27), imperfect is used for iterative events.

(2.27) T4 ili inate, otkakto Doroteja dojdeP-Ao da ZiveeD2 u doma, az
sjakal pozabravixp-'\o, e ima i drugl xora po sveta. Moite

grizi kiim deteto i dosega ne bjaxa na visota. Minavax!-t dva-

tri pati mesetno prez, starata si kvarfira, pogatvax!-" go
razsejano po glavata, davax!-iP mu omeknalija of njakolko dni
v dizoba mi Sokolad. I tone mi obrastasel-Im nikakvo osobeno
ynimanie, Zesto se opitvaiel I da me zastreljaP3 s dérvenata si
putka. (PV:B:39)

One way or the other, since Dorothy came to live with me, it
was as if 1 forgot that there were other people in the world. My
attentions toward the child even up to now had not been as they
should. Two-three times ¢ month I would gol- I through my '
old apartment, patl-I him absentmindedly on the head, givel M
him chocolate grown soft from spending several days i my

pocket. And he wouldn’t payl " me any particular attention,
he would often trytIm to shoot me with his wooden gun.

Note that only an imperfect is acceptable in iterative contexis which have
OPEN (nnbounded) iteration. Compare cxample (2.28a) with an OPEN interval of
iteration (festo ‘ofien”) to (2.28b) with a CLOSED (bounded) interval of teration (pa
njakolko pati ‘a few times (wilhin a given period)’), where the imperfective aorist is
3 strongly preferred.
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(28a) Minalata godina toj Eesto Vse napivasel-imf *se napival-Ao,
(in IvanZev 1971:133)

Last year he aften got drunkl.in,

- (2.28b)  Minalata sedmica na njakolko piti w0 ?se napivase!-ny
Vse napival-A2_ (in Ivantev 1971:133)22

Last week he got drunkl-A0 g few times.

2.4.6. Function of the Perfective Imperfect. The perfective imperfect
does not occur in independent constructions and will therefore be discussed in the
subsequent chapiers on subordinate constructions.

2.4.7. Imperfect/Aorist Opposition:  Aspectual or Temporal
" Distinction? Before a detailed treatment of TAM categories in subordinate clauses
. can be attempted, it is necessary to examine the aorist/imperfect opposition as an
opposition of categories, rather than as paradigms. How to characterize the aorist
" and the imperfect according 1o a three-point system of temporal specification is only
one problem presented by the classification of this opposition. Depending upon the
pperating theory, this opposition can be seen as either an aspectual or tentporal one.
" Essentially, the issue can be reduced to one of whether the basic meaning of the
" imperfect (generally assumed to be the marked member of the opposition) is that of
durativily (an aspectual distinction) or of coordination (a temporal distinction).2?
Typically, non-Bulgarian scholars {(e.g., Aronson 1967, 1977, 1985; Friedman
1977; Maslov 1954, 1959) argue that the distinction is aspectual, based on the claim
that the basic meaning of the imperfect is durative (implying non-completed), while
the aorist is non-durative (implying completed).2* Indeed, there is ample
justification for such a claim. Most terms used to describe thi$ opposition are
aspectual (e.g., bounded vs. unbounded, completed in the past vs. non-completed).
Another significant argument in favor of an aspectual distinction is that in narrative
passages the aorist is used for foregrounded actions and the imperfect for
backgrounded actions, The aorist is Lypically punctual (i.e. bounded), while the
imperfect is durative, (i.e. unbounded), a feature which frequently is held to

" subsume the iterative meaning,
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Most Bulgarian scholars, as exemplified by Stankov (1967:127; 1969:97), -
Andrejéin (1978[1944]:233), and the Russian scholar Bunina (1970:91), support -

the vigw that this opposition is temporal, based on the interpretation of the imperfect

as a coordinated tense, i.e. the impetfect is always coordinated with another event -

in the past, while the aorist is not. A strong argument in favor of the imperfect as

coordinative rather than durative is that aorist forms may be found in both iterative _;
and dorative contexts (see examples (2.21) - (2.24), above). At the same time, the

fact that iteralive and durative meanings are ofien expressed by an aorist formed
from imperfective verb stems might be taken to undermine this stand. Indeed, the

fact that both the imperfect and aorist may be formed from either aspect has

frequently been cited as a serious counterargument to the claim that the

"imperfect/aorist opposition is an aspectual one. How to account. for two aspectual

oppositions in the Bulgarian verb presents something of a challenge. There have
been several atiempts to do so, for example, in a formal structuralist approach |

(Aronson 1985) and in terms of the notion of “aspectual nesting” (Lindstedt 1985).

Aronson (1985:275) distinguishes between the imperfective/perfective
gramumatical opposition and the imperfect/aorist opposition by stating that the
former is SUPERORDINATED to the feature [+PAST], while the latter is

SUBORDINATED to it.25 As discussed above, not all verbs participate in the
mmperfective/perfective aspect oppaosition, but (with the exceplion of the verb ‘to
be?) all verbs participate in the imperfect/aorist opposition. According to Lindstedt
(1985:169-210), the aspectual meaning of a verb form is expressed on more than
one layer of sentence structure, hence the notion of “aspectual nesting”™.28 The
layers he proposes are listed in Table 2-7,

. the inherent aspectual character of the verb

. the perfective vs. imperfective aspect of the stem

. the aorist/imperfect/present tense

. the direct object of the verb (as an argument of the predicate)
. other actants (soch as indirect objects)

. free adverbials of duration and frequency

o L R W

. discourse context

Table 2-7. Layers of Aspectual Nesting. (Lindstedt 1985:171-172)




gince Lindstedi’s theory is particularly relevant for the perfective imperfect forms,
which will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 3, only a summary of his
arguments with respect o perfective impeifects and imperfective aorists will be

enly if the first layer makes reference to lexical semaniic aspectual properties (i.e.
SITUATION TYPE) of a verb may it be marked (X), e.g., for TELIC verbs whose
aspectual character has not been defined.?’ Thus, an imperfective aorist denoting a
- durative action of limited duration could be rendered as (B{O(X))), indicating that i{
is open on the imperfective/perfective layer but bounded on the imperfect/aorist
layer. Likewise, a perfective imperfect denoting iterative events could be rendered
as (OB{X))), indicating that it 1s bounded on the imperfective/perfective layer but
open on the imperfect/aorist layer. Essentially, Lindstedt is proposing &
formalization of the contextual levels relevant for aspect in Bulparian 28

To a certain extent, then, the imperfective/petfective opposition can be
viewed as competing with the imperfect/aorist opposition. Indeed, Aronson
(1977:9-10) has claimed that this competition has resulted in certain perfective
" forms (specifically, the perfective non-past and perfective irnperfect) acquiring a
- more modal than aspectual meaning, One of the primary objectives of this sludy is
- o determine the cxtent 1o which this claim holds true.

7 Most attempts at characterizing the imperfect have attempted to reconcile
somehow the notions of coordination and durativity since they both play an
important role in the imperfect/aorist distinction. The major point of the
“ecoordinationists” is that the imperfect is coordinated (or simultaneous) with
another moment {i.e. RT). For other scholars coordination is a sub-meaning of
durativity, is parallel to that of the present as coordinated {or simultancous) with the
moment of speech. Some go so far as to characterize the imperfect as a “pl‘eselit-iil—
past” (Stankov 1969:105; Lindstedt 1985:78-79). While there is a striking
paraflelism hetween the syntactic uses of the imperfect and present tense forms that
needs to be accounded for, it will be shown here that this parallelism in itself is not
sufficient support for the claim that the imperfect is a present-in-past form. 7

A similar argument is advanced in Chvany 1988 in which the author adheres
to the dual aspectual opposition in the Bulgarian verb put forth by Aronson (197-7
and 1985). In this article, Chvany discusses the various formal oppositions
expressed by the morphology in terms of the Prague School concept of grammatical
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presented ai this point. All layers are marked (B) if hounded, or (O) if oper, but
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sign. Thus, a marked {plus-valved) grammatical sign has a denotative (ie. .
single constant, or invariant) meaning, as well as connotative (i.c. contextually
determined) meanings, while the unmarked has only eonnbtative meaning,
Aspect is encoded in the extended stem of the verb. There are two stem extenders
depending upon the pair type. ' -

In older type pairs, the affix E which distinguishes the present-
imperfect stem pife- (which includes pife- and napife-) from the aorist
stem ﬁisa— and which carries a ‘continuative’2? aspecinal meaning. In
the newer derived imperfectives , the stem extender is VA, the marker
of a new and competing opposition. (Chvany 1988:69)

Note that while E and VA are complementary, they are not allomorphs since E
occurs with either [+F) or [-P] stems, while VA is limited to [+P] (here prefixed)
stems. The stem extended with E is [+continuative] and denotes the -
‘continuative’ meaning, while the [—continuative] forms connote temporally limited
action. The opposition [tdiscreteness) characterizes the newer pairs and denotes
‘countability’ which is encoded in the lexical stem as the ‘event-state” distinction.
In pairs of the new type both the imperfective and perfective stems are [+discrete],
while the SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES such as pifaf* are [-discrete] and connote
such notions as ‘continuativit};’, ‘stativity’ or ‘durativity’ (Chvany 1988:73).
There are then two competing EQUIPOLLENT oppositions in the category of aspect
{or rather MANNER which subsumes both aspect and ontolegical mood (Aronson
19773). This competition will be discussed in subsequent chapters.

The assumption of the current study is that the imperfect/aorist opposition is
primarily an aspectual one in the contemporary Bulgarian verbal system.3® The fact
that the imperfect’s aspectual characteristic is durative (or contimative in Chvany’s
terminology) allows it to include or, perhaps more accurately, imply a secondary
orientation point tthe Reichenbachian RT) and thus perform tense functions. The
aorist forms do not include a secondary orientation point, but rather co-occur with a
bounded interval for their RT. The inherent or implicit secondary orientation point
of the imperfect recalls that of the English progressive: it is infelicitons to usc a past
progressive tense form in English in a sentence without some other action being
understood. The reasons for this conld very well rest in the PRAGMATIC
COMPONENT, that is, relating to the context, either of the discourse or the extra-

B R
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linguistic situation of the utterance. The aspectual nature of the imperfect appears to
derive from the fact that the action it represents is simultaneous with its RT, rather
than taking place prior to it (as with the perfect tenses) or after it (as with the future
tenses). That there should be a conceptual relationship between coordination (or
simultaneity) and durativity seems quite reasonable when you consider that tense
and aspect are closely refated notions. While aspect deals with the TEMPORAL
DIMENSION, and tense with the TEMPORAL LOCATION, they are both essentially
spatial concepts. After all, it has been argued that tense developed from aspect in
Indo-European (Lehmann 1974:139). The difficulty of defining precisely the
'imperfecﬂlaorist opposition has to do with the fact that this is a domain of the verbal
system of Bulgarian where the concepts of tense and aspect merge.

2.4.8. Aspect and the Imperfect/Aorist Opposition. The fact that both

the aorist and imperfect may be formed from either imperfective or perfective verb
7 stems must affect the way in which the former opposilion is understood. One
ramification of the inflectional nature of the aspect opposition is that the

imperfective/perfective opposition can be seen as competing with the

imperfect/aorist opposition (Aronson 1977:9-10), if the Iatter is taken to be an
aspectuzl, rather than a temporal opposition. According to Aronson 1977, this
competition has resulted in certain perfective forms (e.g., the perfective non-past
and perfective imperfect) acquiring a meaning that is more modal than aspeciual.
He subsumes this under the catepory of MANNER. Indeed, the fact that the majorily
of imperfects are formed from imperfective verbs and the majority of aorisis are
formed from perfective verbs is comsistent with the claim that the
IMPERFECTIVE/PERFECTIVE opposition is SUPERORDINATE to the imperfect/aorist
- opposition, which in turn suggests that the imperfect/aorist oppaosition redundantly
specifies aspect. While this “aspectual synharmony” is the more common situation,
imperfective aorists and perfective imperfects are not only possible, but even
“normal” under certain circumstances, In such situations, aspect and tense appear
to have different roles. Since the interaction of tense and aspect in the imperfect is
one of the primary areas of investigation in this study, the current discussion will be
limited to the acrist. -
A further complication is the fact that there can be homonymy in the
imperfect/acrist paradigm, especially for derived, secondary imperfectives (but not
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necessarily for nondetived imperfectives!). See Table 2-8 which provides the
forms for the first, second and third conjugations (of the SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES
pisa’, stojal® and gledam®™., respectively) followed by the forms of the prefixed

verbs. Note that the derived imperfective form always belongs to the third

conjugation, j% :
]
IMPERFECT AORIST %
piﬁ'a’ . §
1 sg. pifex pisdx é
2 sg. pifefe pisd 5
3 sg. pifefe pisd §
1 pl pifexme pisdxme E
2 pl. pifexte Pisdxte . i
3 pl. piiexa pisdxa i
;
napifal- , %
1 sg. napifex napisax R
2 sg. napl§efe naplsa ;
3 sg. napiiese napisa j
1pl napi§exnie napisaxme
2 pl. napf¥exte napisaxte ]
3 pl. napiSexa napisaxa ‘
napisvam!.
1 sg. napisvax napisvax
2 sg. napisvase Rapisva
3 sg. napisvale napisva
1 plL napisvaxme napisvaxme
2 pl. napisvaxte naplisvaxte
3pl napisvaxa napisvaxa




1 sg.
2 sg.
3 sg.

1pl
2 pl
3pl

1 sg.
2 sg.
3sg

1 pl.
2plL
3 plL,

1sg
2 sg.
3 sg.

1 pl
2 pl.
3pl

1 sg.
2 sg.
3 sg.
L pL
2 pl.
3 pl.

DMPERFECT
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AORIST
stojald. .
stojdx/stoéx stojdx
Stoése Stoji
Stoése , stojd
Stojdxme/stoéxme stofdxme
stojdxte/stoéxte stofdxte
stojdxa/stoéxa Stojdxa
prestojaP-
prestojéx/prestoéx presigjdx
prestoése prestojd
presioése prestojd
prestojaxme/prestoéxme prestojci’xme
prestojixte/prestoéxte prestojdxte
prestojixalprestoéxa - prestajdxa
prestojavami.
prestajavax prestojavax
prestojivale prestojdva
prestojivase prestojdva
prestojavaxme prestojdvaxme
prestojdvaxte prestojdvaxte
prestajdvaxa prestojdvaxa
IMPERFECT AQRIST
gledami®.
glédax glédax
glédase gléda
glédase glédd
glédaxme gléddxme
glédaxte glédixse
glédaxa gléddxa
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1 sg.
2 sg.
- 3sg.

1 pl
2 pl.

3 pl.

1 sg.
2 sg.
3 sg.

1pl.

2 pl
3 pl

preglédax
preglédaie
preglédafe
preglédaxme
preglédaxte
preglédaxa

pregledam®

preglédax
pregléda
pregléda
preglédaxme
preglédaxte
preglédaxa

preglefdam!.

pregléidax
preglézdafe

. pregléédaie

i preg!éfdaxme
pregléidaxte
pregléZdaxa

Table 2-8. Imperfect and Aorist Paradigms.

pregléZdax
preglézda
pregléida
pregléidarme
preglézdaxte
preglézdaxa

The status of forms such as napisvaxa, which can be either an aorist or

imperfect, must be accounted for in an analysis of the role of tense and aspect in the
imperfect/aorist opposition. In the following example (2.29), the situaticn shoald

be consisient with the ehoice of the imperfective aorist (note the iterative adverbial

phrase pa njakolko pdti *several times (within a given period)’, which allowed a

imperfective aorist in examples (2.21} and (2.28b) above). For educated speakers

in Sofia, however, there is no stress difference between the imperfective aorist and

imperfective imperfect form, and vklugvdx-A0 was rejected as a non-existent

form.32 It is not possible therefore (o 1ell whether in choosing vkijiiévax the

speakers were selecting an imperfective aorist or imperfect in example (2.29).

(2.29)

Taka izminaxa™A0 1ri dni ili — po-toéno — tri stranni dni.

Kolkoto i da padexD? ot spomenite tova ludo momite, Sast ot

nego kato % Ii be ostanalalPIPf trajno v men. Vse po-Gesto se

ulavjax!m, ¥e varsalt-Pr razni drebni glupostl. Na njakolko

péiti sdvsem pogresno *idjufvaxd-Ao/ VWkljadvaxl s
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tvkljugixf-A9 aytomobilnite skorosti. PojavixP-A0 se na edin
koncert kato bojanski Sop — hez vratovrizka. (PV:B:23%)

Thus passed three days, or more accurately, three strange
days. Asmuch as T tried o chase that crazy girl from my
memory, it was as if part of her had remained inside me
permanenily. More and more often I realized that T was doing
various foolish little things. Several times I shifted!1"?) the
car into the completely wrong gear. [ showed up at a concert
like a $op33 from Bojan - without a tie.

This lack of morpholegical distinction between the imperfect and aorist for
- derived secondary imperfective verbs has resulted here in the apparent rejection of

what should be the ixﬁperfective aorist form (vkinévdd-A0) in a context where it

- would be expected. Moreover, there is no way to verify independently whether the
" choice of vkiiiZvax on the part of native speakers was that of the imperfect or the
aorist form. Tt is interesting 1o note here that in my fiekdwork, third person singular
: imperféctive aorist forms (where the aorist and imperfect endings diffar) have
frequently been interpreted as present tense forms with which the aorist is
homonymous, even in a clearly past context. Such responses on the part of native
si:eakers would seem to pose a salient counterargument to the existence of such
imperfective aorists in the languape. .

Because the imperfect/aorist and imperfective/perfective oppositions in
- Bulgarian are two competing EQUIPOLLENT oppositions, a definilive analysis of the
imperfect/aoiist opposition, that is, one without counterexamples, remains clusive.
It seems reasonable to expect the imperfect/aorist opposition to have a more
temporal (or less aspectual) fanction in the newer type of aspect pairs (i.e. the [+P]
verbs such. as napisvam!-/mapifaf), as compared to the older type (ie. the [-P]
- verbs such as pifal/napiSa?). At this point in the development of the Bylgarian
verbal system, it also seeims ‘reasonable to assume that the imperfect/acrist
epposition is more relevant as an aspectual opposition for fhe older, non-productive
pairs such as bi&*’a’—ﬁwpi&’ap , but is probably redundant at least (o a certain extenl for
the newer, productive pairs such as napisval/napisa®.




50 Chapter 2

2.5, The Perfect Tenses. A perfect tense is traditionally defined as one in
which the action takes place prior to Its reference point. The perfect tense forms in

Bulgarian include the perfect, the pluperfect, the future perfect, and the future- -

perfect-in-past The latter two will be treated with the future tense (§ 2.6.).

2.5.1. The Perfect (Indefinite Past) Paradigm. The perfect is formed by

the concatenation of the present tense of the copula + the aorist I-
participle. The aorist I-participle is formed from the aorist of either the o

imperfective or perfective aspect; the aorist endings (-x, -g, -xme, -xte, -xa) are

replaced by -1- plus gender/number markers (-@, -8, -0, -i). Just as there aig i

imperfective and perfective aorisis, there are also imperfective and perfective
petfects. See Table 2-9,

PF, PERFECT IMPF. PERFECT

1 sg. napisal sém napisval sdm
2 sz napisal si napisval si

3 sg. napisale . napisvad e

1 pl. ‘ napisali sme napisvali sme
2pl napisali ste napisvali ste
3pl napisali sa napisvali sa

Table 2-9. Imperfeclive and Perfective Perfect (Indefinite Past) Paradigm.

2,5.2, The Perfect (Indefinite Past): DEFINJITION and FUNCTION, The
perfect as a category has always been difficult to characterize. Comrie (1976:62-

65) argues that a “truc” perfect is actually an aspectual form. There is considerable

disagreement as to whether the perfect forms in Bulgarian are perfects in the
traditional sense (such as in English), which would entsil E BEFORE R SIMUL §,

or an indefinite (maximally UNMARKED) past. The treatment of the perfect
(indefinite past) that follows will be that of the conservative norm which is arlificial -|

in the sense that it does not represent the actual use by speakers in Sofia. Since
several scholars, for example Aronson 1981 and Fricdman 1982, have challenged

the traditional distinclion belween the perfect and the reported, because of its so- -

called homenymy with the reported forms, this issue will be discussed separately in
§2.834

fieoo oo
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The conservative norm account of the perfect tense form in Bulgarian is that
it denotes a past event somehow refevant to the present moment (2.30) and (2.31).

(2.30) -- ZaSto smjatatel-PT, Ze ne sAm!IvPr spokoen? - popitaxP-Ao
- sdérZano az.
-- Zagtoto taka izglezdate™Pr. T4j, kakto si sedjald-Pr na
stola, vizdam!FT u vas seriozni belezi na nevroza.
- IzvineteP 10V, no ne sém dosatP¥f wk da se lekuvam! —
kazaxF-A° a7 nedruizeljubno. (PV:B:25)

“Why do you think!F* that I'mI¢Pr not calm?” T askedt Ao
in a reserved tone.
“Because that’s how you look!Pr, So, as 1 sitlo-P ip the
_chair, T seelPr in you serious signs of neurosis.”
“Excuse meF1pY, but [ have not comeP-Ff here to be cured!”
I saidF-Ac hostilely.

(2.31) - A kak se Buvstvuval®Pr sepa? — popita Jurukova.
-- StruvalVPr mi se — mnogo dobre. Taritno me pomoliP-Ao
da ja izvinjal?®, te ne se ¢ obadilal ¥/ dosega. (PV:B:45)

“And how is she feeling!0-Fr now?” asked Jurakova.

“Very well, it seems!®PT to me. She explicitly askedP-AC me
1o apologizePa on her behalf that she has not gotten?-f in
touch until now.”

_Note that the adverbial dosega “umtil now” provides the orientation or reference
point {RT) for the perfect in (2.31), while in (2.30), it is the actval speech event,
i.e. the conversation, that serves as the RT. Although the perfect form in this use is
- generally perfective, unpaired imperfectives are not uncommon (2.32).

(2.32)  Makar Te sam ZivialFS blizo tervért vek v toja kvarial, mnogo
tjadko si spomnjam!Fr za nego, (PV:SK.:266)

Although T lived™-Pf almost a quarter of a centusy in that
neighborhaod, I rarely think!Pr of jt,
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While Lindstedt (1985:84) does definc the perfect as E BEFORE R SIMUL S, he %
adds that the perfect also implies existential quantification over points of time, €.g.,
" the existential perfect in “Have you ever seen Paris?” {examples (2.33) and (2.34)). 7

In fact, this particular use is more frequently expressed by an imperfective perfect.

(2.33) . -- Kakvarabota? - zapital-A° tja ot praga.
: — §te pigesl noti... Pivalal®-FS1i si njakoga?
Nikoga! -- otvirnaP-A0 tja utudeno, (PV:B:31)

“What kind of work?” she askedF-A© at the doorslep.

“You'll transcribe?0 F notes... Have you ever
transcribedtFf before?”

“Never!” she answeredP-A® amazed.

(2.34)  Ne sam!"Pr naistina, makar e sdm imalaf®£f takiva pristipi.
Razdvoenie na litnostta, vie ste SevalilPf. (PV:B:19)

I'm-Pr not really, although T have had®Ff such attacks. A
split personality, you've heardHFf of it.

Thete are other uses of perfect tense forms such as the resultative perfect (examples
(2.35) and (2.36)), where the result of the action rather than the action iself is
stressed.

(2.35) -- Ne se strjaskajte! 1PV ot njakoi malki recidivi! -- prodilZi

' {ja. -- Ne biva i neja da stjaskate™?, Az sim ja lekuvalal®-Ff s
njakoi silni lekarstveni sredstva. V izvesten smisal tja e4r
vse oSie malko zafemeicna. (PV:B:48) '

- .‘.‘Don’t be afraid?TP¥ of some minor relapses!” she
continued, “And you shouldn’t frightenDa her either. I've
been treating™ ¥/ her with some powerful drugs.. In a sense
she isT0-Pr giill a bit dopey.”

(2.36) Njamage kak, trjabvase da izpija dokraj gortivata Eaa. DlaZzen
" bjaxleAVn Som sdm trdgnalf-Ff vedniz po toja pat.
(PV:.B:49)

sl e R 1 i S bl S R o B
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There was no other way, T had to drink the bitter cup down to
the last drop. I wasfu-Ao/lm ohlipated. as soon as I Aad seiP-Ef .
off down this path.35 '

. A variant of the resultative perfect is the inferential perfect (examples (2.37) and
’ (2.38)), where an action is inferred to have happened based on the observation of
- jts results, Because resultativity (a variant of the feature of CLOSURE) is involved
 in both the resultative and inferential perfect, the perfective verb stem is chosen.

(2.37) -- Ne mnogo Eesta... I Doktor Jurukova nikoga ne mi se

. sArdi®Pr. No drugite se mraStjat®Pr, razbira se; osobeno
doktor Strezov. Kazval-PT, &e tova bilolt-Prl holnitno
zavedenie, a ne pansion,

Tzglezda™Pr, te sim se usmixnal®™Ff, zadtoto tja
pobarzaP-A° da dobavi: '

- Az znam!"Pr . disciplina i protic. No ne mogaM.Pr da
e go pravia. (PV:B:19)

“Not very often... And Dr. Jurukova is never angryl.Pr g
me. But the others makelt-FT g face, of course, especially Dr,
Strezov. He saysl™, this ist0-Im-! 3 medical facility, not a
boarding house.” '

T must have smiledP-Ff because she hasienedP-A0 1o add:

“I know!Pr — discipline and so on. But T can’™.Pr not do
i.”

(238)  IslerePA0 otkolata. No kato vidjaxP-A® nejnata ubira, njakalk
nesvjasina poxodka, ne razbrax™A0 kak sim izljazdlPf navin.
Kato ja nastignaxPA, ja pladese™Im, bezmalvno naistina, no
silzite obilno tetexall I po liceto 1. (PV:B:12)

And 1 gotP-A0 out of the car. But when I sawP-A0 her beaten
down, rather swooning walk, I didn’t knowP-AS how I go#-Ef
outside. When I caught®-A0 up to her, she was cryinglt-Im,
silently in fact, but the tears were flowingllm copicusly down
her face.




'
!
¥

54 Chapier 2

One disagreement over the perfect, like that over the imperfectfaorist
opposition, concerns the “basic” meaning (invariant meaning, Gesamtbedeutung).
Bulgarian grammarians most often refer to the perfect as the past indefinite, and
Borodit (1957:436) claims that indefiniteness is the basic meaning of the perfect (as

does Stankov 1969} because the past action is unspecified or indefinite.36
Andrejéin 1957, however, argucs for resultativity as the more basic meaning, since
the meaning of indefiniteness could have developed from resultativity (as can be
scen in the development of the Old Russian perfect into the Contemporary Standard
Russian past tense). Aronson (1977:88), Janakiev (1962:432) and Fiiedman
(1982:159-160), however, all argue that the perfect is the UNMARKED past (with
respect to the other past tenses) and hence may be used for a number of meanings,
including that of an unwitnessed or reported event (sec § 2.8.). If we rcgard the
perfect as a perfect in the traditional sense, however, then the question of whether
or niot the perfect is a tense or an aspect needs to be addressed. )

2.5.3. Perfect: Aspect or Tense? Chung and Timberlake (1985:219-28)
characterize the perfect as an aspectual category that “describes an event that ocours
before the event frame and leaves a result that continues to hold up to the frame” or
“sn event whose predicate occurs over some interval disioint from and anterior 1o
the event frame”. Typically, languages use a perfect lo “characterize the temporal
relation of the frame rather than the predicate per se”, which can account for why
most langnages do not allow definite temporal adverbs {e.g., “at 3 o’clock™) to
combine with perfects. Bulgarian, however, does altow such combinations (2.39).

(2.39)  Sabudil simPPfse dnes v 5 asa.
I woke upPFf today at 5 oclock. (Andrejéin 1957:59)

Chvany 1988 considers the perfect to be tactic, L.e. the morphological feature [+L1]
denotes [+DISTANCE] with respect to the narrated event. The morphological
feature [-X] denotes [-DEIXIS] which accounts for the indefliniteness of the perfect
in contrast {0 the definite past forms, i.e. the impetfect and aorist which have the
morphological feature [+X]. According o Chvany (1988:79), the reason that the
English perfect does not allow a definite temporal adverbial is that it is additionally
specified [+proximate], which “expresses a mare canstant relation to the moment of
specch than does the Bulgarian peifecl.”
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Aronson 1988 has argued persuasively that the difficulties in assigning an
. jnvariant meaning to the perfect stem from the fact that it belongs to two systems:
the BASIC SYSTEM which Opposes the [+PAST] to the [ANONPAST] and in which
. the pexfect is opposed to the aorist and imperfect as an unmarked? past (in other
words, an indefinite past), and the PERFECT SYSTEM (which is opposed to the
[+PERFECT] BASIC SYSTEM) within wi‘xich the perfect (which is unmarked
[FNONPAST]) is opposed (o the pluperfect (which is marked [+PAST]). Note that
inn both systems the perfect is unmarked for tense, i.e. {£PAST], and shouid
therefore be considered a present perfect. These two systems coexist because the
Bulgarian perfect is in transition: moving from an indefinite past form back to a
perfect form (Aronson 1986). Aronson’s claim, which will be shown 1o be
consistent with the view of grammar as EMERGENT, will serve as the working
definition for this study: namely, the perfect is an indefinite past in contexts where it
is opposed to the definite past, that is, within the BASIC SYSTEM, but in other
contexts it may have perfect functions, that is, it expresses TAXIS, when
functioning within the perfect system which includes the pluperfect. This
assumption will prove crucial for understanding the function of the perfect tensc in
subordinate clauses.

2.5.4. The Pluperfect Paradigm. The pluperfect is formed by the
concatenation of the imperfectfaorist copula + the aorist l-participle.
Since the aorist l-participle may be either imperfective or perfective, there are
imperfective and perfective pluperfects (see Table 2-10). Imperfective pluperfects
tend to be restricted to SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVE stems, although this is by no
means the rule.

PF, PLUPERFECT IMPF. PLUPEREECT
1 sg. napisal bjax napisval bjax
2 sg. napisal befe Rapisval beie
3 sz, napisal bese - napisval bese
I pl. napisali bjgxme - napisvali bjaxme
2 pL napisali bjaxee napisvali bjaxte
3 pl napisali bjaxa napisvali bjaxa

Table 2-10. Imperfective and Perfective Pluperfect Paradigm.
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2,5.5, The Pluperfect: DEFINITION and FUNCTION, The Bulgarian
pluperfect tense corresponds 10 what is conceived of as a traditonally perfect tense
category (which is why Aronson 1988 has proposed the PERFECT SYSTEM for

CSB). It refers 10 an event which is past with regard to some other past action, or, -

F BEFORE R BEFORE 5. It may also refer to a state in the past which is caused
by another past action {le. a result state), in which case it is formed only from
p_erféctive verbs. The pluperfect form is also typically found in the protasis of
counterfactual conditionals (see Chapter 5). Tixample {2.40) iltustrates the more
usual past perfect meaning of a pluperfect (note the adverbial phrase predi dva dni
‘two days before’), while (2.41.) fllustrates the resuliative stative use.

(2.40)  PozamislixP-A? se malko. Predi dva dni bjax zavar3itP-Pief
nedticko i vse o¥te ne znaex!eIn kak izglezda. Naroéno go bjax
ostavilP-PIpf nastrana za njakoe vreme, kolkoto da pouzreePa
samo, pik i az da se otdaletal? ot nego. (PV:B:16-17)

1 stoppedP-A9 to think for a moment. Two days ago 1 had
finished?PIpf a little something and still didn’t know!U-1m haw
it looked. I had deliberately put?-P#f it off to the side for a
while, as much to ripenP® on its own as o distanceP? myself
from it.

(2.41) tcloto mu begeln ™ runtavo, kosmite se bjaxa zaviliP-PIf na
malki kolelca, (K.G. in Maslov 1981:256)

His forchead was™ I shagpy, the hairs had twistedPiPf
themselves into little ringlets.

2.6. The Future Tenses. There are four future tenses: the future, the [uture ‘

perfect, the fulurc-in-past, and the future-perfect-in-past. While the classification of
the future as a tense is problematic as a whole, the latter two tenses pose special
difficulties.

Despiic numerous éonv‘incing arguments that the future is actualty a mood
rather than a tense, it will be considered a tense here. This decision is based on the
view of the theorctical distinction between lorm and function which gives the
former priority over the latter. The future tense in Bulgarian is a morphologically




Bulgarian Verb 57

expressed temporal category that makes reference to a point in time subsequent o
.the moment of speech. As it turns out, however, this category overlaps with the
- potion of IRREALIS, which characterizes events as non-actual (actualily is taken as
the definition of mood here; see § 2.7.), since future evenis have not yet taken
place and are thus potential, rather than actual. Chung and Timberlake (1985:243)
define the future as ’

a semantic category where tense and mood merge. In practice many
languages do not distinguish morphologically between future tense and
potential (irrealis) mood. Where a difference is made, the future tense
is used for events that are presumed {o be certain to occur, and the
irrealis mood for events that are potentially possible but not presumed
t0 be certain, '

Since Bulgarian does have a tmorphologically encoded potential or hypothetical
mood (the conditional mood; see § 2.7.3.) which is. distinct from the future, the
future tense will be regarded as a tense. The question of how the future tense and
potential mood interrelate in Bulgarian, however, will be addressed al length in
Chapter 4.

2.6.1, The Future Paradigm. All future forms are periphrastic constructions
with a form of the modal particle §te3® (which is historically derived from the verb
xotéti ‘to want'). The simple future is formed by the concatenation of the modal
particle §fe¢ + the present tense; it is formed from both petfective and
imperfective verbs. See Table 2-11. To form the negated future, §te is usually
replaced by njama da (e.g., njama da napisa ‘1 will not write'),

PF. FUTURE IMPF. FUTURE
1 sg. die napiio Ste napisvam
2 sg. Ste napifes Ste napisva
3 sg. §te napise §te napisva
I pl §te napiSem . Ste napisvane
2 pl. e Jmpi.i‘efe ) §te napisvate
3pl Ste napifat ) $te napisvat

Table 2-11. Imperfective and Perfective Future Paradigm.
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2.6.2. The Future: DEFINITION and FUNCTION. The future fense is used|
to refer o events subsequent to the moment of speech (E ATTER 8), and this is :
perhaps the most frequent use of future tense forms in Buléarian. The perfective |!
aspect is found for unique events (examples (2.42a) and (2.43)), while thel:

imperfective is more common for iterative (2.42b) or durative (2.44) events.
(2.42a)  Utre 3te se wirna®-F v kikti vednaga sled rabota.
Tomarrow I will come backP-F home right afler work.3®
(2.42b)  Vseki den $te se vraftam!F v k%t vednaga sled rabota.
Every day I will come back!'F home right after work.

{2.43) -- Slulaj, Doroteja, az trjabva da virvja na sibranic. Ste se
virnaPF kam devet. Ti si rabotii*IoY wk. Tme
takajluIpv._Ste ofidemP-F sled tova da veterjameD2 njakade.
(PV:B:33)

“Listen, Dorothy, 1 have to go to a meeting. '] returnt™F
towards nine. Yoo workl®IpY here, And wait1PV for me.
We'll goF out after that and have dinner? somewhere.”

(2.44) -- Rarbira se, §te bade™ ¥ dudesno! Ste brodim/F iz,
planinata, ite beremft-F gabi, az gi poznavamlPr vsigkite, sto
mand%i mogaMPT da sgatvia ot tjax... A, leljo Dime, xajde!
(GA:PL45) '

“Of course, it will betF wonderfull We'll wanderitF
around the mountain, gather™F mushrooms, I knowlPr them
all, I canM-Fr ;make hundreds of things to eat from them. Oh,
Aunt Dima, let’s go!”

The future can also he used for iicrative events that are not necessarily future
(cf. the English iterative expressions with would). See example (2.45).
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(2.45) ~ Ponjakoga tja bivaielt-Im prikazliva, ponjakoga te mineP-F
pokraj toveka i njama da go poglednet-F, (I.J. in Maslov
1981:259)

Sometimes she would be!-It talkative, sometimes she will
walkP-F past a person and not even give-F him a glance.

Example (2.46) illustrates the use of the future form with the modal meaning of
supposition (gadatel’nost’ (Maslov 1981:259)).

(2.46) -- A azkoj sim? Poznava¥l¥r li me? _
-- De §te te poznavam!'F, efendi? (1.1 in Maslov 1981:259)

*“And who an 1? Do you knowlPr me?”
“Where would 1 know!F you from, eflendif0?

.Lindstedt (1985:256-7) explains interrogative examples such as (2.46) as cases of
epistemic possibility, versus non-interrogative sentences which are closer to
epistemic necessity. As support, he cites an example from PaSov (2.47).

(2.47)  Toj prekaraPA0 edna godina v Anglija, ta §te znaeltF
anglijski. (Paov 1981:106)

He spentP-A0 4 year in Britain, so he must knowltF Hnglish.

12.6.3. The Future Perfect Paradigm, The future perfect is formed by the
concatenalion of the modal particle §te¢ + the perfect tense (i.e. the copular
auxiliary#! + aorist I-participle). See Table 2-12 (on the following page). The
negated future perfect is formed either with the construction njama da: (e.g., njama

da sém napisal ) or, more rarely, the negative particle re {e.g., ne 3te sdm. napisal ).

2.6.4. Future Perfect: DEFINITION and FUNCTION. The future perfect
tense denotes an event that is past with respect to a moment future 1o the moment of
speech (E BEFORE R AFTER §). The Bulgarian future perfect form is typically
found in subordinate construciions, such as exampte (2.48). ‘
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PF. FUTURE PERFECT IMPF. FUTURE PERFECT
1 sg. Ste sdm napisal §te sdm napisval
2 sg. Ste si napisal Ste si napisval
3 sg $te ¢ napisal Ste e napisvol
1pl Ste sme napisali Ste sme napisvali
2 pl. te ste napisali Ste ste napisvali
3pl Ste sa napisali $te sa napisvali

Table 2-12. Imperfective and Perfective Future Pecfect Paradigm.

(2.48)  Dori ako ovctestvoto se izpravi?PT vnezapno pred njakoja
’ neotakvana i nevizvratima biologitna gibel, to pak njama da
sizdadeP'F svoe izkustveno prodilfenie, svoe tovekopodobie,
izgradeno virxu dragi principi. To Ste znae!®'F vete istinata za
svojata sibtnost. I $te izéeznel'F v nebitieto, kakio §te sa
izéteznalif-Fof predi nego mravkite. (PV:B:104)

Even if humanity were to be suddenly facedP-Pf with some
unexpected and irrevocable biological annihilation, it would

not give risePF again to its own artificial creation, its own

anthropomorphism, organized along different principles. 1t
will already know the truth concerning its essence. And it will
disappear into non-cxistence, just as the ants will have

. disappeared? Fof before it.

~

IL can also be used in a modal sense to refer to a supposition relating to a past
moment (2.49).

(2.49) Toj §te e patit™-Fof, siromaxat. (Maslov 1981:260)
. He must have suffered!Fof, poor guy.

2.6.5. Future-in-Past Paradigm. The foture-in-past is formed by the
concatenation of the imperfect conjugated form of te + da + present tense.??
~ See Table 2-13. The negative is formed either by replacing the imperfect of 3fe
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J

with njamaie (e.g., njamafe da napifa) or, more rarely, by simply adding the

© hegative particle ne (e.g., ne Stjax da napifa).

PF. FUTURE-IN-PAST IMPF. FUTURE-IN-PAST

1 sg. Frjax da napisa - §tjax da napisvam

2 sg. Srefe da napises - Ste¥e da napisva¥

3 sg. Stefe da napise Stefe do napisva

1pl Sjaxme da napifem §tiaxme da napisvame
2 pl Stjaxte da napifete Stiaxte da napisvate

3 pl. . §tjaxa da napifar Stjaxa da napisvar

Table 2-13. Perfective and Imperfective Future-in-Past Paradigm.

2.6.6. Fature-in-Past: DEFINITION and FUNCTION. The futurc-in-past
form refers to an event that is future with respect to a moment prior to the moment
of speech and can be thus characterized as E AFTER R BEFORES. The futare-in-
past form in Bulgarian is used primarily in a modal function, but can also he used to
denote an event which according to Maslov (1981:26) “ob"ektivno bylo
predstaja$éim v kakoj-to moment proflogo (buduiéee po owmmofeniju k étomu

proflomu momenm)” ‘objectively was forthcoming at some moment of the past
(future with respect to this past moment)’. The modal use of this form is essentially
the same, according to Maslov, but without its indicative character, in other words,
it denotes an action that was to happen, but in fact did not. The future-in-past is
most frequently found in the apodosis (main clause) of a counterfactual sentence.
Precisely for this reason, Gotab (1964:83-93) makes a convincing case for
. considering the futurc-in-past not as an indicative form, but rather a conditional
IRREALIS. The IRREALIS function of the future-in-past will be discussed in greater
detail in Chapter 5. (2.50} is an example of the future-in-past with an indicative
_ function and (2.51) with a modal [unction in a contrary-to-fact proposition. As
these examples demonstrate, the distinction between the indicative and modal uses
is context-determined.

(2.50) . Mnogo po-kfisno, kogato tova nemito i neskoposno momite
po edin ili drug natin stana €ast ot Zivota mi, taja nejna
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primirena pokornost §tefe da kdsa™FiP iz den v den sirceto i
nervite mi. (PV:B:12) ’

Much later, when this unwashed and rather clumsy girl in one

way or another became part of my life, this resigned
submissiveness of hers would day after day fear™-FiP at my
heart and my nerves.

(2.51) -- A za§to pone ne 1 se obadi ot Borovec? ... Edna dobra
duma tefe nepremenno da i pomogne?-FiF,
-- Da, da, minaP-A0 mi prez uma, razbira se. No
Lrjabva§eM-1m da se sviirza s neja prez gradskata centrala, tja
Stele da razbere”FiP e ne sim v Plovdiv. (PV:B:96)

“And why didn’t you at Ieast call her from Borovec?... One
kind word would certainly have helped®-FiF her.”

i “Yes, yes, it occurredtA° 1o me, of course. But I would have
1 hadM-I™ 1o phone her through the main exchange, she would
have realized”-FiP that I wasn’t in Plovdiv.”

‘There is an interesting contrast of meaning between (2.50) and (2.51) with respect
10 the reality of the event. In (2.50) the implication is that the event did eventually
take place, the girl’s submissiveness did tear at his heart and nerves. This is what
is typically referred to as the non-modal use of the future-in-past and is cited as

proof that i is a tense rather than a mood. In (2.51) the implication is that neither
event took place; she never heard the kind word that might have helped her, nor did
she realize he was not in Plovdiv. 'This is the modal, and more frequent, use of the

- future-in-past.#

2.6.7. Future-Perfect-in-Past. The future-perfeci-in-past is formed by the - :
concatenation of the imperfect form of §ie + auxiliary da + perfect tense 44
Sce Table 2-14. The negative is usually formed by replacing §tjax with njamase

(e-.g., njam3e da séim napisal) or, move rarely, with the negative particle ne (e.g., ne
Stfax da sdm napisal).




PF. FUT.-PERFECT-IN-PAST IMPF. FUT.-PERFECT-TN-PAST
1 sg. §tjax da sdm napisal Fijax da sdam napisval
2 sg. $tete da si napisal Stese da si napisval
3 sg. Stele da e napisal §tefe da e napisval
1pl Stjume da sme napisaﬁ Stjaxme da sme napisvali
2 pl. Stiaxte da ste napisali Stjaxte da ste napisvali
3 pl. Stjaxa da sa napisali Stjaxa da sa napisvali

“Table 2-14. Perfective and Imperfective Future-Perfect-in-Past Paradigm.

2,6.8. Future-Perfect-in-Past: DEFINITION and FUNCTION. According
to Comrie’s system, this tense denotes an event that has taken place prior o an
event future to a past event (E BEFORE Rj AFTER R BEFORE §). The fﬁ[ure—
perfeci-in-past is, in fact, rarely used in Bulgarian. It is usually replaced by a
foture-in-past form (Stojanov 1980:400). Example (2.52a) has been taken from
Maslov [981; note that in this particular context the future-in-past may not be

substituted for future-perfect-in-past. The relational nature of the adverbial do
snofti *by last night’ demands a perfect (Le. taclic) form, while the non-relational
adverbial snosti ‘last night' does not (2.52b).

(2.52a) Do snosti W§tjax da sém se varnal? FEfiP/ %oy da se
varnaPFtP no edna druga rabota mi popredi. (Maslov
1981:260)

I would have [was to have] returnedP-FfiP by last night, but
another piece of business kept me.

(2.52b)  Snodti *$tjax da sém se varnalP-FRPf \Stjax da se véarnaP-FiP,

no edna druga rabota mi popreti. (Maslov 1981:260%)

T would have returnedf FiP lagt night, but another piece of
business kept me.

Example (2.53) shows that native speakers will not accept 2 future-perfect-
in-past in the apodosis of a counterfactual, but rather require a future-in-past.
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(2.53) Napuokanata terasa i domaSnata rakija gi sdbiraxa rjadko i
prividno. Ivse pak. “Ako predi deset godini mu bjax
spomenatP-PIf za wakova neito, *Srefe da me e ubilP-FpiPy
V¥tese da me ubieP FiP _ pomisli Stojan. -- Ostarjava.
“Ako predi deset godini mi beSe spomenatf PIpf zq takova
neito, *$tjax da stm go ubilP-FOP/ Kjax da go
ubijal IiP . iznenadvato za sebe si pomisli i Nestor, - A

‘sega... Ostarjavam, ostarjavam.” Dali se razbraxa v tozi
moment, ne stana jasno. (BT:RzD:11)

The cracked terrace and homemade brandy united them rarely
and then only on the face of it. And yet. “If ten years ago I
had reminded®-PIPf him of such a thing, he would have
Eilled?-FiP me.” Stojan thought. “He’s getting old” “Iften
years ago he had remindedP Pt me of such a thing, T would
have killedP-TiP him,” Nestor thought surprised at himself as
well. “And now... I'm getting old, getting old.” Whether or
not they understood each other at that moment was not clear.

2.7. Mood. The definition of moad here differs from that cited by Jakobson
1957, where he adheres to the traditionat view of mood, namely

(PnEn/Ps) mood characterizes the relation bytwecn the narrated event
and its participants with reference to the participants of the speech

-event: in Vinogradov’s formulation, this category “reflects the
speaker’s view of the character of the connection between the action.
and the actor or goal”. {135)

This view of mood has been challenged by Gotab 1964, Janakiev 1962 and
Aronson 1977, among others. The issue is whether mood characterizes the
speaker’s view of the event as real or irreal (a subjective evalualion), or the

ontological evalnation of the event as real or irreal (an objective evaluation).

Aronson 1977 proposes that mood (like aspect) is a non-shifter and should be

represenied as B (what Jakobson 1971{1957] termed the category of STATUS and
which has heen reinterpreted by Aronson as a shifter, i.e. EYPS, and characterized
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as the reported or evidential (see § 2.8.). The distinction between aspect and mood
is that ﬁspect is a QUANTIFIER and mood a QUALIFIER, both of which are subsumed
under the category of MANNER. '

While Jakobson’s definition appears suitable for the imperative and other
types of deontic modality which clearly involve a source: (i.c. it involves reference
to participants), it does not provide an adequate account of epistemic modality. The
definition of mood as “the speaker’s view of the event” is simply too nebulous and

could easily be used to describe other phenomena, such as aspect.¥ Moreover, the
7 definition of mood as characlerizing the actuality of the event promises to provide a
more adequate account of modal phenomena in Bulgarian. The ramilications. of this
particular definition for the Bulgarian verbal system and its correlation with
Aronson’s definition of mood as a QUALIFIER (versus aspect as a QUANTIFIER) will
be discussed in more detail in the subsequent chapters.

The definition of mood in this study then will be the charzcterization of an
event that is unreal or nonactual, As defined by Chung and TimBerlake (1985:241),

[m]ood characterizes the acluality of an event by comparing the event
world(s) to a reference world, termed the actual world. An event can
simply be aclual (more precisely, the event world is identical 10 the
actual world); an event can be hypothetically possible (1he event world
is not identical to the actwal world); the event may be imposed by the
speaker on the addressee; and so on.

Bulgarian has three -ontological moods (other than the indicative): the
imperative, the conditional and the conjunctive {a term that is used to refer 1o the

madal uses of the da-construction). As already stated, the reporied forms (§ 2.8.) -

will be considered to fall under the category of STATUS, which involves the
subjective evaluation of the event. ’

2.7.1, Tmperative Paradigm, The simple imperative is the most common
 form and is formed by the concatenation of the present stem + ifg in the
. singular and +e/g + fe in the plural. Sce Table 2-15. The negative may be
formed by adding the patticle ne-(c.g.. ne pisi) or an auxiliary form nedef plus' a
vestigial form of the infinitive (e.g., nedej(te) pisa, nedej(te) xodi, nedej{ te)
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gledu) % The imperative may be formed from both 1mpcrfecuve and perfectlve
verbs, unless negated in which case only the Impel'feC[lVE', is used.

ISTCONJUGATION  2ND CONJUGATION  3RD CONTUGATION

sg.  pisi xodi _ _—
pl.  pisére xodéte ——
Sg.  péj Stof glédaj

pl.  péje stdjte glédajte

Table 2-15. Imperative Paradigms,

Analytic imperative (and quasi-imperative?7, i.c. non-second person) forms also

exist and consist of da, neka, or neka da, plus the present tense. Sec Table 2-16. jii

T

The negative of quasi-imperatives is formed by adding the particle ne (e.g., da ne

pifa, da ne pife§, neka ne pifa, neka ne pifes; neka da ne pita, neka da ne pise¥). -

The guasi-imperative may be formed from both imperfective and perfective verbs,
unless negateéd in which case only the imperfective is used.

1STCONIUGATION  2ND CONJUGATION  3RD CONJUGATION

1sg. nekapisa da stoja " neka da gledam
2 sg.  neka pises da stoi§ neka da gledas
3 sg.. neka pise da stoji neka da gleda
1pl. nekapisem da stojim  neka da gledame
2 pl.  neka pisete da stoite neka da gledate
3pl.  nekapisur da sfojat neka do gledat

Table 2-16. Quasi-Imperative Paradigms.

2,7.2. Imperative; DEFINITION and FUNCTION. The imperative belongs
to the deontic mode which “is concerned with the necessity or possibility of acts
performed by morally responsible agents” (Lyons 1977:823). The imperative is
gencrally used for commands, that is, situations imposed by the speaker on the
addressee (2.54), {2.55) is an example of a negative command, which is always
imperfective (Maslov 1981:280).
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(2.55)
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-- Drugarjn Manev, za%to se pravite™Pr nagita durak! --
razsirdiP-A9 se tja vnezapno. -- OpitajreP Y se da mislitgP?
malko po-shvremenno. Tova ne e mistika, ni lndost! Tova e
navka! (PV:B:89)

“Drugar®® Manev, why are you pretending!-Pr go hard to be
stupid!” she suddenly gotf-A angry. “TpPIpY 1 be a litdle
- mote modern in your thinking. This is not mysticism, nor
madness! This is science!”

-- v nikoj sluCaj ne hiva da trevo?iteD?2 Doroteja. Ne ja
pitajtel®IPY, ne jn razubeidavajiet ¥, Estestveno tja
vjarval®Pr v tova, koeto pravi. (PV:B:89)

“And under no circumstances should you alarm Dorothy.
Don't question 1PV her, don't argueP¥ with her. Naturally
she believes™-Pr in what she is doing, ™

The imperative is also found in generic statements (2.56).

(2.56}

DajPIpv mu xljab v ricete, priberiPIP¥ go kato svaj i éto go
sega navirilPPf ¢ rogata si kato poStrakjal vol. (K.V.in
Maslov 1981:279)

Give PV him a living, takeP!PY him in as if he were your own
son and here he’s liftedP-Ff his horns like an entaged ox.

{2.57} is an example of a quasi-imperative,

(2.57)

2.7.3.

Cvétanéo, povete dirva tuil PV, neka di stanePIPV goljam
oglnjat. (L. Vazov, in 1983 Academy Grammar 2;267)

Cvetan&o, putl ¥ more wood on, let the fire ger™V big,

Conditional Paradigm. The conditional is formed By the

concatenation of an aorist form of the copula (bix, bi, etc.) + the aorist 1-
participle (Scatton 1984:200). See Table 2-17. While a simple form consistling
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of the imperfect of secondary imperfectives also exists, it is considered non-literary
by the normative grammars and will not be discussed here.

e

ImP. CONDITIONAL ~ PF. CONDITIONAL
1 sg. bix pisal bix napisal
2 sg.  bi pisal bi napisal
3 sg.  bipisal bi napisal
Y pl.  bixme pisali bixme napisali
2 pl.  bixte pisali bixte napisali
3pl.  bixapisali bixa napisali

Table 2-17. The Conditional Paradigm,

2.7.4. Conditional: DEFINITION and FUNCTION. The conditional is an
‘example of the epistemic mode which “characterizes the actuality of an event in
terms of alternative possible situations, or worlds” (Chung and Timberlake
_ 1985:242). 'The conditional is used to denote possible or hypothetical events
j (2.58), especizlly in conditional sentences (although more frequently in the -

apodosis, than in the protasis; see Chapter 5). In the speech of educated people and

: in belle lettres, it is also used for polile urveridenie, that is, confirmation, e.g., bix -:
;  kazal?Cd ‘T would say’ (Maslov 1981:281) and other performative utterances
: (2.59). '

(2.58) - KazaxP-A0 4 za¥itol Taja noSt nie za pérvi pit
prekaraxmeP-A0 zagdno, No ti nadali bi mogdM-C da
razbereEP2 kalko tova me raztfinsiP®A, Vse pak tja ne bese

i

i obiknoveno momite, $ obiknovena sidba. Az iskaxIn-Ao da
i siiberaP#* malko mislite si, da se uspokoil3. (PV:B:95-96)
|

- “I toldP-AC you why! That night was the first we spent?-Ao
together. But you could™-Cd hardly understand2 how much
that shook™A0 me up. Anyway, she wasn’t an ordinary girl,

with an ordinary fate. I wanted!™A0 {0 collect my thoughts, to

calm down.”




(2.59)

2.7.5.

Bulgarian Verh 69

=- Ne, razbira se. Ivse pak ne sim!Fr siguren v sebe si. 1
zalova, kocto kazaxP A9 dosega, i za vsitko ostanalo... Bix vi
pomolilP-Cd da posetimP? oSte vedni terasata. V sastijatast
pri sktile obstojatelstva. Mok¥e bi obstanovkata $te mi
podskazel'F nefto. (PV:BG:214)

“No, of caurse. And yet I'm-Pr nat sure of myself. Both
about what Ive said™A0 up until now, and about all the rest,
Lwould askP-Cd you [to lefl us visit?a the terrace once more.
At the same time and under the same conditions. Perhaps the
setting will suggestP'F something to me.”

Da-Constructions, An infinitive as such no longer exists in

Bulgarian.*? In most syntactic functions understeod to be infinitival (predicates
embedded under auxiliary verbs, etc.), it has been replaced by the so-called da-

consiruction. If is formed with the particle da + the present tense (typicaily the

perfective), although the perfect, acrist and imperfect may be found, albeit rarely
(Genadieva-MutafCieva 1970). The present tense form agrees with the subject of

the embedded clause. See the following cxamples.

(2.60)

" (2.61)

2.62)

-- Iskam™-Pr ne$to da i ka¥aDe + PP __ tixo se obadiPf-Ae
Stojan Patronev. (BT:RzD:9)

“T wantlu-T¥ zp refila + P.P¥ you something,” Stojan Patronev
annaunced™A0 quietly,

Posle idvaselIm mladijat milicioner Lazo i gi nakarvalelim dg
virnat?d + P.Pr peikite na mjasto v alejata. (BT:RzD:10)

Later the young policeman Lazo would comelI2 and makel-Im
them refurmPd + P-Pr the benches to their place in the alley.

Nie ne mozexmeM-IM da si predstavimPa + P.Pr dori kak 10,
nevzratnijat ergen, ¢ oUSAI"PT pri majkata na Janina, kak e
poiskalPPf rikata na Janina i kak majkata ¢ kazalaP-Pf “da” na
edno Lolkova glupavo predloZenie i kak samata Janina ne se e
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xvirlilaPPf v naj-ddlbokija vir na rekata Tixana -- Nestor se
usmixna. (BT:Rzl»:21)

“We couldn"{™MIm even imagineD? + P-Prhow he, this ill-
favored bachelor, had comeP-Ff to Tanina’s mother, how he
had askedPPf for Janina's hand and how the mother had
said?Ff “yes” to such a stupid proposal and why Janina
herself had not thrownPFf herself into the deepest pool of the
River Tixana,” Nestor grinned.

(2.63) -- Tja, tvojata Mira, irjabvaM Pt da ¢ napravilaDe + P.LF
njakoja goljama pakost. Takali? (BT:RzD:10)

“Your Mira, she must™-P" have doneP@ + P-Bf something
reatly terrible [lit. ‘it must be that she bas done’]. Is that it?”

The da-construction, however, has uses other than the infinitival function.
As Maslov (1981:285-290) points out, all of its uses as what he terms an
independent construction are modal (for example, introducing subordinate clauses
with an optative (2.64) or subjunctive {2.65) funétion), and he has claimed
therefore that da is used to mark mood, namely the conjunciive mood.

(2.64)  Da trigvamele +LP1, maijkol

Let's goPa + LPr mother, (AT:P:35)

(2.65) RidZevite si zakupixa cveina televizija s vriizka, a 1i mi domékna
u kaStata taja kranta, ta da staneme™® + PP gq yegif .
(AT:P41)

The Réfev family bought themsclves a color television with o
connections, and you bring me home that picce of junk, so that
we can disgraceP@ + P-Pr oyrselves. .

Rudin (2985:53-63) summarizes the debate among linguists as to whether
da is an independent word, i.c. a conjunction andfor particle’® (or clitic), or a )
morphological element or affix that marks mood. Rudin herself presents persuasive
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syntactic evidence for considering da to be an auxiliary and points out that its
Jimitation to immediately preverball position is shared by the morphologically
invariable verbs §re ‘will’, njama ‘will not’ and bivg ‘ought’. Note thai the notion
“of the infinitive construction as & modal construction is not new (Sce Fielder 1983
and Brecht 1972 for accounts of the Russian infinitive; Rudin cites Pullum 1982
who proposes that English to is a non-finite auxiliary verb).

2.8. The Reported. This section will discuss the so-called reported forms first

according to the traditional, conservative norm and then it will address certain

discrepancies in the actual use.

2.8.1, The Reporied Paradigm. From an historical point of view, the
reported (also known as the indirect or re-narrated tense, as well as the
unwitnessed, or evidential mood) developed on the basis of the inherited perfect

forms. Recall that the perfect paradigm (§ 2.5.1.) consists of the aorist l-participle

- plus the present tense copular auxilary ‘to be’. By contrast, the reported forms
congist of the aorist or imperfect 1-participle plus the present fense copular
“ auxiliary in the first and second persons, bur not in the third person. See Table
2-18 (pp. 73-4). The aorist I-participle construction is used for “reported” events
that would otherwise be presented in the aorist tense, and the imperfect 1-participle
construction for events that would otherwise be presented in the imperfect (or
present). Note that verbs from the 2nd and 3id conjugations which do not have
distinct aorist and imperfect formations also do not have distinct aorist and
‘imperfect ]—particif)lcs. For example, the 2nd conjugation verb stojd ‘t6 stand” has
- stojix for both the aorist and imperfect (alth'ough the imperfecl sfoéx also exists);
and stojal for both the aorist and imperfect l-participle (although the imperfect stoél
also exists), and the 3rd conjugation verb gledam ‘to look™ has glédax for the aorist
and imperfect and glédal for the aorist and imperfect I-participle.s!

While some grammarians posit 2 complete paradigm for reported, e.g., a
future perfect and future perfect-in-past (cf, Table 2-19 on page 75, with
corresponding negative forms), Maslov (1981:244) dismisses these as theo'rctically
possible, but not naturally cccuring,
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AQRIST
1 sg. pisax
2 sg. pisa
3sg. pisa

1pl. pisaxme
2 pl. pisaxte

3pl. pisaxa
PRESENT

l sg. pida

2 sg.  pifes

3 sg. pife

1pl. pifem

2pl. pisete

3pl. pilm
AQRIST

l sg.  napisax

2 sg. napisa
3 sg. napisa
1pl.  napisaxme
2 pL.  napisaxte

3pl.  napisaxa

IMPERFECT
1 sg. napisex
2 sg. napifede
3 sg.  napisese
L pl.  napifexme
2 pl.  napifexte

3 pl.  napifexa

pis'aI“-

AORIST REPORTED
pisal sdm

pisal 5i

pisal

pisali sme

pisali ste

pisali

IMPERTECT
pifex
pisese
pr'&'ef-e
pifexme
pisexte
piSexa
napisaP-
AORIST REPORTEDR
napisal sém
napisal si
napisal
napisali sme

napisali ste

napisali napisali sa
IMPERFECT REPORTED
napisel sém
napisel si
napisel

napiseli sme
napiseli ste

napiseli

PERFECT
pisal sdm
pisal si
pisal e
pisali sme
pisali ste

pisali sa

IMPERFECT REPORTED2
pifel siim
pisel si
pisel
pifeli sme
pifeli ste

piseli

PERFECT
napisal sénz
napisal si
napisal e
napisali sme

napisali ste




REPORTED
1 sg.  Stjal sém do napisa
(njamalo da napisa)
2 sp.  Stjal 5i da napises
(njamalo da napides)
3 sg.  Stjal da napise
{njamealo da napise)
1 pl.  steli sme da napisem
(njamalo da napisem)
2 pl.  steli ste da napisete
{njamalo da napisete)
3 pl steli da napisat
{njamalo da napisat)

Table 2-19. Future Reported Paradigms.
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napisvaml-
AORIST AORIST REPORTED  PERFECTS3
1 sg. napisvax napisval siim napisval sim
2sg. napisva napisval si napisval si
3 sg. napisva napisval napisvél e
1 pl.  napisvaxme napisvali sime napisvali sme
2 pl. napisvaxte napisvali ste napisvali ste
3pl  napisvaxa napisvali napisvali sa
IMPERFECT IMPERFECT REPORTED
1 sg. napisvax napisval sfm
2 sg.  napisvase napisval si
3 sg.  napisvase napisval'
1pl.  rapisvaxme napisvali sme
2.pl.  napisvaxte napisvali ste
3pl. napisvaxa napisvali
Table 2-18. Past Reported Paradigms.
FUTURE/FUTURE-IN-PAST  FUTURE PERFECT/FUTURE

PERFECT-IN-PAST REPORTED
Stjal sdm da sdm napisal
(njamalo da sém napisal)

Stjal si da si napisal

(i iy'ama-lo da si napisal)

stfal da e napisal

(njamalo da e napisal)

Steli sme da smie napisali
{njamalo da sme napisali)-

Steli ste da ste napisali

" (njamalo da ste napisali)

Steli da sa napisali

(njamalo da sa napisali)
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‘the existence of the forms in Table 2-20 below, however, are not in dispute,

Al

Standard Bulgarian grammars such as Stojanov 1980 designate them as perfectand

phuperfect reported forms. These forms, however, are homonymous with those of

a separate category called the dubitive, or emphatic reported form (Masloy ok

1981:242-3). They consist of the aorist reported (although the imperfect/present

reported in this use is acceptable (Friedman 1986b:170)) plus the aorist l-participle

of the verb ‘to be’ (bil). The dubititive forms are generally used to express the g

speaker’s surprise or doubt.34

DUBITIVE AORIST REPORTED
1 sg.  bil sdm napisal napisal séim
2 sg.  bilsinapisal . napisal si
3 sg.  bil napisal napisal
1pl. bl sme napisali napisali sme
2 pl.  bilste napisali napisali ste
3pl.  bil napisali napisali
DUBITIVE IMPERFECT REPORTED
1sg.  bil sém napisval napisval séim
2 sg.  bil si napisval napisval si
3sg.  bil napisval napisval
ipl.  bilsmenapisvali  napisvali sme
2 pl.  bil ste napisvali napisvali ste
3pl.  bil napisvali napisvali

Table 2-20, Dubitive and Reported Paradigms,

2.8.2, The Reported: DEFINITION and FUNCTION. There are several

problems with the normative grammars® presentation of the reported forms. One

has to do with the actual nature of the category in Bulgarian, that i, whether itis a
temporal or modal category (or some other category such as STATUS which would
inciude the meaning of evidentiality). Another has 10 do with with the validity of a

systemic distinction between the perfect forms on the one hand and the roported

aorist and imperfect reported forms on the other, since both sets of forms are -

isomorphic except for the use of the present auxiliary in the perfect and its omission

in the reported in the third person. A further complication is the fact that there are
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" pumerous attestations of perfect forms without the auxiliary, as well as reported
" forms with the auxiliary. To a certain exient, both issues are of necessity
interconnected.

The preizkazno vreme (‘re-narrated tense'), as it is called in Bulgarian
grammars, has been considered by many to be an example of the epistemological
mood which '

...evaluates the actuality of an event with respect to a source. The
event may be asserted to be actual, or else its actuality may be
dependent on the source in one of several ways. Some of the relevant
submodes here include: (i) experiential, in which the event is
characterized as experienced by the spurce; (ii) inferential or evidential,
in which the event is characterized as inferred from evidence; (iii)
guotative, in which the event is reported from another source; and (iv)
the submode in which the event is a construct {thought, belief, fantasy)
of the source. (Chung and Timberlake 1985:44) '

Noie that the term “source” here should be read as P8 (i.e. the speaker or
narrator). All these submodes have been cited as relevant for the witnessed
(submode (i}) versus non-witnessed-reported {submodes (ii-iv)} opposition. Itisin
" sub-modes (i), the inferential, and (iv) event as construct, where the perfect and
reported verb forms cooccur. This cooccurrence has been cited as the motivation
for the devclopment of the reported from the inherited perfect. Whether this
cooccurrence should be taken to represent a merger {or identity) of these forms

(reflected in their homonymy), or simply as a corollary of the development of

the purposes here. What is of concern here is the importance of this category not
necessarily as a morphological (or morphosyntactic) category, but as a linguistic
category (most probably in the PRAGMATIC COMPONENT) that is relevant in the
production of utterances. ]

All four of Chang and Timberlake’s submodes are consistent with the
. category of STATUS (in the sense of Aronson’s (1977:03) redefinition of
. Jakobson’s 1971{57] category) as a shifter (E"PS) which expresses “the subjective
evaluation of the narrated event by the speaker”.53 This category, Aronson 1967
argues, is realized in the definite past (imperfect and aorist) as [+CONFIRMATIVE],

teported forms from the perfect is controversial and not a determination crucial for
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i.e. the speaker asserts, and in the 3rd person l-parliciple forms without the
auxiliary as [+REPORTED], i.e. the speaker reports. This category of STATUS

accounts for the contextual variants of the definite past versus the indeliniie past {or
perfect) which is [ZCONFIRMATIVE], and the reported forms versus the indefinite
past (or perfect) which is also [*REPORTED]. Note that this analysis assumes an
EQUIPOLLENT opposition between the [+CONFIRMATIVE] forms and [+REPORTED]
forms.56  Aronson (1982:55-57) has questioned the “naturalness” of such an .
EQUIPOLLENT opposition between CONFIRMATIVE and REPORTED and states that it
would be more consistent with universal tendencies for the REPFORTED opposition
to be SUBORDINATE to the CONFIRMATIVE, especially since it is expressed only in
the third person forms, Thus, the 1st and 2nd person forms of the I-participle plus
auxiliary would be [*CONFIRMATIVE], and the 3rd person forms with the anxiliary
[CONFIRMATIVE] [#REPORTED] and without the auxiliary [*CONFIRMATIVE]
[+REFORTED]. Aronson has further raised the question of the validity of the -
opposilion [ZREPORTED] in general 57 ‘

* Friedman 1982 and 1986b has challenged the validity of REPORTED forms
(i.e. in addition to CONFIRMATIVE forms) based on the fact that even in the 3rd
person, the distinction between the perfect with the auxiliary and reported forms
without the auxiliary is not consisiently maintained by educated speakers. Roth
1979 presents an impressive body of data which sapports his challenge (although
her conclusions do not). Even normative grammars acknowledge that the auxiliary
may be used with the reporied (1o express the predpoloZitelno ‘suppositional
mood’, e.g., Tof e pifel segn nov roman “He is now writing (as might be inferred)
a new novel” (Maslov 1981:193)) and climinated from the perfect (when it is used
simply to establish facts (Stojanov 198(:389)). Friedman 1982 argues that the
reported is merely a stylistic variant of the indefinite past.3® He views the presence
versus absence of the auxiliary not as morphologically encoding an evidential
calegory, but rather as part of a larger syntactic change in many Slavic languages,
namcly, the Joss of the third person auxiliary.5® '

Finally, Chvany (1988:81-84) argues against the need for additional
calegories such as Aronson’s STATUS, by claiming that the use of reported versus
non-reported forms can be accounted for within her framework of
“metacalegories”, if different discourse registers are considered. Forms marked
both {+L] (the feature masking the perfect I-participle) and [+@] (marking the
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absence versus presence of the auxiliary) are doubly distanced, Le. [+DISTANCE
from EM] and [+DISTANCE from DS {the discourse situation)], respectively. Her
position, therefore, is that the reporfed is expressed morphosyntactically; the
absence of the auxiliary in so-called reported forms has the effect of additional
distancing {nof only from ER, but also from DS). Thus her analysis considers the
reporied to be a deictic category involving TAXIS both to narrated event and
discourse event, but not explicitly the speaker (although this ts implied by reference
to the discourse event). For other treatments of the reported forms, see Borodit
1963; Demina 1959; Gerd¥ikov 1984; Stankov 1969 and 1980,

I choose 1o retain Aronson’s category of STATUS, not only because it seems
", 1o account more elegantly for the particular problems presented by the “reported”
forms, but also because, as will be shown, thers is further evidence for ils existence
as a category in the subordinate clauses to be discussed in subsequent chapters.
While both Fricdman 1982 and 1986b and Roth 1979 are correct in their assertions
thit the omission of the auxiliary does not consistently correspond to a
- morphelogical expression of an evidential category, there do seem to he some
- underlying principles employed by educated speakers in the auxiliary use with the 1-
participle. While I believe that Chvany’s metacategory of DISTANCE is in principle
correct, preliminary research has shown that any explanation of auxiliary nse must
also make explicit reference to the speaker (or narrator) and therefore necessarily
" involves Aronson’s category of STATUS (Fielder 1988¢ and 1990).60 Consider the
- following examples taken from- Bulgarian prose where the 1-participle occurs both
with and without.the auxiliary (its absence indicated by ‘¢” in the fext) in the same
passage. The first example (2.64) is cne of direet spcech, where a psychiatrist is
explaining the problems of her patient.

(2.64) -- Da, 8te vi kaZa i tova - otvrna tja neoxotno, — Naistina €
po-dobre da go znaete. Kato momite tja ¢ prefivialaPAo-! dve
mnogo silni duSevni siuesenija. Na edinajsetgodi¥na vizrast -
leka kola e pregazila?A0- nejnifa bajta prosto pred otie 1. T4
potinalP A0 na mjasto. Majka i ¢ se omagilaP4o- otovo,
Fivotdt v novija dom skoro ¢ stanalf-A0- sivsem
nevizmoZen... Tia ¢ otiflaP-A0- da Zivee pri Gito si. Kogato

# bilafv-InVAo- na (rinajsetgodini, edva v zorata na svoeto
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deviCestvo, kakto se kazva, oj ¢ posegnalP-40-! na neja. [...]

-- Spored men ne 1otno tova e priginilolA0- pejnoto
zaboljavane -- prodalZi tja. -- I vse pak tija ne¥ta sa svirzani.
Kakio sam se dosetixte, wk igrajat rolja i njakoi nasledstveni
faktori... (PV:B:26-7)

“Yes, L will tell you even that,” she replied reluctantly, “It’s
actually better that you know it. As a girl she
experienced *@x] two very strong mental shocks. When she
was eleven, a car ran overf +@%! her father before her very
eyes. And he died-®x on the spot. Her mother remarried!-
@], life in the new home soon becamel-as completely
impossible. She wend-#47 to live with her uncle. When she
wasl-a4x] thirteen, scarcely in the dawn of her maidenhood, as
they say, he molested!-aux] her” [}

“In my opinion it wasn’t précisely that which causeq!+aux/
her illness,” she continued. **And yet these things are
connected. As you yourself have guessed, some inherited
factors also play a role here.”

Although she has witnessed none of these events, the psychiatrist begins
ber story with the I-participle with the auxiliary, switches to the I-participle without
the auxiliary, and then concludes with the auxiliary form to express her own
opinion. The place of the switch is itself most intcresting since hoth events have
clearly not been witnessed by the psychiateist: the giri’s father was hit by a car (I-
participle with auxiliary) and he died on the spot (I-participle withcut auxiliary).
The transition could be interpreted as a shift from facts 1o impressions. This
particular example suggests that the presence or absence of the auxiliary could be
interpreted more as a siylistic variant than the expression of a grammatical category
{cf. Friedman 1982).

The next example is taken from a story told in the first person in which the
narralor is reminiscing about his grandmother. The events ook place before his
birth and were thus not witnessed by him. For the most part these sections of the

story are retold in what look to be reported forms. Yet there is an alternation
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between the l-participle with and without the auxiliary in many of the passages,
sometimes within the same sentence. The following excerpt (2.65) is representative
'of this type of shiftin auxiliary use.

(2.65) I vse pak, kakto po vsigko 1igi, djado mi Manol & bipfufm/Ao-I
dobrodusen ovek. Na trapeza s roduini i prijateli ¢
pifluIn/Aod dori vesel. Stom g pijnetIm- njakolko tadki,
belite mu buzi ¢ cdfvalil M- kato makove. <<Zato ti sa
takiva pembjani buzite, Manole!>> — Seguvalilnlm/Ao-l 4 ¢,
negovite akrani. <<Ot &ity¥ka kediv] - orvrdfrad il g
bezzlobno djade mi. — Ako ja povima navedna, Topolnica
$le potele krvava. (PV:1:205)

And yet, everything points to the fact, that my grandfather
Manal was{*+@% a good-natured man. At the table with
relatives and friends he was{-@% even gay. As soon as he
drank{-awx] g*few plasses, his white cheeks wonld blossom!-
@] like poppies. “Why do you have such crimson cheeks,
Manol?” his buddies would jokel-®%], *From [drinking]
Turkish blood!” my grandlather would retord-ae] good-
naturedly. “If I were to vomit it up all at once, the Topolnica
[river] would run red.”

This passage is presented entirely using I-participles-without the auxiliary,
except for the first sentence, While all the other sentences relate events obviously
told to the narrator, the first sentence expresses what the narrator believes 10 be rue
about his grandfather, albeit based on what he has heard. After expressing his own
* opinion, he then cites events told to him as support for his belief. The effect of the
auxiliary in this opening sentence then is to lessen the DISTANCE of the narrator
- with respect to the proposition.

Examples (2.64) and (2.65) suggest that the author is manipulating the usc
.of the auxiliary in order to play with the notion of DISTANCE, specifically the
distancing of the narrator from the narrated events. In (2.64) the auxiliary is
omitted as the events become more distateful {moving from sudden death to child

molestation) which could be interpreted as a device to mirror the narrator’s desire fo
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be more dispassionate and objective in relating them. In (2.65), none of the events -
have been wiinessed personally by the narrator, Yet the narrator distinguishes

between what he believes is true about his grandfather by using the auxiliary and :
what he has been told about him (and what presumably represents the opinion of -af
others) by omitting it.

It can bé=argued then that auxiliary use has a stylistic or narrative function
when the context already indicates whether or not the events have been witnessed,
i.e. if the context already signais [+REPORTED]. the omission of the anxiliary may
then signal narrative DISTANCE. While it can be argued that the use of the I-
participle with and without the auxiliary is not consistent enough to be categorized
as the morphological encoding of an cvidential category, it can also be argued that %
the presence versus ahsence of the auxiliary does have the linguistic function of
denoting evidentiality, although perhaps this is more appropriately viewed as a
pragmatic (rather than morphological or morphosyntactic) function. St

While the preceding examples seem lo support the asscriion that a
'morphosyntactic distinction hetween the perfect (indefinite past) and reported is
dubious, the following example does provide some basis for asserting the existence
of such a distinction in the pluperfect series (cf. Friedman 1986h:179). Example
(2.66) is taken from an extended passage that has not only aorist and imperfect

i e g

reported forms (i.e. 1-participles without the auxiliary), but also pluperfect and
futore-in-past reported forms (see Tables 2-20 and 2-19 above) used in a
counter{actual construction,

{2.66)  Inapravo ot uéiliSteto sis striv izletjalo!A9 srestu
partizanite. Béalnuvalo™-I®-l z3 noy red, a na nemski
dobavijalo!tIM: | Arbajt maxt [raj”, rabotata te pravilPr
svoboden. Tvirdjalo!In-!, te ako Xitler (proiznasjalo! -1
LXitla® kaio istinski nemec) bil u&itlePipfl generalStabna
akademija, Germanija Stiala da si ostaneP-FiP-l
Xindenburgova, 7alka 1 uniZena, a ne takava, kakvato ja
vizdamel Fr sega. (BT:RzD:37)

And siraight from the school he rushed? Ao off furiously
against the partisans. He would rave!t-Un ahout the new

order, and in German would addlvIm-k: “Arbait macht frei”,
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work makest-Ff you free. He would insist™®- that jf Hidler
(he would pronownce! L it “Hitler” just like a real German)
had studied™-PIRfl at g stff college, Germany would have
remained®-FiP-l Hindenburgian, pitiful and humiliated, and not
as we seelr it now. '

Here too the use of these forms bil u&ifle P ‘had studied” and §tjala da si
ostaneE TP ‘would have become’ is consistent with the definition of these forms
as denoiing the narrator’s DISTANCE (actual or psychological) from the events.

The foregoing examples support Aronson’s notion of the category of
STATUS which specifies reference to the speakel:!narrator, as necessary for
Bulparian. Strictly speaking, STATUS is neither tense, aspect nor mood as these
concepls have been defined here, and as such, could be seen as going beyond the
scope of this study. At the same time this definition of STATUS corresponds rather
closely to the waditional one of mood (Jakobson's EWPS) and as such merits
inclnsion.62

"2.9. Summary. As can be scen from this programmatic and somewhal
simplified account, the Bulgarian verbal system is relatively complex. Unlike the
other Slavic languages, which bave simplificd their verbal systems Lo varying
degrees (and in various ways), Bulgarian has increased the number of oppositions
(or at least has a greater number of contextual meanings). For example, while
Russian has developed the category of aspect at the expense of tense (having only
one past iense form), Bulgarian has expanded its system by increasing the humber
of tense ard mood forms, and at the same time has developed and refined the
category of aspect. The goal of this chapter has been (wo-fold: to familiarize the
reader with the Bulgarian verbal system and to demonstrate that the TAM calegories
are integrally related. One example of this interrelationship is the future tense

- forms, which have modal functions in varying degrees. This interaction may
account for the difficulty structuralists have had in establishin g invariant meanings
for the various categories, especially a tense system based on Comrie’s distinctions.
Moreover, while the future-in-past can be described in temporal terms, it functions

primarity in modal contexts. It has therefore been classified by some as a mood, .

rather than a tense. This explains, perhaps, why most structuralist studies have
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-concentrated on indicative forms, It is ironic that while linguists tend to agree on

how a form is used, they do not always agree on what it means. Chvany 1988 has-

come the closest to an integrated structuralist interpretation of the Bﬁlgarian verbal
system from the point of view of morphology, although the status of the imperfect
and present remains problematic, ostensibly due to the fact that there are two
aspectual distinctions, one older and non-productive, the other new and productive,

One of the assumplions of this study is that the traditional categories of

tense, aspect and mood need 10 be considered as generalized, typologically oriented
concepls that are implemented in different ways in different langnages. While
Bulgarian clearly has tense, aspect and mood, in the traditional sense, it also has the
category of STATUS. This category is clearly DEICTIC in that it reflects the
relationship of the narrated event and the speaker. One is tempted to view the
categories of tense {(ER/ES), TAXIS (E“IE“) and STATUS {EVPS) as three different

manifestations of a deictic category (in Chvany’s (1988:72) sense of DEIXIS as a .

metacategory) which I will tentatively call DISTANCE. This category of DISTANCE
(which subsumes tense, TAXIS and STATUS) could be viewed as the corollary to the
category of MANNER (which subsumes aspect and mood).53 By the same token,
tense and TAXIS can be viewed as categorics that QUANTIFY events (with respect to

ES or BR), while STATUS QUALIFIES events (with respect to PS). Such a verbal

system might [ook something like that in Table 2-21.

DISTANCE MANNER
[+DEIXIS] [+DEIXIS]
gualified quantified quantified qualified
(E3) +Es 4564 (Em) ) (En)
STATUS TLENSE TAXIS ASPECT - _MQOD

Table 2-21. Hierarchy of Bulgarian Verbal Categories.

All predications in Bulgarian include at least one DEICTIC and non-DEICTIC ;
catcgory. DEICTIC catepories necessarily make reference either to the speech event.-

and/or to the participant of the speech event, DEICTIC QUANTIFICATION

characterizes the parrated event in terms of location in the temporal-spatial

continuum. By contrast, DEICTIC QUALIFICATION characterizes the narraled event |
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in terms of its refationship to the speaker/narrator. From a cognitive point of view,
the speaker always figures in the placement of the events of the utterance, either
explicitly or implicitly. Thus ES implies PS. What is unusual about Bulgarian in the
Slavic context is that this reference to the speaker can potentially be reflected in the
verbal morphology. In {4DEICTIC] categories, the narrated event-itself is either
QUANTIEIED or QUALIFIED. Iust as the distinction between the QUANTIFIER aspect

and the QUALIFIER mood can be ncutralized in certain contexts so that these two -

categories merge into a single category of MANNER {Aronson 1977:14}, so too can
the distinction be neutralized between the [+DEICTIC] QUALIFYING catcgory (i.e.
" STATUS) and [+DECICTIC] QUANTIFYING categories (especially, but not exclusively
that of TAXIS). Moreover, the distinction between DEICTIC and non-DEICTIC
. categories may be ncutralized in certain contexts, specifically in subordinate clauses
of time and condition as will be seen in subsequent chapters.
: A second assomption of this study is that the Bulgarian verbal system is in
transition {or EMERGENT (Hopper 1987), a concepl which is discussed further in

Chapter 6), at least for speakers of the educaled Sofia dialect. This transition is due -

pmtly 1o the: fact that the normative language (Standard Literary Bulgarian) is in fact
7 an artificial construct that was assembled by grammarians based on various dialect
features (predominantly northeastern). Some of the distinctions prescribed are what,
- Aronson 1982 calls “unnatural” or artificial; this applies, in particular, to the
distinction between the reported and perfect forms and imperfective aosistfimperfect
forms of the third conjugation. Other forms prescribed in the 1983 Academy
CGramrmnar, such as the future perfect-in-past and reported future forms, are in fact
~ not used by most educated speakers and do not appear in literary prose (or if they
do, they are quite .rarc). This study will discuss i) how the traditional semantic
" categories of tense, aspect, and mood inferrelate in subordinate clavscs of time and
condition (and what role the non-traditional categories of STATUS and TAXIS play);
ii) what consequences this semantic and pragmatic interrelationship might have for
the verbal system as a whole, and ii1) what implications this interrel ationship might
“have for a more precise understanding of the conceptualization or cognitive nature

of verbal categories themselves, not only in Bulgarian or the Slavic family, but
ultimately in any language. |
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Notes to Chapter 2

SFor examplé, Chvany 1988 refers to these forms as indirect tenses which distance the nartative -
both from a narrated event and from the discourse situation. Aronson 1977 considers. them 1o be
neither temporal nor modal, hut rather (0 express the category of STATUS. The classification of -}
these forms will be discussed in § 2.8. - ’
TThis has already been done, for example, by Chvany 1988 and Aronson 1967,

8Since the DEFINITION, or meaning at word level, does not necessarily correspond to its meaning
within the system, it is possible to refer to a present tense form, rather than a non-past which ig

opposed to a past. Traditionally in strocturalist studies, the present has been referred 1o as an a5

unmarked non-past, which, along with the future, is opposed to the marked past tense.

Macedonian also has both aspectual oppositions, While the two distinctions are quite restricted

in Contemporary Standasd Serbian and Croatian, they become more vitat in the more southem
dialects. Although Upper Sorbian/Lusatian has imperfect and aorist forms, all imperfects are
imperfective and all aorists are perfective: the opposition therefore is that of the
perfective/imperfective. )

10 A1hough Elson is discussing Macedonian here, this distinction is relevant for Bulgarian as well
sitice both languages have the imperfect/aorist and imperfective/perfective opposition.

Hpar a discussion on the relationship of aspect to the distinclion of foreground/background in
discourse, see Hopper 1982b, Hopper and Thompson 1980 and Chvany 1985.

12%or 3 discussion of the relationship of SIMPLEX IMPERFECTIVES with respect to the
imperfective/perfective opposition and the role of Aktionsarien, see Forsyth 1970 and Isafenke
1960. Note that the term Aktionsarten has been used for different notions by dilferent anthors, It
is used here only in the sense of Aronson 1985,

13The future-in-past, future perfect, future perfect-in-past arc grouped with the other future tenscs.
YFor (hose who prefer characlerizing the present as a non-past, the notation would be E
not-hefore S.

15Fipr a discussion of the problems of lense reference in gerunds (i.e. adverbial participles), see .
Rappaport 1984, ’

161 jkewise, relative non-past would be E not-before R,

7 This notation is taken from Jakobson's 1971[1957} article where E = evenl, P= pasticipant, and
S = speech, N = narrated. Thus, ES = speech event, EN = namated event, pS = participant in speech
event and PN = participant in narrated event, )

18The present is an apt illustration of how the DEFINITION of a tense differs from the meaning of
a fense category in a language. Galion 1976, for example, argues that the present tense is actually
limeless, i.e. outside the emporal plane, since a present action may extend back into the past or
forward into the future, Most analyses (e.g., Aronson 1967: Fricdman 1977) describe the present
tense as an unmarked non-past whose meaning is not specified as past,and therefore can be used
for both past and non-past. i

19The fact that verbs of motion are used in the present fense form with future meaning appears o
be a TYPOLOGICAL UNIVERSAL in the sense used here. For a discussion on the progressive
paradox, see Dowty 1979:133-38. .

p308&1:, for example, Friedian 1977 where he claims (hat in Macedonian the imperfect is marked
Tor durativity, i.e. its invariant meaning is durative, while the aorist is the unmarked member of
the opposition.  See also fn. 23, )
217he adverbial v foja mig ‘at that moment also provides an RT for the event, in this case &
contextvatly specified RT. ’

22The perfective aorist se napiP-4 5 also acceplable with ra njgkolko pdii in order o summarize
the repeated events as a whole.

23For a more thorough discussion of this problem, sec Friedman (1977:24-33). Friedman
snggests subsuming coordination under durativity to account for data where the imperfect expresses
durativity but not coordination. Friedman, however, does not view coordination as necessarily
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temporak, since it accounts for the simultaneous (versus sequential) use of the imperfect and can
 therefore be taken as aspectual. Chyany 1988 also argues that the [+CONTENUATIVE] feaire of the

jmperfect implies a reference point. See also Friedrich 1974 for data on Greek.

24Fdedrich 1974 argues this gnite convincingly for Homeric Greek.,

25%ee also M., Elson 1981,

26This is essentially a modification of the framework of different levels fousd in Timberlake

1982a and Iater Chung and Timberlake 1985,

27By this is meant verbs which are potentially telic, but which, taken oul of their context, do not

specify whether or not the telos has been reached.

. 2BFor a review of Lindstedt 1985, see Friedman 1986a and Chvany 1087.

- 29This term has been adapted from Janakiev 1962.

30This is regardless of the situation at carlier stages of this language.,

31 Aronson 1982 discusses this problem of homonymy exiensively. There is an acceutual
distinction in non-derived slems, viz. stem siress in the imperfect versus end stress in the aorist,

“but this distinction exists only in the Western, not the Easternt dialects of Bulgarian. At the same

“time this stress shift Is codified in the literary Ianguage, based in the main on the Northeasiern
diatects. Thus, the derived form napisvax is both the imperfect and aorist form, while the non-
derived form gléda is the imperfect, and glédtl is the acrist. Thus, the norm altows, but does not
require a conteast.

" 31The 1983 Pravopisen retnik na savremenmja bdlgarski knifoven ezik is used for the source of
all forms in this work and it lists vklndvefx as the appropriate 1mpcrfecuve aorist form. It is
interesting fo note that both vkludveix and vikldcvax arc listed as possible” forms in the 1975
Pravogovoren relnik na balgarski ezik.
33A peasant from the region arounc Sofia.

" 34The crux of this problem is whether or not the presence versus absence of the copular auxiliary
in the third person forms (i.e. I-participle plus or minus the third person form of the verb ‘to be’)
consistently distingnishes the perfect versus the reporied.
35Note that Engfish rules of sequence of tense require a pluperfect here.

" 36There is also much disagreement as to which of these terms is more appropriate, Lindstedt 1985
argues for non—spemﬁcuy. Stankoy 1969 for indefiniteness.
37Aronson uses the term marked here o refer to the presence of a feature, that is, a plus
specification.

38%e is referred to here as a modal particle, although its morphosyntactic status has not yet been
established in the sense of a particle versus an auxiliary. Other scholars, Pendev (1984:50-53), for

- example, consider it to be au auxiliary. For further discussion, sce Chapter 4, § 4.3.

P Asin English, the future particle may be omitted and the imperfeciive present used (o indicate
an imminent future evenl: Utre se vrd$tam vednaga sled rabota *Tomorrow T am coming back
home right after work.'
40The now archaic Turkish bormwmg effendi is a respectful term of address used either for educated
Turks or any member of the inieHigentsia.
4The futnre copula bdda, bides, bade, bidem, bidete, bidam may also be found,
4Z%ee Rudin 1985 for a discassion of the status of da as an auxiliary.
Bt is also interesting to note that English distingnishes rthese two senses with two distinct
lenses: the future-in-past in (2.30) “would tear® {or, more colioquially, “was going 1o tear') and the
fﬂturerperfect in—past in (2,51} ‘wonld have helped’ and ‘would have understood’, As will be scen
in the next section, Bulgarian replaces (he future-perfect-in-past in this funetion with the future-in-
past.
44As with the future perfect, the copular auxiliary bdde may be used instead of sidm here,

For example, the Russian term for aspect s vid, which can be (ranslated as *view’,

- % e colloguial variant, nedejf is used with the second person prescit tense form (e.g., nedej da

© pies).

i
i
i
!
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47These forms, which, strictly speaking, are not imperatives when they do not refer to the secong
person, have also been considered examples of da as a modal particle or the conjunctive mood. Sep
§ 2.7.5.
BDrugar is the Bulgarian equivalent of the Russian “Comrade™,
49There are, however, some rarc traces, for example, the vestigial infinitive form in negative
imperatives, e.g., nedej govori ‘don’t say that!” mentioned in § 2.7.1. and after the verbs {ne)
maga ‘1o be able’ and ne smeja ‘not dare 10°, e.g., Ne smeja napravi fova ‘1 don’t dare do that’
(Scatton 1984:349).
5CToseph 1988 has suggested that an analysis of da using the criteria suggested by Zwicky 1985,
which argues against the calegory of particle, and a notion of Rule Consteflation {Janda and Joseph
1986 and [forthcoming]) might be useful in accounting for da.
51The Western dialects, however, allow ending-stress for the aorist forms versus stem-stress for
the imperfect. Thus, the norm permits a distinction based on stress: aorist: gleddy, gledd], and
imperfect: glédax, glédal, As Aronson 1982 points cut, however, the Western dialects lack the
imperfect l-participle. Therefore, the norm codifies an artificial system hat does not exist in any
Bulgarian dialect. ’
32Note that the imperfect reported forms are homonymous with the present reporied forms. The
problem of homoaymy is discussed by Aronson 1986,
53 Although these forms (technically the imperfect F-participle plus the 3rd person auxiliary) are
not found in the standard grammars, Friedman 1986b cites their use by educated speakers. -See also
Aronson 1986.
Hfiriedman (1986b:178-9) points out that an “indefinite pluperfect”, the I-participle plus the 3rd .
person present avxiliary ‘to be’ plus bil, is acceptable to educaled speakers as a neutral form, while
the reporied pluperfect “withoui the present auxiliary is limited to reports, deductions, staternents
of doobt and disbelief, etc.” .
55The tendency to refer to these forms as evidential is e at least in pazt 1 the putative influence

_ of the Turkish forms in -mig, which are used for evidential modaiity (Slobin and Aksu 1982). The
actual degree of Turkish influence on this category in Slavic is debatable (see, for example, Ficlder
forthc.)
363 tankov 1980 has argued in favor of such an EQUIPOLLENT opposition in explaining the
evidential uses of the perfect, present and future by virtue of tieir lack of marking for both
oppositions, which he terms [WITNESSED] and [UNWITNESSED],
57 Another possible variation would be the climination of the [FCONFIRMATIVE] opposition in
favor of the [+REPORTED] opposition.
38Friedman has borrowed the term indefinite past {cf. fn 36) from traditional Bulgarian grammars
as a convenient cover tern for what is calied here the perfect and what he has sometimes referred o
as simply the F-participle (PC].
59 Friedman {1986b:179) does point oul that current usc suggests that the confirmative/non-
conlirmative copposition in the pluperfect forms has been sharpened to the point of being an
equipollent opposition.
S91 should he kept in mind that Chvany's fealures are intended as the minimum necessary 10
generale the morphology of the Bulgarian verb, ratier than to account for Lhe ullerance value of
Bulgarian senlences, as is the intention here. Naturaily her term DISCQURSE SITUATION should be
taken ko include reference to the speaker.
6l Andersen (1980:12), however, suggesls that auxiliary loss enabled Bulgarian to adapt the
inherited pesfect forns by exploiting what was formerly a stylistic dilference.

%2The problem of these forms as examples of the category of STATUS is the subject of research in

progress on the pragmatic function of aunxilinry use with the 1-participle (Fielder MS).
63These two calegories of MANNER and DISTANCE paraliel Chvany's two overarching categories
of Manner of action and Satus of the ntierance which divide (he Bulgarian verbal system. Manner
is non-deictic and status is deictic (Chvany 1988:83). The erm distance was selected because of
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the pervasiveness of the notion of distance a5 a cross-linguistic metaphor, cf. Flcischman. 1989 and
Dahl 1983. See also Lunt 1952,
64Where the feature +ES implics that the quantification is mediated

through another E?, in other
words, ER/ES.






