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Semantic readings of the indirect evidentials
in Bulgarian: knowledge vs. reliability

Ekaterina Tarpomanova

Abstract. The paper deals with the categorial semantics of the evidentiality in
Bulgarian offering a context analysis of the non-firsthand evidentials (inferential,
reported and dubitative). The most typical contexts of the three evidentials are explored
to evaluate the level of knowledge of the speaker and the level of reliability of the
information which motivate the usage of the respective evidential.
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Introduction

Bulgarian is one of the few Indo-European languages and the only Slavic
language with a grammaticalized evidentiality, which can be viewed as a Balkan
feature: within the Balkan Sprachbund this is a similarity shared with Albanian,
probably developed under Turkish influence. Evidentiality appeared only
recently in the inherited tense-aspect-mood verbal system of Bulgarian (12th -
13th century at the earliest, cf. Gerdzhikov 2003, 259), but it achieved a high
level of obligatorification and in today’s language almost every verb form can
be interpreted in terms of evidential meaning. Still, the nature of the core
categorial meaning is under discussion and the viewpoints of the researchers
differ considerably. A brief overview of the opinions in recent works shows that
evidentiality is defined as: a cognitive state of the speaker connected to the source
of information and its classification (Nitsolova 2008); indirect information with a
certain level of approval or distance (Guentchéva 1996); personal confirmation or
lack of confirmation of the information by the speaker (Friedman 2004); level of
reliability of the information acquired personally or intermediately (Gerdzhikov
2003). According to Plungian, the evidential and the modal values overlap in
the field of the epistemic modality, where the probability of the proposition is
evaluated - the visual perception is considered more reliable, while mediated
information is always less reliable (Plungian 2001). To sum up, when defining
the central meaning of evidentiality different authors give weight to its capacity
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either to indicate the information source or to evaluate the reliability of the
statement. The problem may be approached by exploring the typical contexts
of the indirect evidentials and detecting the source of the speaker’s knowledge
and the level of credibility of the utterance from the viewpoint of the speaker. A
detailed description of the contextual usages of the non-fisrthand evidentials was
made by Gerdzhikov (Gerdzhikov 1977; Gerdzhikov 2003), Aleksova (Aleksova
2015; Aleksova 2016), Moskova (Moskova 2019; Moskova 2020), among others.

Evidentiality system in Bulgarian

In the typological study of Aikhenvald the evidentiality system of Bulgarian
is classified as Al type, i.e., firsthand vs. non-firsthand information (Aikhenvald
2004: 288). This classification is well-grounded taking into account the fact
that in Bulgarian, unlike Albanian for instance, the indicative is marked for
direct (firsthand) evidential meaning. On the other hand, there are three
morphologically marked non-firsthand evidentials that emerged from the
perfect tense (‘be’-auxiliary + past active participle) and further developed
temporal paradigm: reported marked by the -/ participle and the omission
of the auxiliary in the 3rd person, inferential marked by the -/ participle and
the presence of the auxiliary in the 3rd person, and dubitative marked by
the additional auxiliary bil. The indirect evidentials have a reduced temporal
paradigm where tenses are grouped by pairs (except the aorist). Additionally,
the inferential has only the tenses with past reference, i.e., the imperfect, the
aorist, the pluperfect, the future in the past (futurum praeteriti), and the future
perfect in the past (futurum exactum praeteriti). Table 1 presents the tense forms of
the reported, the inferential (with the tenses with past reference available) and
the dubitative of the 3rd p. sg. of the verb uema ‘read’.

Table 1. Temporal paradigm of the indirect evidentials

Tense Reported Inferential Dubitative
PRS/IMPERF UemAL weMmAL e wemsL ouL

AOR uen uen e e ous
PERF/PLUPERF wes ous uea e O -
FUT/FUT.PRAET. WAL ga ueme ULAL € ga ueme wra 0us ga weme
FUT.EX/FUT.EX.PRAET | w1 ga e ues AL € ga e e wAn oun ga e wea

There are two problematic issues in the temporal forms of the evidentials
caused by grammatical ambiguity. The first one is the homonymy between the
indicative perfect and the inferential aorist, which in certain contexts, especially
after verbs of utterance, cannot be disambiguated:

(1) Ta kasa, we e npucmuenasa 6 Codus.

‘She said she arrived in Sofia.’
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According to Nitsolova, given the expansion of the inferential aorist,
the usage of indicative perfect is reduced to contexts that explicitly designate
witnessed situations (Nitsolova 2008, 354).

The second ambiguity is due to the very complex form of the dubitative
which enhances the omission of its distinctive marker, the auxiliary ow..
Therefore, the dubitative may coincide with the reported.

Contextual readings of the inferential

By the inferential the speaker presents the information as non-witnessed
and acquired through inference. In Bulgarian, it has achieved a high level of
grammaticalization and may be found in a variety of text types.

Indirect knowledge inferred from visible traces. The prototypical
situation where inferential is used is the inference of non-witnessed events
based on visible traces, i.e., the knowledge of the speaker is acquired indirectly
by making the logical relation between the event and its traces. This meaning
may be found in various contexts, including colloquial speech, but the most
representative one is the genre of detective fiction. Crime novels have similar
structure: a mystery must be resolved, an investigator, professional detective
or not, analyses the proofs and finally reveals the crime. This type of context
enhances the use of the inferential, especially in the detective’s speech when he
or she assumes the actions of the criminal.

(2) He we comnerue, we Cmenamsi e uman bausnue nag nes, koemo moske ou ce
e goadano na moba, we ma 2o e odbuuasa, usu na cmpaxa, kotimo e ugnumbBasa om
He20, a nati-Beposmmo u nwa gbeme, muii kamo mezu wybemba ca mansviro cobmecmumu.
BB beeku cayuadi Bausruemo my e 6uro mnozo eorsmo. Ilo nezoba 3anobeg ms ce e
cveaacuaa ga wunaba 3a neeoba cecmpa, no koeamo ce e onuman ga s nakapa ga
cmane npska coywacmruua 6 youiicmbo, Cmenamon e pazopaa, e bracmma wy nag
Hes uma eparuyu. (Apmbp Konan Aota, ,,backepBuackomo kyue®)

‘There can be no doubt that Stapleton exercised an influence over her
which may have been love or may have been fear, or very possibly both, since
they are by no means incompatible emotions. It was, at least, absolutely effective.
At his command she consented to pass as his sister, though he found the limits
of his power over her when he endeavoured to make her the direct accessory to
murder.” (Arthur Conan Doyle, The Hound of the Baskervilles)

The inferential forms may be accompanied by lexical markers indicating
that the information is non-firsthand (such as adverbials probably, presumably,
maybe, etc.), but also specifying the level of the speaker’s conviction in the
facts. The speaker’s stance is most often in support of a high reliability of the
information, despite the non-witness position. In the text quoted here, the belief
of the famous detective Sherlock Holmes in the credibility of his inference is
supported by the initial expression there can be no doubt.

The common knowledge as a source of inference. Another field where the
inferential is widely used are the scientific hypotheses. The register of science
generally requires a neutral lexical and grammatical expression; that is why the
most frequent verbal form is the indicative present tense, which is appropriate to
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indicate reliable facts, statements and analyses. Still, the inferential occurs quite
often in scientific texts to express hypotheses related to non-witnessed events
rather based on well-known facts, logical relations or the common knowledge of
the humanity about the world.

(3) Yuenume cmamam, we mesu cvugecmba ca uzeaedgaru nobeue kamo
wumnanzema, omkoskomo kamo xopa, u beposmmno ca npekapBau nobeve om Gpememo
cu B evemume eopu, kvgemo moeam ga ce npexGupasim om egro na gpyeo gepbo, be3 ga
cauzam ma 3emsama. (...) Pawnume nu npeguu, koumo ca ce omgeauau om obugus
HU npapogumen ¢ wumnanzemama, beposmno ca ouau cnocobnu ga ce kamepsm no
gvpbemama w ga xogam no 3emama. (nauka.offnews.bg)

‘Scientists believe that these creatures looked more like chimpanzees than
humans, and probably spent most of their time in dense forests, where they
could move from one tree to another without descending to earth. (...) Our early
ancestors, who separated from our common ancestor with chimpanzees, were
probably able to climb trees and walk on the earth.’

Contextual readings of the reported

The reported is the most frequent and the most grammaticalized evidential
in terms of obligatorification, i.e., in the majority of its typical contexts it cannot
be replaced by another grammatical form.

From indirect knowledge to quoting. The general semantics of the reported
is most often defined as reporting information from an indirect source, which
is unspecified and therefore may be either known or unknown - a concrete
person, a hearsay, etc. The speaker presents him/herself as a non-witness of
the event. This general semantic interpretation is attested in many of the usual
contexts of the reported: colloquial speech, fiction (both author’s speech and
dialogue), media texts, etc.

(4) Qakmume, koumo mwvikwem nokaza kamo kapmunu, Osxa ykacnu. Ha
cympurma moti omuwoa go kvuwama wa ikena cu, 3a ga s nomosu ga ce Gvpre npu
nezo ¢ geuama. Ts omkazaaa u moii cu mpovenan mmozo nepbupan. Xopama, koumo
cpewan - nazoba eu no ume, 20 no3gpababaru, no moii ne um ombpvuan. Egun
om max my oua npusmes w mouno moti ce ugniawus, kamo 2o Bugar 6 makoba
csemoanue. (Auasina I'epeancka, ,,A3 cbm egna om Bac”)

‘The facts the man showed as pictures were terrible. The next morning,
he went to his wife’s house to ask her to go back to him with the children. She
refused and he went back home very nervous. People he met - he mentioned
them by name, greeted him but he didn’t answer. One of them was a friend of
his and it was exactly him who was scared when he saw him in such a condition.’

The excerpt of a novel in (4) presents the narrator reporting a story she
learned from a man she met. The first sentence starts with the narrator’s
introducing words with indicative verb forms that she will further retell the
men’s story, which is, on the other hand, conveyed by reported forms. It
should be noticed that in the middle of the story there is a clause with an
indicative aorist that interrupts the reporting and assigns a witness position to
the narrator.
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In similar contexts the speaker could use reported forms in order to
distinguish quoted words.

(5) Kwcro crougu moik mu omuba 3a ev3nanup. Omrobo my omkazbam, 3awomo
gocmabkama ousra cympurma, moeaba ga goiigen, kazbam. Toii 3anouba ga ce #karba
na kacuepkama, we ne moske ga ne omuge na padoma, 3auwomo e aekap u moba ve e
uecmmno. Aekapume ¢ mpvcru 3agrnuuu au ga cmosau... (facebook)

‘Last night my husband went for a toilet paper. They didn’t give him again,
because the delivery was next morning, he should come then, they said. He
started to complain to the cashier that he can’t go to work, because he is a doctor
and that’s not fair. Shall doctors stay with dirty asses...’

The speaker used for this story the historical present which is a widespread
strategy to present past non-witnessed events. In the story only the quotations
are in reported forms in order to be distinguished from the narrator’s speech
thus replacing the direct speech.

In the examples given above the speaker takes a clearly non-witness position,
pointing out that his or her source of information is another person, but, on the
other hand, does not evaluate the credibility of the information as low. What
is more, the reported information is rather trustable and the speaker does not
express any doubts about its credibility.

Knowledge and cognitive evaluation. The choice between evidential
or indicative in colloquial speech and fiction may be related to the cognitive
classification of the information. A non-witnessed event expressed by a reported
form may be further conveyed by indicative because it has been moved to the
speaker’s cognitive structures of strong knowledge (Nitsolova 2008, 334-337).

(6a) Uban ce odkenunr nunarama coguna.

(6b) Uban ce odkenu munarama eoguna.

‘John married last year.’

The choice of the indicative aorist does not make the information more
reliable, but it rather focuses on the fact itself making the information source
irrelevant for the utterance. Contrariwise, by choosing the evidential the speaker
intents to underline the indirect source. Subsequently, in such contexts the
reported, as opposed to the indicative, may be seen as emphatic.

Knowledge and mediation. /Luauo egro Bpeme... ‘Once upon a time..." is the
formula to introduce a fairytale, always using the reported evidential. Unlike
Albanian, in which only the introducing formula preserves the evidential
and the story goes further with past tenses of the indicative, in Bulgarian the
whole text is in reported evidential and, what is more, the genre of fairytales
is constantly associated with the reported. Similarly, the reported is frequently
used in folklore songs and anecdotes. What unites these folklore genres is that
the author is anonymous and the storyteller or the singer has the role of a
mediator between the information (that he or she learned from somebody else)
and the listener(s). The function of the reported is to indicate the indirect way
the speaker acquires the information, at once implying the distance in time
between the events and the moment of utterance.

The reported has a similar function in history texts pointing out that the
information comprises past non-witnessed events recovered by historical sources.
A number of researchers consider that, as opposed to the present historical
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tense of the indicative, which is the neutral way to present historical events, the
reported makes the historical texts sound legendary and associate its usage to
the popular science (cf. Nitsolova 2008, 386). Nevertheless, both in folklore and
history the credibility of the facts presented by reported is not questioned.

Knowledge and/or reliability. Evidentials are believed to express the
reliability of the information or the speaker’s personal commitment to the
utterance. In Bulgarian, this function of the reported is found most often in
journalism, but also in colloquial speech and fiction. The purpose of a journalistic
text is, at best, to inform about certain events, but also to convince the public
that those events are true. To present the facts as reliable, journalists make use
not only of lexical connotations, but also of grammatical features, if available.
The evidentiality in Bulgarian with its systematic opposition between firsthand
and non-firsthand seems to be an expedient means for that purpose.

In journalism the events are presented by the indicative tenses, although
the author is most often not a witness, but rather quotes another source. This is
usually explained by the intention of the journalist to present the information
as directly acquired and subsequently true, but in fact there is a deeper reason
which is connected to knowledge. A good number of media texts report about
publicly known events or persons and in such context indicative is used, while
reported is preferred in case of specific events concerning unknown persons:

(7) Tpwun 06abu nauwaromo na ovp3o pazpadobare na bakcuna (nova.bg)

“Trump announced the beginning of a vaccine development.’

(8) Kpageuwm yenaa ga yxane equius om npogabawume 6 macazuna, koiimo ous
omkapan G 6omuya. (dariknews.bg)

‘The thief bit one of the sellers in the shop who was transported to the
hospital.’

The nature of the events reported in the two texts is clearly different: the
first one is about a well-known person, the American president, who has made
this announcement publicly, in the presence of many media representatives,
and whose words will be further transmitted by many media, which makes it a
public knowledge and motivates the usage of indicative aorist; contrariwise, the
second one concerns a local event involving unknown persons and the indicative
is inappropriate. Still, in certain conditions the reported evidential may be used
to indicate events of the type of public knowledge:

(9) Tpwuun 06abur nosumukama wa CAIL 6 Ykpaiina 3a be3cmuciena

bubw Gucokonocmaben cayskumen na npesugenmckama agmurucmpavus 3asbu,
ue Adonarg Thomn cmama, e getiembusma na Bawunemon 6 Ykpaiina ca bezcmucienu
w gpazwam Pycus, npegabam PUA Hobocmu w amepukarckusm Gecmnuk The
Washington Post, wumupanu om Qokyc. Cnopeg usgarnuemo oubwusm wunobnuk
mnozokpamio e odcvikgas mosu Gvnpoc ¢ Thamn. Cnopeg neeo nocaegrume geticmbus
na CAIL 6 Ykpaiina, ,,ca dezcmucaernu w cano gpaznsam pycnavume . (segabg.com)

“Trump declared US policy in Ukraine meaningless

A former senior official of the presidential administration declared that
Donald Trump believes that Washington’s actions in Ukraine are meaningless
and irritate Russia, RIA Novosti and The Washington Post reported, quoted by
Focus. According to the publication, the former official has repeatedly discussed
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this issue with Trump. According to him, the recent US actions in Ukraine “are
meaningless and only irritate the Russians.”

The title of the news contains a reported form which is usually interpreted
either as a sign of non-reliability, i.e., the reporter does not believe that Trump
has made the declaration or would like to suggest to the public that it is not
the case, or as a sign of disengagement, i.e., the reporter is not sure about the
reliability of the information and therefore would not like to take responsibility
of it (cf. Guentchéva 1996, 52). Both assumptions are acceptable, but in fact
the usage of reported is motivated by the source of information: the public
declaration is not made by Trump himself, but by a former official of his
administration. Therefore, the disbelief or the disengagement evoked by the
reported in the title relys on the quotation of somebody else’s statement, which
is explicitly mentioned in the text.

In media, quotations are not necessarily an expression of incertitude or
disbelief:

(10) Tpomn wsn ga ce mecmba beeku gen 3a koponabupyc (plovdiv24.bg)

“Trump will be tested everyday for coronavirus (he said)’

In the example above the reported is an economical way the words of the
president to be quoted.

Contextual readings of the dubitative

Unreliability of non-firsthand information. The dubitative expresses the
speaker’s doubt towards the reported information. It is a part of the evidential
system in Bulgarian both formally, as its origin is related to the perfect tense,
and semantically, as one of its semantic components is the source of information
(non-firsthand). The second semantic component of the dubitative is the
speaker’s subjective opinion that the information quoted is not to be trusted.
The typical contexts of the dubitative are the expressive colloquial speech, fiction
and (yellow) media texts. Unlike the other non-firsthand evidentials, it cannot
be used in long texts.

(11) Bagsam ce kakbu aw e newa 3a men. Bugume au, dusa com kazara 3a
Libemesun Kvnuel, ue 6ua naii-Geaukusm nosumuk. Ho moas Bu, nosumuveckume mu
kpumepuw ca masko no-3abuweru. (dnes.dir.bg)

‘They say all kind of things about me. You see, (they say) I had said about
Tsvetelin Kanchev that he is the greatest politician. But please, my political
criteria are a bit higher than that.’

In the sentence above, the dubitative is used in an unambiguous context:
a famous actress quotes rumours she finds groundless and therefore wants to
disprove.

Dubitative or reported? The morphological marker of the dubitative is the
auxiliary éu«, but in some cases of clearly dubitative context it is omitted, and
the verb form completely coincides with the reported:

(12) Huwen abmoduocpagpus, moii ne moke ga nuwe, cano ga ce nognucba,
nuwen oua, mvnak. (fakti.bg)
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‘So he is writing an autobiography, he can’t even write, he can barely sigh,
and now he’s writing, idiot.’

In this sentence the author demonstrates his doubt towards the intention
declared by the football player Dimitar Berbatov to write an autobiography.
In the sentence the verb ‘write’ occurs twice, without and with the dubitative
auxiliary, both forms having a dubitative reading. The omission of the auxiliary
may be explained by the late grammaticalization of the dubitative in the frame
of the evidential system of Bulgarian (cf. Gerdzhikov 2003, 258) and by the
language economy principle which applies in this case due to the complexity
of the dubitative form. On the other hand, the semantic proximity between
the dubitative and the reported (both comprising the semantic component of
quoted speech) allows that the latter occurs in dubitative contexts where the
doubt is expressed by the intonation or by lexical markers.

Conclusions

The choice of an evidential form in Bulgarian depends on multiple factors,
the most important being the information source, or how the speaker gets to
know the information in the utterance. The opposition between the indicative
and the indirect evidentials emerged from the perfect tense is based on the type
of information source: the indicative is marked for firsthand source whereas
the indirect evidentials are marked for non-firsthand source. This opposition is
regularly found in any contexts of use and seems to be crucial for the category
of evidentiality. A neutralization is possible in cases of further cognitive
classification of the information where the indicative is associated with a strong
knowledge while the indirect evidentials indicate a weak knowledge. Thus, if
the information is classified as well-known for the speaker or for the listener(s)
regardless of its source, it may be expressed by the indicative. In such cases the
indirect evidentials as opposed to the indicative become an emphatic means to
denote an indirect knowledge. The evidentiality system in Bulgarian interacts
also with other factors such as the communication strategy of the speaker, the
text register and text genre, the pragmatic context of the communication act,
etc.

The reliability of the information is another prominent factor, but it is a
part of the core semantics of the dubitative only. As for the other two indirect
evidentials, the reported and the inferential, they are rather neutral in evaluating
the reliability, which may be specified according to the speaker’s intentions by
lexical means, by the intonation or by the general context. With this respect an
important question arises whether the dubitative should be considered a part of
the evidentiality system of Bulgarian.
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