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The present paper is concerned with ‘evidentiality’ in Bulgarian, focusing on the difference
between the simple ‘/-forms’ with and without the 3™ person auxiliary. The usage or omission
of the auxiliary is argued to be the decisive contribution to the evidential-like semantics
of these forms, in that it serves the coding of a point of view from which the narrated
events are presented. This point of view may be the ‘narrator’ or some ‘non-narrator’.
The specification of ‘non-narrator’ is triggered by contextual factors and factors such as
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factors, the interpretational range of the /-forms can be accounted for, as well as their text
structuring and narrative functions.
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1. ‘Evidentiality’ in Bulgarian

As is well-known, Bulgarian possesses verbal forms composed out of the
[-participle and the auxiliary sam, which is omitted in the 3™ person. These
so-called ‘renarrative’ forms (preizkazni formi) are problematic for linguistic
description in various respects: on the formal plane, as regards their semantics,
and concerning the question of usage conditions on the text level.

Traditionally, they are subsumed under a separate paradigm, distinguished
from the perfect by the omission of the auxiliary in the 3™ person and the
possibility of being based also on the imperfect /-participle. Since imperfect
[-forms with the 3" person auxiliary are encountered as well, a further paradigm
is postulated — that of the conclusive (e.g. Bojadziev et al. 1999, Nicolova
2008). This yields a set of partly or fully homonymous forms and paradigms,
as illustrated in table 1 for the 1t and 3" persons singular and plural:

Table 1
category: perfect renarrative conclusive
basis: aorist aorist imperfect imperfect aorist
pisal sam pisal sam pisel sam pisel sam pisal sam
pisal e pisdl & pisel & pisel e pisal e
pisali sme pisalisme  piSeli sme piselisme  pisali sme
pisali sa pisali & piseli & piseli sa pisali sa

As regards semantics, renarrative forms are assumed to convey, roughly
speaking, second-hand or indirect information, i.e. information on events the
speaker has not witnessed himself. Jakobson (1971) was among the first to
call these forms ‘evidential’, citing them as an example of verbal categories
that take “into account three events — a narrated event, a speech event, and a
narrated speech event” (1971: 135). Basic to their ‘evidential’ character is the
narrated speech event as the source of information. With the growing interest
in evidentiality, Bulgarian has been getting into the focus of attention, with the
type of evidentiality and the interaction with epistemicity being among the main
matters of debate (e.g. de Haan 1999 for a general discussion, Plungjan 2001
on ‘modalized evidential systems’ in the Balkan languages, Nicolova 2008 for
an analysis of the Bulgarian verbal system, Wiemer & Kampf to appear on
lexical expressions in Bulgarian).

However, contrary to what one might expect from the renarrative or the
evidential characterization, these forms are not necessarily used in contexts
which indicate the source of information or which presuppose the non-witnessed
character of the information conveyed. One case in point is reported speech.
As can be seen from (1), forms other than the renarrative may appear in the
embedded clause, such as in (1b) and (1c¢) the perfect and the future tense.
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(1) a. Ilpusitenst na Jleliau ['al'a — Tetinbpp Kunu cpo01mu, e uman chB-
ceM HopMmasiHa Bpb3ka c meBumara. (http://www.bliasak.bg/mews/p3 18697
0.html, 26.10.2012)

b. Bunienipesunentst Ha BOC ﬂopﬂaH JleukoB u wineH Ha M3mbiakoma
00s1BH, Ye Ha INpakTUKa Beue e xanycnan noctosere cu. (http://www.gol.bg,
6.7.2011)

C. [...] IUpeKTHO Ka3a, ue OT Hesl uje 3a6ucy OlIEHKaTa Ha KOMHUCHSITa
B cieqBanus  Jokiaan [...] (www.capital.bg, 4.5.2012)

Another context in which these forms are not obligatory, even though they
might be expected given their alleged renarrative and evidential semantics,
are news reports.'! According to Nicolova (2008: 389f), the choice of forms
depends on whether the journalist intends to express some distance towards the
message or the degree of belief in the source of information. Thus, the usage
of forms may vary as illustrated in (2), with the aorist, renarrative and present
tense.? Similar to reported speech, the question arises as to whether there can
be observed specific patterns of usage for the different forms.

(2) ITer texxku karactpodu cmanaxa B MUPUHCKUSA Kpal 3a TO-MAJIKO OT
15 gaca. B meTwk cyrpuHTa Ha miaBeH nbT E-79 nex aBromobun ,,donkcBareH
Tond” nanpasu xackana, 3a mactue 6€3 CEpUO3HO MOCTPAAATHU. 35-TOIUIITHA-
ar caunandanul [1.C. nvmyean koM I'KIIII-Kynara. [...] lHopsopsT u 2-ro-
JUIIHOTO My Jiete ca npezreoanu BbB @CMII-Cannancku u ca oceobooenu,
[...] (www.standartnews.com, 3.11.2012)

Furthermore, the usage of renarrative forms and the type of news and
kind of newspaper seem to correlate: renarrative forms are preferred in crime
stories, which are found in the yellow press mainly (Standart and Trud even
have a special rubric, Krimi, for such stories). This confirms Nicolova’s (2008:
390) observation that the usage of renarrative forms tends to cause a lowering
in style from a formal to a more colloquial register, which is characterized by
rumor and chatter.

Facing problems like these and given data like that collected by Roth
(1979), Friedman (1986: 176f) argues against analyzing the omission of the
3™ person auxiliary as marking evidentiality. Instead, he regards /-forms with
or without the 3" person auxiliary as implying non-confirmativity but not

' Up to 1989, usage of the renarrative was obligatory for news from non-communist agencies
such as Reuters (e.g. Nicolova 2008: 389; cf. also Zambova 2000).

2 Examples like (2) lead Levin-Steinmann (2004: 326) to conclude that in journalistic texts
a renarrative semantics expressed by —aux forms does not play a role at all, since this is already
presupposed as meta-information. Still the question remains as to whether there can be found specific
context conditions triggering the preferred usage of those forms.
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specifying this feature. Lindstedt (1994: 44f), too, concludes that “the auxiliary
drop did not become an unambiguous marker of indirective in Bulgarian (let
alone a marker distinguishing between the ‘Reportative’ and the ‘Inferential’
[...]D)* (1994: 46; cf. also 2000: 377) and argues against the assumption of
the three different paradigms illustrated in table 1. Levin-Steinmann’s (2004:
345¢f) analysis yields the same result: auxiliary drop is not tied to the semantic
component of renarration. Renarration is one out of many possible context-
triggered interpretations of these forms, but there is no need to assume a
separate paradigm for it. Rather, /-forms without the 3" person auxiliary are to
be regarded as variant of the perfect (Levin-Steinmann 1999: 161).

Because of their deficient formal and semantic distinction, it has been
proposed to capture the forms listed in table 1 within one common paradigm
subsuming the /-participle in both aspects, based on both aorist and imperfect,
with or without the third person auxiliary. Ivancev (1988) includes these
variants within a perfektopodoben kompleks, Alexander (2001) speaks
of a ‘generalized past’, Friedman (2001) of an ‘unmarked past’. Instead of
assuming separate categories, the usage or omission of the 3™ person auxiliary
is regarded as being conditioned by discourse-pragmatic factors. One of the
first to point out the discourse basis of the ‘auxiliary variation” was Friedman
(1982). Lindstedt (1994) notices the relevance of the presence vs. absence of
the 3" person auxiliary for narrativity, and Fielder (e.g. 1995, 1999) has shown
its text structuring function.

However, discourse-based pragmatic functions do not come out of
nowhere, but need to be grounded in some semantic basis. This semantic basis
has to account for the interpretations of the forms in question as well as for
their narrative and text structuring functions. Here it will be argued that the
interpretations and the functions derive from the coding of a point of view by
these forms, with the auxiliary variation playing a decisive role.

2. Speaker and observer

The relevance of the notion of ‘point of view’ for a functional account
of the Bulgarian /-forms has already been pointed out in the literature on
this topic.’ Pencev (1994), for instance, introduces an ‘observer’ as one of
the participants of the denoted situation. This observer may differ from the
speaker or coincide with it. In (3a), the only explicitly coded participant is

3 Cf. also the oftentimes proposed relation of these forms to epistemic modality. Evidentiality
and modality are assumed to overlap in the domain of epistemicity, since here, “the probability of
P is evaluated” (Plungjan 2001: 354). Plungjan (ibid.) argues that even though an epistemic value
is not necessarily included in evidentiality, the assumption of a correlation between reliability and
directness of information may be grammaticalized, resulting in a “modalized evidential system”. As
one example for this kind of system he cites the Balkan languages. Here, the issue of the relation
between evidentiality and epistemicity will not be focused upon.
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the speaker (indicated by the pronoun mi), whereas in (3b), the speaker may
have participated in the situation or not, i.e. may have witnessed it or not. In
the latter case, the speaker does not function as observer, but as somebody
‘knowing’ about the state of affairs:

(3) a. Toii mu e roBopui 3a Tede. (Pencev 1994: 31)
b. Toii Tu e roBopmI 3a MeHe. (ibid.)

Thus, with the perfect, i.e. +aux forms, a past event is included in the
speaker’s current knowledge, but there is no commitment as to whether the
speaker has witnessed the situation as an observer or simply knows about it
(Pencev 1994: 35). This second possibility can be expressed unambiguously
by the —aux forms. Accordingly, Pencev’s approach distinguishes two points
of view (speaker or observer) and two roles for the speaker (witnessing or
knowing). As a witness, the speaker functions as observing participant of the
situation, whereas if he simply knows about the situation, there must be some
other observer. Knowing about a situation can appear in two variants: znam Ce,
which is associated with the +aux forms, and kazaha mi, ce as associated with
the —aux forms (1994: 36). That is, +aux and —aux forms may both express
‘knowing’, but the exact nature of this knowledge differs between ‘knowing
not as a witness’ and ‘knowing from somebody else’. These relations are
summarized in table 2:

Table 2

Form aorist +aux -aux

Role witnessing knowing

znam kazaha mi

Nicolova (1993: 140) refers to the speaker’s state of consciousness in
accounting for the meaning of the /-forms . According to her analysis, they
are characterized by the inclusion of information concerning past cognitive
states of the speaker. These cognitive states serve as additional ‘moment of
reference’ in the Bulgarian verbal system (1993: 143). They are also part of
the presuppositions associated with the /-forms . For the ‘conclusive’ forms,
Nicolova (2008: 294f) distinguishes speaker and witness, and interprets the
past cognitive state as the presupposition az znaja ne kato svidetel, ce p,
which is basic to the assertion az tvardja, ce p. The ‘renarrative’ forms, on the
other hand, presuppose az znaja, ¢e X tvardi, ce p and assert az tvardja, ce X
tvardi, ce p (2008: 363f). For the conclusive, thus, there is only one point of
view, but with two roles, whereas for the renarrative, two points of view are
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involved. These two different presuppositions can be interpreted as spelling
out the different kinds of ‘knowing’ noted by Pencev (1994). For the semantic
analysis of the perfect, Nicolova does not include an explicit reference to the
speaker. Implicitly, however, it is present — in terms of the inclusion of the
reference time interval, which follows up an event in the past and includes
the time of utterance (2008: 294f). As can be seen from the descriptions, the
explicit distinction between points of view — az/speaker vs. X — is related to
the —aux forms, whereas for +aux forms, the speaker may assume two roles.
For the aorist, no specification of roles or points of view is relevant.

Assuming a particular point of view requires also clarifying its ‘object’.
With the auxiliary variation, this object is the narration (including the events
and their presentation), which is captured by Gerdzikov’s (e.g. 1982) notion of
‘naCin na izkazvaneto’. Through the use of these forms, the narration and the
point of view of presentation get distanced (cf. also Chvany 1988). This is why
—aux forms may serve to foreground the narration and background the narrator,
as Fielder (e.g. 1995) has shown.

As illustrated by this short overview, /-forms in Bulgarian are assumed to
include an explicit statement concerning some point of view. Distinguishing
different points of view is of special importance for 3" person narratives.
Whereas the 1 and 2™ persons are included in the communicative setting
and are thus as a default included in the time of utterance, the third person
is outside the communicative setting. Therefore, the necessity arises to
distinguish and specify the exact point of view. Bulgarian has overt means
for this disambiguation: usage of the 3™ person auxiliary indicates anchoring
to a point of view which may be the speaker’s or not, omitting the 3™ person
auxiliary indicates a non-speaker’s point of view.

In what follows, it will be shown that the notion of ‘point of view’ is highly
relevant in order to account for the usage patterns of /-forms on the text level.
In order to do so, two questions have to be clarified: the integration of point of
view into the semantics of these forms and the notion of point of view itself.
Simply assuming it to be the standpoint of the speaker obscures the difference
between speaker and observer, the importance of which has been illustrated in
this section.

3. Semantics

A semantic description of the /-forms requires analyzing the contributions
of the participle and the presence/absence of the 3" person auxiliary. Moreover,
it is necessary to examine how these contributions are compatible with the
‘evidential’ interpretations ascribed to these forms.
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3.1 I-forms

3.1.1 Participle

The /-participle is a constitutive part of the Bulgarian perfektopodoben
kompleks. 1t is well known that cross-linguistically perfects tend to assume
evidential meanings or interpretations (e.g. Lindstedt 2000: 378f on the
developmental path of the perfect). As regards Bulgarian, Lindstedt (2000:
376) sketches the evolution from perfect to an “evidential form that can be
characterized as an Indirective Aorist”, with the latter having been the model
for further ‘indirective tenses’.

Izvorski (1997: 223f) proposes a time-relational semantic analysis of the
perfect and its relation to evidentiality. She accounts for this affinity in terms
of the relation of the perfect to the present. The contribution of the perfect
consists in the assertion of the existence of a consequent state C'S at a moment
t, and the non-existence of the event e which has preceded and brought about
CS, cf. (4).

(4) hold (CS(e), t) & — hold (e, t)

The notion of ‘consequent state’ is slightly misleading in this context.
Importantly, it is not necessarily to be understood as ‘resultant state’, but more
generally as a state following up a preceding event to which it stands in a
causal — but not causative — relationship. This relationship distinguishes the
[-forms from passive participles, which denote a consequent state in isolation,
i.e. without linguistically presupposing the relation to a prior event (cf. also
Guentchéva & Desclés 1982: 48).

The contribution of the present consists in the specification of ¢ as time of
utterance 7U. CS is asserted to hold at 7U, cf. the representation in (5):

(5) hold (CS(e), TU) & — hold (e, TU)

Izvorski (1997: 234) then goes on to transfer this semantic description into
the interval analysis proposed by Klein (1995). Central to Klein’s approach is
the distinction between the situation time 7Sit and the topic time (or time of
assertion) 77 as the time for which an assertion is made. Along these lines,
the perfect is characterized by two conditions: 7Sit is not included in 77, and
TT is part of TU. The first condition captures the fact that the event took place
within 7Sit, but is not asserted within 77, the second captures the fact that 77
is included in TU, with TT asserting the existence of CS following up e. This
is represented in (6):

(6) ez TT & CS(e) = TT & TT(CS)  TU

The situation in Bulgarian is further complicated by the fact that the
participle introducing the CS is specified in terms of aspect (pf/ipf) and tense
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(aorist/imperfect). Guentchéva & Desclés (1982: 55) describe the contribution
of aorist and imperfect in terms of the specification of the closure of a process
as open (excluding initial and final boundary) or closed (including initial and
final boundary).* The perfective and imperfective aspects specify whether
that process has been terminated (accomplished) or completed (achieved), i.e.
whether it has reached an inherent limit or not. The thus specified process is
followed by a complementary phase involving a state which is validated within
the act of utterance.

Accordingly, the semantics of the participle can be analyzed as describing
a closed process, with the nature of the closure being specified by means of
aspect and aorist/imperfect. Following up this closed process is a subsequent
state which is related to the time of utterance, where it is validated.

3.1.2 Auxiliary variation

The time of utterance, which is a basic component of the semantic analysis
of the /-forms , is usually understood as being the speaker’s. However, relating
the asserted CS to the speaker is problematic in (at least) two respects: first,
for linguistic analyses the notion of ‘speaker’ might be useful for dialogical
settings, but it is too indifferent for narrative contexts (on the distinction
between dialogues and narratives, and its linguistic relevance especially for
deictic expressions cf. Paduc¢eva 1996). One possible way to be more precise
is provided by Ducrot’s (1984) distinction between the physical producer of an
utterance, the narrator (/ocuteur) and some character in the text (énonciateur).
In dialogical settings, the speaker equals the physical producer of an utterance
and hence coincides with the narrator. Narrative settings, however, include two
further instances: the narrator and one or more character(s) in the text. Whereas
the author as physical producer is not linguistically relevant, the latter two
need to be distinguished as possible points of view. Second, simply assuming a
speaker as playing a role for the semantics of the I-forms cannot account for the
distinctions between ‘speaker’/‘observer’ and ‘witnessing’/‘knowing’. In order
to incorporate the narrative instance of the ‘observer’ as non-narrator into the
semantic analysis of these forms, Paduceva’s (1996) notion of ‘standpoint’ or
tocka otsceta TO, which she introduces in her analysis of the Russian aspecto-
temporal system, will be made use of. This standpoint 70 does not necessarily
have to coincide with that of the narrator, i.e. it does not have to be included

4 Guentchéva & Desclés (1982) define intervals in set theoretic terms, i.e. as consisting of sets
of instances. Open-bounded intervals /, do not include the first and the last instance out of the set of
instances (I, = {x, a <x < b}), whereas both are included with closed-bounded intervals /, (I, = {x, a
<x<b}).

5 There are other proposals as well, such as the various variants of polyphony (for an overview
cf. Gévaudan 2008), or Desclés & Guibert’s (2011) elaboration of an analyse énonciative de textes.
For the purposes of this paper, the distinction between producer, narrator and character suffices.
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within his 7U. Importantly, 7U in narrative settings is not to be understood as
the speaker’s (= author’s), but as the narrator’s time of utterance. Since it is not
tied to the moment of the physical production of the text, it is dynamic and may
move and change as the narrative evolves.

As regards the relation of 70 to TU, the role of the auxiliary becomes
important: using the auxiliary includes 70 within 7U, omitting it indicates
that 70 is not included in TU. Since CS is validated from 7O (instead of
simply from 7U), TO is included in 77, the asserted time interval. Therefore,
the contribution of the auxiliary variation to the interpretation of the /-forms
consists in the specification of the relation between 70 and TU as inclusion/
non-inclusion, and this relation’s relation to 77, cf. (7):

(7) a. +Aux: TOc TT(CS) & TO c TU
b. —Aux: TOCTT(CS) & TO ¢ TU

Taking into account the contribution of the participle, the semantics of the
generalized past can be summarized as in (8):

(8) a. [-participle +Aux: [e ¢ TT & CS(e) c TT] & [TO < TT(CS) & TO
c TU]

b. [-participle —Aux: [e ¢ TT & CS(e) c TT] & [TO < TT(CS) & TO
z TU]

In both cases, T7(CS) is validated from 70. Being included in 7U, TO equals
the point of view of the narrator, (8a). Being excluded from TU, the validation of
CS does not happen from the narrator’s point of view but from that of some ‘non-
narrator’, (8b). This non-narrator is further specified within the context.

There are two important aspects associated with this semantic analysis: the
‘distance’ towards the narrated event emerges from the fact that it is presupposed
and not asserted, and the follow-up state is anchored to the relation of 7U and
TO. This relation is basic to the various interpretations: 70 being included
in TU allows for interpretations such as the classical perfect, the narrative
usage of the perfect, or conclusive interpretations. The non-inclusion of 70
in TU allows for quotative interpretations (if the non-narrator is specified),
hearsay and inferential interpretations (if the non-narrator is left unspecified) or
‘mythological’, fairy-tale like interpretations (if there is no narrator). This will
be elaborated in more detail in section 4.

Based on this semantic description, Penc¢ev’s distinction between knowing
and observing can be accounted for, as well as that between kazaha mi, ce vs.
znam, ce. ‘Witnessing’ does not require reference to a point of view, hence
the aorist is used, which does not refer to some 70. ‘Knowing’ and ‘being
told’, however, require a source of knowledge or information. Including an
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observer’s point of view, the relation 70 < TU is basic to znam, ce (+aux
forms), the relation 70 ¢ TU to kazaha mi, ce (—aux forms).

Next, it needs to be investigated how far this semantic description can be
related to the evidential potential ascribed to these forms.

3.2 Inferential evidentiality

Lindstedt (1994, 2000) regards the Bulgarian evidentials as ‘indirective’
insofar as they may give rise to inferential and quotative interpretations. The
close relation between inferential and quotative has also been noted by de Haan
(2001, 2005). He relates it to the basic deictic character of evidentiality, which
marks “the relation between the speaker and the action s/he is describing” (2005:
379). According to this conception, indirect evidentials denote “the relative
distance between the speaker and the action” (2005: 379). The deictic property
of evidentials is also basic to the two semantic oppositions de Haan (2001, 2005)
proposes for a description and classification of evidentiality: direct vs. indirect
evidence [£Dir], and 1% vs. 2™ hand evidence [+1* hand]. The need to assume
both oppositions instead of merely one gets obvious with inferential evidentiality.
Since [+Dir] pertains also to ‘evidence after the fact’, such as consequent / follow-
up states, inferentials are directly evidential in this respect. However, since they
indicate that there is no sensory information about the event, they are also [-1%
hand] (2001: 195). Inferentials therefore are characterized by the ambiguity of
the speaker’s role (2001: 217); the speaker being “aware of the evidence for the
action” they are “a hybrid direct/indirect evidential category” (2005: 387).

Based on this analysis of evidentiality, the place of Bulgarian can be
determined in more detail. By the /-participle, atwo-component event description
is introduced. This can be regarded as the prerequisite for the application of de
Haan’s two features. While the event itself is not witnessed by the speaker (or
rather narrator), i.e. the feature [£1* hand] is specified negatively, he may or
may not have direct evidence of the consequent state. Depending on the usage or
omission of the auxiliary, the feature [+Dir] is specified positively or negatively.
Accordingly, we get the evidential characterizations for the auxiliary variation
as shown in (9), with an exemplary set of possible interpretations each:

(9) a. +Aux: [+Dir], [-1** hand]: e.g. perfect, conclusive
b. -Aux: [-Dir], [-1* hand]: e.g. quotative, inferential

The description in (9) captures the fact that with +aux forms, the event
itself is not observed but the narrator has direct evidence of its follow-up state
(TO included in TU), whereas with —aux forms, neither the event nor the follow-
up state is witnessed by the narrator; he knows about the event and the state
from some other observer (70 not included in 7U). With quotatives ,,another
person [...] becomes responsible for the information”, i.e. “[t]he speaker [here
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narrator] is not a reference point” (de Haan 2001: 217). Plungjan’s (2001: 353)
characterization of the quotative is similar in that he, too, regards the speaker
(here narrator) as being “separated from the situation by the barrier of another
observer”. For the Balkan languages, he regards the quotative as a contextual
variety within indirective markers (2001: 353). This can be seen from his
classification of evidential values in table 3 (2001: 354), which is here applied
to the markers of Bulgarian.

Table 3
indirect evidence
direct evidence reflected evidence mediated evidence
(inferentials and (quotatives)
presumptives)

personal evidence

aorist +aux —aux

Interestingly, both de Haan’s and Plungjan’s classifications resemble that
proposed by Pencev (1994), and all of them capture the complex status of the
taux forms and their interpretations.

The close relation between inferential and quotative interpretations is
obvious in (10), where the —aux form dala can be interpreted as pointing
out that the statement is based not on personal witness, but on inferences
(inferential) or on foreign information (quotative). What is basic to both
possible interpretations is the semantically coded relation 70 ¢ TU. Within
the range provided by this semantic basis, various interpretations — such as the
quotative and the interential — are possible.

(10) ,Ye orkbae ca monaanamu y Bac?” [...] “Amu cuabT Bu 1 daz Ha 1Tb-
niepst Mu Buepa B 3a0aBaukara.” (Olga Surbanova, Vkus na Mocart)

Along the lines of the semantics for the /-forms developed here and in
accordance with de Haan’s approach to evidentiality, the discourse behavior
and the narrative patterns of the auxiliary variation can now be accounted for.

4. Point of view in texts

The text structuring and narrative function of the auxiliary variation has
already been pointed out in the literature. Lindstedt (1994: 46) regards the
auxiliary drop in Bulgarian as being “associated with some kinds of narrative
contexts”. He emphasizes that this possibility is available in non-witnessed
context only (1994: 47). Presumably, these are third-person narratives, i.e. those
contexts that lack a default anchor provided by the first and second persons
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(cf. section 2). The function to structure longer texts has been pointed out by
Fielder (e.g. 1995). Based on their distancing function, the —aux forms serve to
foreground the narration and background the narrator.

In order to illustrate the discourse relevance of the semantic description
proposed above, two aspects will be focused upon: the disambiguation and
anchoring of the ‘non-narrator’ in the text, and the interrelation of auxiliary
variation and text types.

4.1 Anchoring

The notion of ‘non-narrator’, which emerges for —aux forms from the relation
TO ¢ TU, is specified in the particular context of usage. There are basically three
possibilities: specification as ‘no narrator’, as ‘non-narrator’ and as ‘character in
the text’. By anchoring the proposition expressed, this contributes to specifying
the contextually relevant interpretations of the taux forms.

‘No narrator’ is the most probable specification for ne mogli in (11). It is
semantically based on the relation 70 ¢ TU and triggered by world knowledge.
Being a mere stereotype, the proposition expressed (women cannot drive) does
not necessarily have to be anchored to some specific narrator. Anchoring to
a specific narrator is not precluded, of course, but in this specific example,
the context strongly supports the ‘no narrator’ interpretation: (11) relates to a
video clip showing a highly sophisticated way of parking a car — with a woman
getting out of it. This ‘no narrator’ interpretation is also basic to the strong
distancing of the narrator from this proposition, noted by native speakers:

(11) Koii kaza, ue xenure xe moenu na xapar? (http://vbox7.com/play:
5f196108, 4.11.2012)

The ‘no narrator’ specification can also be triggered by knowledge about the
genre. A characteristic case in point are fairy tales, cf. (12), which are regarded
as prototypical contexts for the usage of —aux forms. If the genre-specific —aux
forms were replaced by other forms, e.g. aorists, the “legendary overtones” and
the “fairytale atmosphere” would get lost (Cakarova 2004).

(12) Amano enno 6exno momue, cupade. Pogurenure My ocmasgunu camo
€/IMH JKeJIe3€H TOIy3. MMIIOCTUBHU XOpa To npubpanu u o omenedaru. Ho n
Te Ounu GeHu, enBa ce npexpaneanu. |...| (Momak i tri samodivi)

Neither (11) nor (12) are interpreted as quotative in the sense defined above.
Rather, the —aux forms used indicate the ‘non-actualisation’ (cf. Cakirova
2004) of the events described. Crucially, this type of ‘no narrator’ is to be
distinguished from instances, where the notion of ‘narrator’ and ‘point of view’
does not play a role at all, i.e. texts based on the aorist (cf. section 4.2).

121



Another possibility of specifying 70 ¢ TU consists in the indication of
some ‘non-narrator’. Contrary to the above instances of ‘no narrator’, there is a
narrator, even though s/he is not further specified. This is the case in (13), where
the —aux forms indicate that the ‘mechanisms of the accident’ are reconstructed
based on evidence:*

(13) AnBokarkara Ha 6iu3KHTe | ... | KOHTpHpa: “Hsima criop 3a MexaHu3Ma
Ha Katactpogara. Konara HaBIs3/1a B HACPEITHOTO JIBUKEHUE, OTHUIILIA HA TPO-
TOapa M TIoMelia mecTuMara. ABTOMOOMITBT ce 00bpHaI 1o TaBaH . (Www.trud.
bg, 5.11.2012)

Whereas (13) is based on indirect evidence, the +aux form e karal in (14)
indicates — based on the inclusion of 70 in 7U — that the conclusion is drawn
on the basis of available proofs. This is contextually supported by dokazva:

(14) IIepBata exkcmeptu3a mokassa, 4e [.7 e kapar. (www.trud.bg,
5.11.2012)

The relation 70 & TU can also be specified as expressing the point of view
of some character in the text. This is of special importance in reported speech,
which is ambiguous as regards the anchoring of the embedded clause to the
narrator or to the subject of the matrix clause. Using —aux forms excludes 70
from 7U and hence introduces a point of view different from the narrator’s,
more precisely: that of the matrix subject. In (15), this is the serzant:®

(15) Cepxant . X. kaza, ue vHIMACHTHT cmarnan B 16,30 vaca [...]. Cep-
KAHTBT ymounu, ye TaliCbH Hanecwv yaap Ha manapaka, KOUTo naoHan Ha 3e-
MSTa U CU yOapui 9enoTo.

(www.standartnews.com, 12.11.09)

A quotative interpretation, i.e. the anchoring of 70 ¢ TU with a character
in the text, can be found in (16), which is an excerpt from an interview with the
boxer Kubrat Pulev. Using the —aux forms, the interviewer indicates that he is
reproducing what Pulev told him about his father:

(16) Pogomtobueto Ha [TyneB e mpenazeHo ot Oamia My, KOHTO yenisii MHOTO
KHHUTY U uMa TaWHULK y IOMa, 3a Ja ¥ Kpue oT JoHocHuuurte. (http://www.
dnevnik.bg, 5.11.2012)

¢ Note that being introduced by njama spor, this example also contradicts the assumption of a
necessary relation between indirect evidence and restricted or diminished reliability (cf. footnote 3).

" If personal names of non-public interest are given in full in the original, they are rendered here
with their initials only.

8 In this way, —aux forms also serve to disambiguate the de re / de dicto ambiguity typical of
reported speech (cf. Sonnenhauser 2011).
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By their viewpoint-inducing semantic basis, —aux forms also contribute to
the perspectival structuring of texts. The aorist (and imperfect) forms in (17)
describe a sequence of events. Then Baba Jova is introduced as a character in
the text, telling about Djado Matejko’s last hours. The subsequent —aux forms
indicate a non-narrator’s point of view, which is ascribed to Baba Jova. The
auxiliary variation thereby serves to differentiate the plane of the narrator from
the plane of the character:

(17) Koraro ce pasnece u3 cero HOBHHATa, ue 15110 Marelika moynHa — HU-
KOW HE nosapea, 3amoTo TOH obuyauie a ce MIeTyBa, Ia U IMOo-Hanpe TakoBa
HEIIo ¢ Hero He e ce cyuBano. Ana korato 6aba Mosa pasnpasu 3a nocneHus
MY 4ac, BCHYKH C€ y8epuxd, 4e Tos ITbT TOW He Ce IIeTYyBa. BupHAl ce YOBEKBT OT
JbPBA, PA3MOBAPUT MATAPEHIIETO CU, 8bP3AJI TO, MYPHA MY CEHIIE U LLIOM 6/153A1
B KBIIIH, Ta NpUCeOHA] Kpail OT'bHS U 3anaiui JIylata CH, HEIlo TO npepsa3aio
pe3 MOJIOBUHATA, TOH JiecHan, 3aoxkan u ... (Elin Pelin, Na onja svjat)

Furthermore, the function of foregrounding the narration and backgrounding
the narrator, pointed out by Fielder (1995, 1999), can be related to this semantic
basis. This helps to account for a very typical pattern of a specific type of news
reports. The aorist narpravi in (18) introduces the main event and locates it on
the temporal axis. In what follows, a series of —aux forms describes in detail the
events that (must) have lead to this main event; by excluding 70 from 7TU, the
narration is foregrounded. The two present tense forms at the end of this passage
constitute a kind of frame to napravi at the beginning, serving to anchor the main
sequence of events related to the actual accident and its consequences.

(18)=(1)B metpk cyTpuHTa Ha maBeH TbT E-79 nex aBromoom ,,donkcBa-
reH [0 HampaBu Kackaza, 3a macTue 0e3 Cepro3HO MOCTPAAaTH. 35-TOqHIII-
Hut cangan4yanul J1.C. nomyean koM I'KIIII-Kynara. Hasnazwn ¢ konara cu B
JIEHTaTa 3a HacpelHO JIBU)KEHHE, BO3WIIOTO ce 3a8bpmsilo, U3liA310 OT 11oce-
TO U ce npeobvprano. LLlopbopbT U 2-TOAUIIHOTO My JIeTe ca IPErIeaHl BbB
OCMII-CanmaHcku 1 ca 0CBOOOICHH, Thid KaTO HAMAIIA HApaHSIBAHMUA.

[Ipobara ¢ TEXHUYECKO CPEICTBO 32 ATKOXOJ € OTPHUIIATEIIHA.

(www.standartnew.com, 3.11.2012)

In the next section it will be shown that the preference of certain genres
and text types for the usage of aux forms can also be related to their viewpoint
inducing semantics.

4.2 Narrative instances and text types

As has been pointed out above, the interpretation and usage of —aux forms
partly depends on and is characteristic of certain genres and registers. This has
already been pointed out, e.g. by Fielder (2001: 190f), Cakirova (2004) and
Nicolova (2008: 385-392), with ‘genre’ being defined primarily in terms of
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content and function. A structural differentiation of texts is possible in terms of
text types,” which can be classified, among others, by the role of the narrator.
Based on this criterion, Schmid (2008: 10) distinguishes narrative texts telling a
story from non-narrative texts describing some state of affairs. Narrative texts can
be further divided into those that exhibit a narrative instance (‘narrating texts”)
and those that do not have such an instance (‘mimetic texts’). Possible narrative
instances are the narrator and some character in the text. These text types can
be defined in linguistic terms, relying on the semantics of the /-forms and their
differences to aorist and present tense.'® Crucial in this respect is also the fact that
these forms take different ‘objects of reference’ (cf. also Sonnenhauser 2012).

On the text level the relation of 70 and TU may be interpreted in terms of
the introduction of specific narrative instances and their distanced relation to
the presented event(s). Thereby, /-forms have the narration as their object of
reference (cf. also Fielder 1995), and hence, they are characteristic of narrative
texts. Texts based on the aorist do not define a specific narrative instance; they
serve the presentation of events and are thus instances of the mimetic text type.
Descriptive texts, too, lack a narrative instance, but contrary to mimetic texts
they describe states of affairs.

The correlation of text type, verbal form and ‘object of reference’ (state of
affairs, event, and narration) is summarized in table 4:

Table 4
text type
descriptive mimetic narrative
form present, imperfect aorist I-forms
semantics TOcTT < TU TT<TU TO cTT & TO ¢ TU (-aux)
TOcCTT<TU TOcCTT & TOcCTU
(+aux)
object state of affairs event narration

? This is based on Lee (2001), who distinguishes genre as being determined by external criteria
(such as intended recipients, underlying intentions) from text types as being determined on the basis
of internal, linguistic criteria. Text types may comprise different genres, i.e. ,,two texts may belong to
the same text type [...] even though they may come from two different genres because they have some
similarities in linguistic form” (2001: 39).

10 This is closely related to — but not identical with — approaches dealing with narrative systems,
i.e. the interaction of specific aspecto-temporal forms for the expression of anteriority, simultaneity
and posteriority (e.g. Marovska 2005: 102). The first to distinguish and describe narrative systems
was MutafCiev (1964), who separates the visual narrative (based on the historical present) from the
reminiscing narrative (based on the aorist).
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The following examples serve to illustrate this correlation.

Descriptive and mimetic texts are both characterized by the lack of coding
a narrative instance. They differ in their objects of reference. Descriptive texts
describe a state of affairs, cf. the description of the Pametnik na svobodata in
Ruse (19):

(19) CumBonrsT Ha Pyce e npoexmupan B Hadanoto Ha XX BEK OT UTAJH-
auckus ckynnrop Aproinmo [oku. [To mponwust Ha chabata ,,0amara‘“ Ha uaesITa
3a MOHYMEHTA e OT ChCEe/IHA Ha TOJUS aBCTpuel AbpkaBa. C TeueHHe Ha Bpe-
METO MaMETHUKBT € npudoOul 3HaUeHUE KaTo €Ha OT eMOJIEMUTE Ha rpaja u
e yacm oT rep0a my.

Komnosunusira e nupamudarna. Crarysra Ha Bbpxa npedcmasnsisea (u-
rypa Ha jKeHa, KOSITO Obpoic MeU B JIABaTa cH pbKa, [...] (http://standartnews.
com, 4.11.2012)

Mimetic texts present events, as is the case in (20), which gives a short
summary of the latest events of a tennis tournament:

(20) BomausT B cBeToBHara panructa HoBak J[>KOKOBHY U OJIUMITUHACKHST
maMnuon AHIU MBpH ce kiacupaxa 3a oy(puHAIUTE BB (PMHATHUS TYPHUD
ot cepuute ,,Mactepc* B JIonnoH. CbpOMHBT cnevenu U TpPUTE CU Maya B Ipy-
nara, JI0KaTo JIOOMMENbT Ha JJOMAaKHHHUTE 1n06edu ¢ 6:2, 7:6 (3) Ko-Bundpen
Ilonra.

B mppBust Mau 3a nens J[pKokoBUY 3amewbpou NpEeANMCTBOTO CH U CE HAJIO-
xH ¢ 6:2, 7:6 (6) cpeury Tomam bepaux. CbpOUHBT umauie TPEeBb3XOACTBO U C
yclexa CH 3acaycu MbpBOTO MACTO B rpyIara.

Msbpu ne donycua usHeHana cpemy llonra. lllotnanaeust cneuenu cbe
7:3 Taitbpeka BbB BTOpHS CeT U ciel 97 MUHYTH UTpa 3¢ BropaTta CH mobe-
Jla B HaJIpeBapara, ¢ KOETO 3aCiHyKH H BTOPOTO MscTo. (Www.dnevnik.bg,
10.11.2012)

In (19) and (20), the narrator is excluded by using forms that do not refer
to a point of view since for their semantics the relation 7O-7TU does not play
arole.

Another possibility to exclude the narrator is by using forms which
may make the lack of a narrative instance explicit — by their coding of the
relation 70 ¢ TU, cf. (11) and (12) above. Since in this latter case the lack of a
narrative instance is made explicit, these are to be classified as narrative texts.
The specification of the narrative instance as ‘no narrator’ is basic to the ‘non
actualized‘ character of the events presented. Above it has been shown that
this is typical of fairy tales. Such uses can be found also in genres other than
fairy tales. In his novel 7ri istorii za provala, Vasil Georgiev uses exclusively
—aux forms (except for a short introduction) and thereby achieves the effect of
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non-actualization and ‘legendary overtones’, supporting the absurdness of the
story told:

(21) Beuukwy 3HasT Ta3u uctopus, B koATo Jlopa uHTepBIOMpa 1o Tenedo-
Ha MUHUCTBp boxunap AMMUTpPOB, a TOH Ka3a OHOBA 3a MIMOAHUs HAPOL. |...]

I'ope-nony mogoOHM MIYNOCTH TH pbCul MUHUCTBPBHT B MHTEPBIOTO, HO
BCE MAK TO 6bPEAI0 B PAMKUTE HA MPUIIMYHATA €CTETHKA Ha JI00E3HUS pas3ro-
Bop. [ToBoabT 6un, ue Ha ocTpoB CBetu MBaH [...] €KUI OT apXeOJa03U OMKPUL
MaJTbK MPaMOpeH capKodar ¢ KOKaJld, KOUTO CHIIUAT TO3H €KUM 0056UI 32 MO-
mute Ha CBetn HMoan ITpereda — GpaToBues ¥ KphCTHUK Ha Hamms CHacuTen
u l'ocrion Nucyce Xpucroc. (Vasil Georgiev, Tri istorii za provala)

The importance of the influence of genre and text type on the interpretation
of the forms in question can be seen from the fact that sequences of —aux forms
do not have to be interpreted as ‘non actualized’. The —aux forms in (22) are
interpreted as anchoring the reference to the narrated events not to the narrator,
but to some non-narrator, which is introduced by razpravjacha. Note again the
clear distinction of the narrator’s plane (the aorist forms) and the character’s
plane (the —aux forms):

(22) Kakrto ka3Ba mpustenkara HU Jlto6a Kuposa [...] 3Haem ce oT Tpu-
YeTBBPTH Yoparu. B My3ukamHara ruMHasus OsXMe B eTHa mapasienka. /[Bere
CBHUpEXME Ha ITMaHO, a TOW — Ha KJIapuHeT. Pasnpassixa, 4e Kato ce poouu,
Tonu 6una mumkaso 6ebe, nokato Calno easa Juuian OT ¢1adOCT, JEMEK, TS
To noosicoana B yrpooara. [...|

(Olga Surbanova, Vkus na Mocart)

Aorist forms are used to introduce and present events as matter of fact and
to locate them on the temporal axis, whereas —aux forms serve their elaboration,
which can be seen in (23): izbhjaga and napadna at the beginning and objasnjava
at the end constitute the main story line, the /-forms in-between give the details
of the attack:

(23) OrpomeHn potBaitsiep u304ra OT CTONIAHWHA CH M HallaJHa Jierna 01130
1o COY “Yepaopuszen Xpabwsp” BbB Benuku [lpecnaB. YkacsBamara ciyd-
Ka ce paszuepana kbM 7,20 yaca BbB BTOPHUK CyTPUHTA, KOTAaTO KbM IIKOJIOTO
omueanu enara oT HadyaJaHHs Kypc.

PorBaitnepsT nanaonan yetnpuma mamdyranu Ha 8, 9 u 12 r.. ITspBoHa-
YaJIHO TU 3aKayajl, NOOMu46a CIeJ TSIX CSAKall uckal Aa CU Urpae, HO U3BE-
HBX cmanai aJIcKu HaCThIIaTEeNIEH.

CuitHOTO Kyue, TexxKo noHe 80 KT, noganuio Ha 3eMsiTa 8-roguiiHara AH-
toaneta. Kyue u nete 3anounanu na ce ThpKaJsT 10 TpallHaTa MoysiHa OJI130
JI0 YUYHIIMLIETO. X0pa, KOUTO CmaHalyu CBUACTENH, 3an0YHaIu 1a MATaT KaMb-
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HH, 32 Ja 51 cracsaT. Hukoii o6ade ne cmeen na usnese Cpelry poTBailyiepa u ia
ro J00amxKH. |...]

,loraBa pemmx Ja ¢opcupam Konara u Aa ro ymiama. Kydero HanctuHa
ce cIpsi, yCHa JIETETO, HO MOCJe NaK ro HaCTHIHa JI0 €1Ha Orpaja U ce Hax-
BBPJIU BbPXY Hero. CsKalll ucKalle J1a CH urpae, Ho Oelle cTpamHo*, o0scHsBa
CHACHUTEJIAT.

(http://www.trud.bg, 7.11.12)

The pattern in (23), as well as that in (18) above, proves typical of such kind
of texts in the yellow press. This suggests one possible answer to the question
raised above on the function of —aux forms in these kinds of texts: by the narrative
potential of the —aux forms provided by the relation 7O-7U and the accompanying
introduction of different points of view, events are narrated and not simply presented
in an ‘objective’, narrator-excluding, way as do aorist forms, cf. (20) above. The
negative assessments of the usage of —aux forms in these texts may be explained
by the clash between the expectations on the genre ‘journalistic texts’ and the text
type ‘narrative text’. This impression is further substantiated by the fact that the
relation 70 ¢ TU is not specified in terms of some character’s perspective, but the
point of view is left open — it is simply not the narrator’s."

5. To conclude

This paper has proposed to analyze the Bulgarian /-forms in terms of coding a
point of view, which is specified by the usage or omission of the 3" person auxiliary.
The various interpretations of these forms, such as ‘non-actualized’, ‘conclusive’,
‘inferential’, ‘quotative’, etc., arise from the interaction of the relation between
two basic points of view, that of narrator and non-narrator, and contextual triggers.
Furthermore, the viewpoint coding semantics has been shown to underlie also the
usage patterns of these forms on the text level, which might otherwise appear
arbitrary to a certain degree. The analysis elaborated in this paper thus suggests
that questions of ‘renarrative’ or not, of ‘perfect’, ‘renarrative’ or ‘conclusive’, and
on the specific type of evidentiality might be better discussed at the interface of
semantics and (discourse-)pragmatics, than in strictly paradigmatic terms.

' Note that —aux forms appearing in journalistic texts of the mimetic type are not judged as
diminishing the quality of the text. This can be related to the fact that in these cases, the relation TO

& TU is specified as one of the character’s perspective and can be interpreted as quotatives, as in the
following example, where the —aux forms are anchored to the Mezdunarodna federacija po Sachmat:

(i) Bearapust opunmanHo noxae KaHAWAATYpaTa CU 3a JJOMAKHH, HO HE € €JMHCTBEHUST KaH/1-
nat. MuHanms 4eTBPTHK B odunnanHus cu caiT MexayHaponuara ¢eneparus no maxmar (FIDE)
MIOTBBP/IH, Y€ ca TOIY4IeHH TpH npeoxkeHus — ot bweirapust, Typrus n Cunramyp. [Ipo6nemst 6mi,
Ye HHUTO elHa OT o(hepTUTE HE OTToBapsIa HA «3aJb/DKUTEIHOTO YCIOBHE» Aa ObAaT MPeacTaBeHH
0aHKOBU TapaHIH M 3aTOBa CPOKBT Oemie yabiokeH 1o 15 oxromspu [...] (http://www.capital.bg,
10.11.2009)
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Eeudenyuannocm u enedna mouxa 6 Ovacapckus e3ux

Bap6apa 3onenxaysep (MrOHXEH)

Crarusra pa3miek/ia eBHICHIIMATHOCTTA B OBJITapCKH, KaTo ce (POKyCHpa BBPXY pas-
JIUKaTa MEXIY €JIOBUTE MPOCTH (POPMHU ChC WK 0€3 CIOMAararejieH Iaroyl B 3-To JIHIIE.
ITostBaTa UM M3MyCKaHETO Ha clioMaraTellHusl Iaroj ce pasmiekaaT Karo peliaBally 3a
eBUJICHIMAJTHATA CEMAaHTHKa Ha Te3H (POPMH, Thil KaTO T¢ KOAUPAT IVIeHATA TOYKA 3a MPE/I-
cTaBsiHEe Ha chOuTHEeTO. ToBa MOXKEe Ja ObJIe IVIeJHATA TOYKA Ha ,,pa3Ka3Bay’ WM ,,He-pa3-
ka3Bau”. Crnenudukaimsara ,,He-pa3ka3pad’” ce 3aJeHCTBa OT KOHTEKCTyaJlHH (DaKTOpH U
(haxTOpH KaTO pa3o3HaBaHETO HA YKAaHPA M Ha THIIA TeKCT. Kato ce oTunTa B3auMoeiCTBU-
€TO Ha CEMaHTUYHU H JUCKYPCUBHH (DAKTOPH, MOXKE JIa CC OIHIIE 00XBAaThT Ha HHTEPIIPE-
TaI[UHUTE Ha eIOBUTE (POPMH, KAKTO M TEXHUTE TCKCTOOOpa3yBallld U HapaTUBHH (DYHKIIUH.
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