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Introduction

It has often been noted that Slavic languages show considerable resemblance in their
lexicon and morphology. However, their syntactic structures differ to a large degree.
This dissertation is concerned with one facet of the syntactic variation. It examines the
syntax of compound tenses in Slavic, taking into account their diachronic development
from Proto-Indo-European via Old Church Slavonic to the current stages. The two
research questions it seeks to explore are what structure compound tenses have in
general, and how and why they differ in Slavic languages.

1. Theoretical embedding

The analysis is couched in the framework of generative linguistics; in particular it
follows its recent version that is currently being developed as the Minimalist Program
(cf. Chomsky 1995 and subsequent work). One of the cornerstones of this framework
is the observation that children attain grammatical competence very rapidly and to the
utmost perfection even though the linguistic data they are exposed to are fragmentary
and seem insufficient to acquire the level of complexity represented by natural
language. This paradox is explained through the existence of Universal Grammar, which
is understood as a set of basic, biologically inherited principles that condition the way
language-specific Grammars are constructed. These principles are parameterized, so
that each language may set their values differently. However, given the speed at which
language is attained, these rules must be very simple and general, while the parameter
values must be deducible from very limited language input. Thus, the task of the
generative linguist is to study language data and to try to capture them into simple and
insightful generalizations.

The data investigated in this dissertation cover compound tenses in a selection of
Slavic languages. Compound tenses are structures formed with at least two verbs: the
auxiliary and the main verb. Auxiliaries differ from other types of verbs in several
respects.! They form a closed class of functional categories, which in many languages
show distinct morphological and phonological properties. For example, the auxiliary be
is the only verb in English with a suppletive paradigm. The peculiar morphosyntactic
properties are especially evident in the case of the auxiliaries which have lexical
counterparts. For instance, in some varieties of English only the auxiliary baze, but not
the main verb bave, can be negated or undergo subject inversion.

The distribution of auxiliaries in the clause structure is also quite restricted. They
are always very selective about the category of their complements, as normally they
accept only verbs of a specific category. For instance, the auxiliary Aave in English is
always complemented by the past participle. Moreover, the type of auxiliary may
influence the morphological form of its complement. Thus, past participles in many
Romance and Germanic languages agree in @-features with the subject when they are
selected by the auxiliary ‘be’, but not ‘have’.

The semantic function of auxiliaries is rather limited, as they merely express
grammatical properties of predicates, such as tense, aspect or mood. In this way they
perform a role akin to that of inflectional morphology on the verb. In some more
radical accounts, auxiliaries are claimed to be devoid of any semantic value. For

1 See Barbiers and Sybesma (2004) for a recent overview of the properties of auxiliaries, which
was also used in this introduction.



2 Introduction

instance, Chomsky (1993) argues that all auxiliaries are uninterpretable at LF. Likewise,
Emonds (2000) states that they are lexicalized post-syntactically (that is, at PF), because
they encode only formal features, which do not play any role at LF. This might indeed
be true of some of them, such as the spurious do in English or the copula le, but in
general this view seems too strong, given that some auxiliaties, such as modal verbs,
clearly contribute to the clause interpretation (cf. Barbiers and Sybesma 2004).

According to Pollock (1989: 385ff), auxiliaries do not assign theta roles to the
constituents that they are subcategorized for. On the basis of data from English and
French, he relates this property to syntactic movement, which in his opinion is only
available to verbs that are not theta role assigners, but it is not really clear why this
should be so. This is not a widely-accepted view, though, and this dissertation follows
the proposals due to Hoekstra (1984, 1986), Roberts (1987), and Broekhuis and Van
Dijk (1995), who atrgue that have is a transitive auxiliary, whereas be is an unaccusative
auxiliary. The former introduces an agent and assigns accusative case to the object,
while the latter is unable to perform these functions, on a par with other unaccusative
verbs.

The relation of auxiliaties with tespect to other verbs has been a matter of a long
debate in generative grammar. On the one hand, Chomsky (1965) proposed that
auxiliaries are categorially different from the main verb, therefore they do not project a
separate VP, but rather they are extensions of the VP template. On the other hand,
Ross (1969) claimed that auxiliaries have the same functions as main verbs;
consequently, they project their own VP and their own maximal clausal projection. In
the current framework these two lines of reasoning correspond, respectively, to a
monoclausal versus bi-clausal interpretation of the compound tense structure. This
dissertation will not tackle this issue (see Erb 2001, Julien 2001, Van Riemsdijk 2002,
and Breitbarth 2005 for some discussion), and I will assume that in Slavic compound
tense constructions are uniformly monoclausal, with the participle projecting the lexical
head Part, which is dominated by several functional projections up to TP.

Finally, it is important to point out that auxiliaries differ from main verbs also in
their phonological properties. For instance, in English their onset and the nucleus may
be eliminated, as in (1).

1) If I'd known you’re coming, I’d have baked a cake

Correspondingly, the perfect auxiliaries in Slavic are often clitics, and their phonological
requirements are reflected in the syntactic patterns of compound tenses. Moreover, it
will be shown that the phonological reduction of certain verbs indicates the reanalysis
of a lexical verb as an auxiliary.

The status of the past participle, which constitutes the main verb in compound
tenses, is subject to equal controversy. In contrast to auxiliaries, participles form an
open class of lexical items to which new members may be added, and are as rich in their
semantic content as other lexical verbs. However, their categorial status is far from
clear. In languages with overt agreement morphology, participles are specified for
number and gender, on a par with adjectives, but not for person, in contrast to finite
verbs. They can also appear in the contexts which are inaccessible for verbs; for
instance, they may modify nouns (e.g. #he forgotten story vs. *the forget story), ot appear with
linking verbs, such as remain (e.g. the door remained closed vs *the door remained close).

Moreover, participles occur in many types of constructions. That is, unlike
auxiliaries, whose distribution is limited to compound tenses, participles perform a
vatiety of functions. For instance, in many Indo-European languages the same type of
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participle that is used in compound tenses as an “active” past participle appears in
passive structures, as in I bave forgotten this story and a forgotten story. This fact has given rise
to the idea, most recently explicitly verbalized by Emonds (2000 ch. 5), of a uniform
categorial treatment of past and passive participles. Even though this proposal is not
unproblematic, because unaccusative verbs such as armive may occur as perfect
participles but never as passive participles, I will demonstrate that it is basically correct
and receives more support from Slavic data. I will argue that just as passive participles,
past participles ate unable to project an external theta role and assign structural case,
but through the process of grammaticalization of the compound tense formed with the
auxiliary ‘have’, the participle increases its verbiness and may be formed from a wider
spectrum of verbs.

2. The compound tenses in Slavic

Most of the generalizations concerning the nature of participles and auxiliaries have
been made in the generative literature on the basis of Romance and Germanic data. The
Slavic languages have not received much attention, even though they use compound
tense constructions that are not found in many other Indo-European language groups.
They also exhibit a wide range of morphologically and functionally diversified
participles. Thus, their examination may lead to a verification of some assumptions
concerning the properties of compound tenses.

The Slavic languages have developed a compound tense which is formed with the
verb ‘be’ as the exclusive auxiliary in all contexts, irrespectively of the transitivity of the
main verb. This is a rate pattern outside Slavic. In Germanic and Romance languages it
is found only in the dialect of Terracina (Italo-Romance) and Shetlandic (a vatiety of
Scots English, cf. Bentley and Eythérsson 2004). In other Germanic and Romance
languages the verb ‘be’ is selected as the auxiliary only in unaccusative and passive
structures; that is, when the subject is an internal argument of the verb.

In Slavic, the auxiliary is accompanied by the so-called “/participle”, which is used
as the main verb (cf. 2a). In contrast to the Germanic and Romance languages, the
participle in the compound tense is morphologically different than in the passive
construction. As (2b) shows, the ~participle may never be used as the passive participle.

@) a. Ivan e cel knigata
Ivan bCpREs_3SG readpART_M_SG book-the
“Ivan has read/been reading the book”
b. Knigata e cetana/*cela ot Ivan
book-ther bepresssc  readpassresc/readparresc by Ivan
“The book is being read by Ivan” Bg)

The Fparticiple is also not a past patticiple, because in some Slavic languages it is used
to express future meanings, as shown in (3a) for Polish and in (3b) for Serbo-Croatian.
Example (3b) represents the so-called Fuzure II construction.

3) a.  Jan bedzie pisat list
Jan beprrisc Writepartmsc letteracc
“Jan will be writing a letter” (P)
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b. Kad budemo govoril s Marijom...
when bCpRF_1pL speakpART_pL with Marija
“When/if we speak with Marija...” 8-C)

The /participle renders the aspectual meaning of the predicate. Thus, the form ¢/ in
(2a) is specified for the imperfective aspect. It can also appear with an aspectual prefix,
such as pro- in (4), which characterizes perfective meaning.

4 a. Ivan e procel knigata
Ivan bCpREs_3SG readpART_M_SG bOOk—thC
“Ivan has read the book” Bg)

However, the auxiliary ‘be’ shows aspectual distinctions as well. For instance, when it is
used in the imperfective aspect in Old Church Slavonic (cf. béaxd in 5a), the complex
tense is interpreted as the pluperfect. When the verb ‘be” occurs in the perfective (cf.
bidenrs in 5b), it gives rise to the future perfect interpretation. Note that both of the
examples in (5) contain the Zparticiple as the main verb. This indicates that the
temporal interpretation of these sentences depends on the form of the auxiliary, rather
than the participle. This fact casts a serious doubt on the idea that auxiliaries do not
have any semantic value.

5) a. Mpnosi ze ot fjudei béaxd  prisslo ke Marte
many roc from J6WS benmaspr, comeparrsgN to  Martha
i Marii da utéSets i

and Mary to comfort them
“And many of the Jews had come to Martha and Mary to comfort them”
(OCS, Lunt 1974: 98)

b. ... vbskojo se¢ 1 rodili bédems
Why cven bCaI'pART,pL bCPRFJPL
“Why will we have been born?” (OCS, Schmalstieg 1983: 159)

Diachronically, the Aparticiple is a Slavic innovation. It derives from a class of Proto-
Indo-European adjectives ending in */, which were completely verbalized and
reanalyzed as participles. It still has adjectival morphology, and agrees with the subject
of a clause in gender and number, but is virtually not found outside the compound
tenses. In this respect the ~participle differs from the corresponding categories in many
other Indo-European languages, which can be used as adjectives outside the compound
tense paradigm.

Previous accounts of compound tenses in Slavic did not pay attention to the
special character of the Aparticiple described above or to the fact that they are always
constructed with the verb /e as the auxiliary. Hence, there are a number of interesting
issues that have not been addressed. For instance, how is the Aparticiple different from
the past participle in the Germanic and Romance languages? Why does it always agree
with the subject? What grammatical roles do the Aparticiple and the auxiliary ‘be’
perform in the compound tense structure? How do its properties influence the syntax
of compound tenses in Slavic?

The examination of the /Aparticiple structures and their relation to compound
tenses found in other Indo-European languages will be facilitated by the fact that two
Slavic languages, Kashubian and Macedonian, have alongside developed a compound
tense which is structurally the same as the corresponding constructions in Germanic
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and Romance. As shown in (6a) for Macedonian, the auxiliary ‘have’ is accompanied by
the past participle skinato, which is morphologically the same as the passive participle
(cf. 6b). However, the past participle always occurs in an invariant, singular neuter
form, and never agrees with the subject or its complement.

(6) a. Ja imam  skinato mojata kosula
hercracc  haveisg  tearprpny my-the  shirtpsg
y
“I have torn my shirt”

b.  Novoto palto mu e skinato
new—theN coaty him(‘_L_DAT b63s(; tearpass.N
“His/her new coat is torn” (Mac)

Some other Slavic languages use a related construction exemplified in (7) for Polish.

(7) Mam juz wszystkie  ciasta upieczone
have already all cakesacenvrr bakeaccpassnver
“I have already baked all the cakes” P1)

The principal difference between (6) and (7) is agreement in case, gender, and number
between the direct object and the participle in the latter example. Moreover, the
structure in (7) displays various lexical and aspectual restrictions on the participle.
Diachronic studies show that the construction corresponding to the one in (7) was the
source of the compound tense formed with the auxiliary ‘have’ in the Germanic and
Romance languages (the so-called ‘have’-perfect). The fact that it is found in a number
of Slavic languages at different stages of its grammatical development permits an
investigation of this diachronic process from a synchronic point of view. The questions
that will be posed in relation to the ‘have’-perfect will include the way its syntactic
configuration becomes modified with its grammaticalization. The most evident
indication of the process is the loss of the object agreement on the participle. How and
why is it lost? Does the grammaticalization of the ‘have’-perfect imply a categorial shift
of the auxiliary or the participle? Does it reverse the inability of the participle to assign
structural case and a theta role? How does it influence the status of the auxiliary ‘have’?
And, on a more general level, what is the structure of the ‘have’-perfect in comparison
to the ‘be’-perfect? What is the function of the auxiliaries and the participles in the
respective constructions?

Apart from looking at the structural properties of compound tenses, the
dissertation also investigates typological differences in a number of Slavic languages. All
of them originate from a common ancestor, but the inventory and the structure of their
tense systems have been considerably diversified throughout history. It seems that most
studies of language change focus on external sources of linguistic variation, which arise
due to contacts among speakers of different dialects. An issue that is investigated less
often is how internal properties of a language may trigger a modification of its
grammar. In the case at hand, I will examine the tense and aspect system in Old Church
Slavonic (that is, the oldest written variant of Slavic), which according to some studies
(cf. Hewson & Bubenik 1997) was imbalanced because of an overlap in marking
aspectual distinctions by both aspectual morphology and aspectual past tenses. Due to
this overlap, the whole system was uneconomical, unstable and hence prone to
simplification. The simplification occurred either via a semantic reanalysis, which gave
rise to new meanings of semantically superfluous constructions, or through a
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morphological reduction of certain compound tense structures. It will be demonstrated
that the morphological reduction is directly reflected in syntax.

3. Organization of the thesis

The outline of the thesis is as follows. Chapter 1 is a detailed introduction to the tense
and aspect system that Old Church Slavonic inherited from Proto-Indo-European. It
discusses the simple and compound tense forms found in this language, and shows how
they are represented in the language groups that subsequently evolved. The
presentation is very detailed, because I believe that it is crucial for any linguist to
ground his/her analysis on solid, crosslinguistic data in order to be able to make valid
generalizations. The analysis will help the reader understand the complexity of the tense
and aspect distinctions in Slavic as well as the sources of structural differences among
these languages.

Chapter 2 analyzes the compound tenses formed with auxiliary ‘be’ and the £
participle in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian. In particular, it examines properties of the /~
participle and argues that in contrast to the past participle in Germanic and Romance, it
is able to assign structural case and project an external theta role. These assumptions
are used to make specific claims about the structure of the VP in Slavic and are applied
in the analysis of the widely-discussed /participle fronting across the auxiliary to the
clause-initial position. Contrary to all previous accounts, which advocate a head
movement approach via “Long Head Movement” (cf. Lema and Rivero 1989; Rivero
19944) or head adjunction (Wilder and Cavar 1997; Boskovi¢ 1997), it is argued that the
Lparticiple undergoes remnant XP-movement and lands in Spec, TP to check the ¢-
features of T.

Chapter 3 is devoted to an analysis of the compound tense formed with the
auxiliary ‘have’ and the past participle. As was mentioned above, this is the default
compound tense in Germanic and Romance, but among the Slavic languages, it has
been fully developed only in Kashubian and Macedonian. Some other Slavic languages,
such as Polish and Czech, use non-grammaticalized variants of the construction, which
permits studying its development in detail. The chapter will also investigate past
participle movement across the auxiliaty ‘have’ in Macedonian and in this way verify the
claims made about the /Aparticiple and its movement in chapter 2.

Chapter 4 explores phonological and syntactic properties of the auxiliary ‘be’,
which in Old Church Slavonic and South Slavic is a clitic. The auxiliary always clusters
with pronominal clitics, so it is necessaty to examine them together. In contrast to
other elements in the clause in Slavic, clitics must rigidly appear in designated positions.
The South Slavic languages exhibit a remarkable diversity in the distribution of clitics. It
is shown that this reflects a process of language change, which involves a shift from the
second position clitics in Old Church Slavonic and Serbo-Croatian to verb-adjacent
clitics in Bulgarian and Macedonian. The change is argued to have a syntactic reflex:
second position clitics target specifier positions, whereas verb-adjacent clitics are
adjoined to T.

Chapter 5 discusses the syntax of compound tenses in Polish. In comparison with
South Slavic languages, such as Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, its structure has been
simplified. For instance, the auxiliary ‘be’ has been largely reanalyzed as an affix on the
Lparticiple. It will be demonstrated that the impoverishment of the auxiliary form has
an effect on the syntax of its compound tenses. For instance, it will be claimed that
unlike in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, the /Aparticiple is not able to undergo XP-
movement. It moves as a head and incorporates into the auxiliary.



Chapter 1 The diachrony of compound
tenses in Slavic

1.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to set the scene for the analysis carried out in the subsequent
parts of the thesis and to discuss the diachronic development of compound tenses in
the Slavic languages. Even though the main part of this work is synchronic in nature,
the analysis will become more insightful by paying attention to the historical changes
that have taken place. It will be shown that the present variation in the syntax of
compound tenses in Slavic is a direct result of the different solutions adopted in each of
the languages in order to eliminate certain inconsistencies in the tense and aspect
system in Proto-Slavic and Old Church Slavonic.

Furthermore, the chapter is meant as an extensive overview of the tense and aspect
systems in the Slavic languages. Consequently, some of the topics that are discussed
here may receive scarce attention in the subsequent sections of the thesis. However,
they are included here because it is hoped that at least some of the readers will treat the
chapter as a thorough descriptive introduction to the system of compound tenses in
Slavic.

The chapter is organized as follows. After a brief typological overview of the Slavic
languages in section 1.2, it presents the emergence of tense and aspect specification in
Proto-Indo-European in section 1.3. Next, it demonstrates that Proto-Slavic inherited a
rather conservative model of expressing temporal relations, which was further modified
and elaborated over time. One of the features of the model was an excess of aspectual
marking, which was subsequently reduced in distinct ways in particular Slavic groups.
The syntactic effects of the implemented solutions will be investigated in the later parts
of the thesis. The present chapter concludes by describing the current state of affairs in
the tense and aspect system of the modern Slavic languages in section 1.3.4.

1.2 The division of the Slavic languages

The present section describes typological divisions among the Slavic languages. The
languages comprise three major groups: South, West, and East. The thesis is concerned
mainly with three South Slavic languages: Bulgarian, Macedonian, Serbo-Croatian, and
one West Slavic representative, Polish. These languages were selected on the basis of
distinct features of their compound tense structures. Since the contemporary East
Slavic languages have virtually no compound tenses any more, they will receive little
attention. For ease of reference, the map in (1) presents the distribution of the Slavic
languages. 2

2 The map comes from Comrie and Corbett (2002: 2; map 1.1). I thank Routledge for granting
permission for the reproduction of the map.
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1.2.1 The common ancestor

All Slavic languages derive from a common ancestor, which is referred to as Proto-
Slavic. Since there are no written records of this language, it is a reconstruction based
on a comparison of grammatical forms of other Slavic and Indo-European languages.
Most likely, Proto-Slavic started to differentiate into dialects around the 6% century,
when Slavs spread into south-eastern and central Europe. However, it is usually
assumed that the unity of Proto-Slavic was finally split around the 9™-10% centuty, with
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the attainment of statechood by Bulgaria, Carantania, Croatia, Serbia, Bohemia, Moravia,
Pannonia, Poland, and Kievan Rus’ (cf. Schenker 2002: 114).

Old Church Slavonic was the first literary and liturgical Slavic language. Its
grammar was reconstructed on the basis of the earliest Slavic relics. The manuscripts
were never dated, but the oldest of them are assumed to originate from approximately
863 (Huntley 2002). The eatliest texts were not preserved, and the few manuscripts
available come from the end of the 10% century. These are translations of Greek
ecclesiastical texts made by two monks from Salonika, Constantine (Cyril) and
Methodius. They were delegated by the Byzantine Emperor Michael the 3% to go to
Moravia (currently part of the Czech Republic) and to translate the most important
liturgical books into the local dialect. Gradually, Methodius’s followers were moving
southwards, and established two cultural centers: in Macedonia and at the court of the
Bulgarian Tsar Simeon (893-927). After a period of growth, the Bulgarian state was
destroyed by the Byzantine armies at the end of the 10% century. The state of
Macedonia lost its independence some time later, and as a result, the language and
culture were preserved only in Croatia and some Bulgarian, Macedonian, and Serbian
monasteties. After the baptism of the ruling prince Vladimir in 988, a variant of the
Church Slavonic language evolved in Russia (Lunt 1974: 2).

Constantine and Methodius devised an alphabet for the Slavic language.
Presumably, the authors’ native dialect was South-Eeastern Macedonian, but the texts
may have been influenced by local Moravian varieties. At any rate, the manuscripts
demonstrate that the differences between the Slavic dialects, which were all used over a
very large geographical area, were still insignificantly small in the 9™ century. It was only
after the year 1100 that independent descendants of Old Church Slavonic started to
differentiate into Macedonian-Church Slavonic, Serbian-Church Slavonic, and Russian
(Rus’ian)-Church Slavonic (Lunt 1974). Notably, Rus’ian texts had some distinct
features already before 1100, and that is why the language is also referred to as Old East
Slavonic (Whaley 2000b). However, as far as the tense system is concerned, Old
Russian did not differ in any fundamental way from Old Church Slavonic (cf. Van
Schooneveld 1959: 142).

1.2.2 Sources of the division

The contemporary division of Slavic languages has both historical and linguistic
motivations. Historically, it is related to the influence of the Byzantium culture and the
Orthodox religion on Bulgaria, Macedonia, Russia, Ukraine, and Byelorussia, and the
Latin/Roman culture. The cutrent states of Croatia, the Czech Republic, Poland,
Slovakia, Slovenia, and the area of Lusatia in the eastern parts of Germany were
influenced by the Catholic or the Protestant creed. In theological or culture studies the
split is referred to as Siavia Orthodoxa versus Slavia Romana (cf. Dalewska-Gren 1997:
560), and in fact it cuts through the group of the South Slavic languages. For example,
speakers of Slovene and Croatian belong to Slavia Romana, while speakers of Serbian,
Bulgarian, and Macedonian belong to Slavia Orthodoxa. The division is also evident in
the alphabetical systems that are used. The languages of S/avia Orthodoxa ate codified in
the Cyrillic script, whereas the languages of S/avia Romana use the Latin alphabet.

Let me investigate the criteria of the linguistic divisions. As far as tense marking is
concerned, all the Slavic languages use or have used the present perfect tense composed
of the resultative /Zparticiple (cf. section 1.3.3.5.1) and the auxiliary ‘be’ (cf. section
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1.3.3.5.2). In South Slavic, the auxiliary (cf. 2a) has largely the same distribution and the
same morphological forms as the copula (cf. 2b).

@) a. Cel sum knigata
readpartMsc  beauxpresisg book-the
“I have read the book”
b. Dovolen sim
gladM,SG bepres.isc
“I am glad” (Bg)

In West Slavic, the forms of the copula and of the auxiliary diverge (cf. the discussion
of Czech in section 1.3.4.2.2); and the auxiliary has been morphologically impoverished,
most severely in Polish, where it was reanalyzed as a suffix on the ~participle (cf. 3a).
An example of a construction with a copula is given in (3b).

©)) a. Czytal-em ksiazke
readparTMsGTAUXPRES1SG  DOOkAce
“I (have) read a book”
b.  Jestem zadowolony
beprps.isc  gladusc

“I am glad” (P1

In the East Slavic languages the auxiliary has disappeared completely, and the ~
participle functions as the past tense preterite (cf. section 1.3.4.2.1).

“) Ja ital knigu
I readparrmsc bookacc
“I (have) read a book” (Rus)

Apart from the compound tense based on the auxiliary and the /Zparticiple, some of the
South Slavic languages use aspectual past tenses, the aorist and the imperfectum. They
were inherited from Old Church Slavonic, and I will characterize them in sections
1.3.3.1 and 1.3.4.1.2. Outside South Slavic, the aspectual tenses were preserved only in
Sorbian. Elsewhere, the present perfect tense formed with the /Apatticiple took the role
of the default past tense. However, the meaning of the present perfect is undergoing
changes in Bulgarian and Macedonian, too; and it is more and more often used to
characterize events that have not been witnessed by the speaker (cf. section 1.3.4.5.1).

The Slavic languages also vary with respect to ways of expressing the future. In
South Slavic the future tense is constructed with a variant of the verb ‘want’ as the
auxiliary, which is followed by a subjunctive form of the main verb. In East and West
Slavic, the future meanings are rendered through finite verbs marked for the perfective
aspect, or with a perfective form of the auxiliary ‘to be’, followed by the infinitive or the
Lparticiple. More details will be given in section 1.3.4.4.

The East and West Slavic languages share some characteristics; therefore they will
sometimes be jointly referred to as the North Slavic group. Most of the South Slavic
languages are members of the Balkan Sprachbund, and as such, they share a number of
features with non-Slavic languages of the region. As far as the system of verbal
categories is concerned, the striking property of the Sprachbund is the absence of the
infinitive. Another characteristic feature is the analytic future tense marked with the
auxiliary that is a descendant of the verb ‘to want’. Lindstedt (2000a) argues that the
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Sprachbund features should also include the opposition between the aorist and the
imperfectum, because even though the tenses are of a Proto-Slavic origin, they most
presumably have been retained due to the presence of related tenses in the non-Slavic
languages of the area. Non-Slavic innovations, which arose exclusively because of
contacts with genetically unrelated languages, include have-petfects in Macedonian (cf.
section 1.3.4.5.2) as well as the renarrated mood in Bulgarian and Macedonian (cf.
section 1.3.4.5.1). Certainly, none of these features can be considered exclusively
Balkan. For example, we find some not fully developed forms of have-petfects in Czech
and Polish. Still, it is the combination of all these grammatical properties that
characterizes the Balkan Sprachbund.

Outside the tense-aspect system, the division of the Slavic languages is related to
the availability of morphological case. Most Slavic languages have seven case
morphological distinctions including vocative. The only exceptions are Bulgarian and
Macedonian, which have only preserved some case distinctions on pronouns (cf.
chapter 4). These are also the only Slavic languages that have developed the definite
article. The article is postnominal and emerged as a reduced form of the demonstrative.

1.3 The Tense and Aspect system

The following sections will investigate the tense and aspect systems in more detail. I will
begin with a brief diachronic discussion of the ways in which tense and aspect were
expressed in Proto-Indo-European in section 1.3.1. Subsequently, I will show how the
systems developed in Old Church Slavonic and contemporary Slavic languages in
sections 1.3.3 and 1.3.4, respectively.

1.3.1 The Tense System in Proto-Indo-
European

The notions of tense and aspect are both related to the concept of time. The difference
is that while tense locates the eventuality described in a clause in relation to speech time
or other points in time, such as past, present, or future, aspect is independent of other
points in time: it expresses the internal temporal organization of an event, and the
degree of its completeness. In other words, tense is a deictic category, but aspect is not.
For instance, in order to determine whether the proposition expressed by the sentence
in (5) is true or not, it is necessary to establish who the speaker is, as well as where and
when the sentence was uttered.

) I was in Longyearbyen last Monday

Conversely, the truth of the propositions represented by the sentences in (6) is the
same, even though they differ in aspect (Smith 1989: 108; cf. also Osawa 1999).

(6) a. Thatcher treats her Cabinet colleagues like children
b. Thatcher is treating her Cabinet colleagues like children

It is commonly assumed (cf. e.g. Lehmann 1974: 139-141, 186) that tense did not exist
as a separate grammatical category in Early Proto-Indo-European. There were no
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independent verbal affixes for marking tense, and verbs were specified only for aspect.
The primary distinction was between imperfective (non-terminative, stative) versus
perfective (terminative). The distinction was marked by different morphological
endings, represented by the m-inflection for petfective forms and the /-inflection for
imperfective forms, with the paradigm given in (7).

(7) The m-inflection and the A-inflection in Eatly Proto-Indo-European’
m-inflection h-inflection
1SG *-m *-x
285G *-s *-th
358G k-t *Q

(Lehmann 1974: 141)

Another type of aspectual contrast was made between momentatry and durative, which
was signaled by changes to the form of the root. For instance, it is hypothesized that
the durative (continuous) action was signified by an accented ¢ vowel in the root,
whereas the roots of the verbal forms expressing momentary actions had no principal
accent and hence a @ (null) vowel (Lehmann 1974: 186). This pattern is found in
Sanskrit and Greek, for instance in the Greek forms élejpon ’1 was leaving’ and éljpon °1
left’ (Lehmann 1993: 179).

Implicitly, the aspectual marking on verbs rendered the time of an event. For
example, the events characterized by verbs in the perfective aspect were understood as
occurring in the past. As a result, time reference in Proto-Indo-European was
computed from aspectual distinctions.

The temporal relations could also be expressed by adverbs or adverbial particles.
This strategy can be observed in Sanskrit or Greek texts, where particles define the time
of action denoted by the verb. As an illustration, consider the Greek example from the
lliad 1.70, in which the past reference of the event is indicated by the particle prd
‘before’.
©)) Hos ¢&ide ta t ednta ta t essémena pré6 t  ednta
who knew those prc being those prc will-be before prc  being
“Who knew the things happening now, those that will happen and those that
have happened?” (Ancient Greek, Lehmann 1974: 139)

Explicit expression of tense was a later innovation. The first real tense marker was the
present tense suffix -z Presumably, it originated from an enclitic deictic particle, which
had the meaning of ‘here and now’, and was related to a corresponding locative case
ending in noun declension (Watkins 1962: 102-103). Thus, it is argued (cf. Shields 1992)
that the earliest method of expressing temporal relations was based on the opposition
between “now-here” and “not-now-here”, which was in fact deictic in nature, because it
could also refer to spatial relations.

The tense marking was slowly spreading through the entire verb system, but the
division of the concept of “not-present” into the notions of the past and the future
took place much later, in dialectal Indo-European. Consequently, three types of tenses
evolved: present, aorist, and perfect. The aorist expressed a past event, because it
referred to an action that was completed at the moment of speech. The present

3 As is customary in the literature, the asterisk marks a reconstructed form.
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rendered uncompleted actions, whereas the perfect emphasized the result of an event,
and thus linked the past to the moment of speech.

The semantic interactions between tense and aspect were rather complex and gave
rise to modification of the system in particular Indo-European dialects. For example,
Albanian, Old Armenian, Baltic, and Slavic largely retained the aspectual distinctions.
Some other varieties, such as Celtic, Germanic, Latin, Late Sanskrit, and Biblical Greek
strengthened the tense markings. However, none of them developed a purely aspectual
or a purely tense system for establishing temporal relations. They always used a
combination of the two (Lehmann 1993: 181).

Proto-Indo-European did not have a future tense; the future was initially indicated
through modalities of subjective or optative forms (Schenker 2002: 94). Separate forms
for expressing the future developed only in Late-Proto-Indo-European and were found
only in some of the dialects (for example, in Sanskrit, Greek, Italic, and Baltic;
Lehmann 1974: 190).

The pluperfect tense was also a later invention. It was used to refer to actions that
took place before a narrated event. The imperfect tense (the imperfectum) emerged
rather late, too, and it had a clear aspectual flavour in the sense that it was used to
describe long-lasting or repetitive actions that were not completed. Once the
imperfectum came into existence, it contrasted with the aorist, which referred to
punctual, completed events. However, some Indo-European languages never developed
the imperfectum. For example, Germanic lacks it completely.*

1.3.2  Modifications of tense and aspect systems
in Proto-Slavic

This section discusses modifications of the Proto-Indo-European tense system within
the Slavic family. The languages of the family inherited the simple past tenses of Proto-
Indo-European, but in addition to them, they radically extended the system of aspect
marking. A major development includes the emergence of the perfect tense, which was
formed with verbal adjectives ending in *-/o reanalyzed as participles and the auxiliary
‘to be’. Furthermore, they introduced their own forms of the imperfective future and
the pluperfect.

As is well known, the Slavic languages robustly mark aspectual oppositions. The
opposition between the perfective and imperfective encompasses virtually all verbs,
both finite and nonfinite ones. Almost all verbs in the Slavic languages form aspectual
pairs. Each member of a pair describes the same kind of event, but one of them
appears in the non-perfective aspect (such as ¢zyzac ’to read’; kupowaé ‘to buy’ in Polish),
whereas the other member occurs in perfective aspect (such as przeczyzal ‘to have read’;
kupié ‘to have bought’ in Polish). Aspectual distinctions are found even on verbal
nouns, as in the Polish examples of &upienie ‘an event of one purchase’ and &upowanie
‘an event of buying something taking place in time’ (cf. Rozwadowska 1997 ch. 3).
More examples will be provided in section 1.3.3.2; for the time being I will explain the
source of the aspect morphology in Slavic.

4 Note that the contemporary German tense called ‘imperfect’ does not express an imperfective
meaning. Germanic languages have never developed a real ‘imperfect’ tense, comparable to
‘imparfait’ in French, so the term used in German grammars may be inappropriate.
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Inflected verbs in Proto-Indo-European had a three-element structure: the stem
was formed by a root followed by a thematic suffix and an inflectional ending. The
thematic suffix assigned a stem to a particular inflectional paradigm, but it could also
render aspectual information. For example, in Ancient Greek the aspectual specification
of the verb depended on the thematic suffix, underlined below. The form in (9a) is
imperfective, while the form in (9b) is perfective.

) a. deik-ny-nai
“to be showing”
b. deik-s-ai
“to have shown”

(Ancient Greek, Diugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2001: 283)

The inflectional endings spelt out the inflectional categories, such as y-features, supine
or infinitive morphology (Schenker 2002: 83). As an illustration, consider the
reconstructed paradigm of the Proto-Slavic verb *uest ‘to carry’ (Dlugosz-Kurczabowa
& Dubisz 2001: 265). The first element of the verb is the root; the second one is the
thematic suffix, whereas the final element carries inflectional morphology.

(10) The paradigm of *nest ‘to carry’ in the present tense
SINGULAR DUAL PLURAL
1 nes-6-mb nes-e-vé nes-e-mvo
2 nes-e-$b nes-e-ta nes-e-te
3 nes-e-tb nes-e-te nes-o-nti

(Proto-Slavic, Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2001: 265)

In Late-Proto-Indo-European, the verbal morphology became simplified, and the
majority of thematic suffixes blended with the inflectional endings. As a result, verbs
acquired a two-element structure. The modification can be observed in a later version
of the Proto-Slavic paradigm of the verb *nesti ‘to carry’ presented in (11), in which the
forms of the 1%t person singular and the 3 person plural has a two-element structure.

(11) The paradigm of *nesti ‘to carry’ in the present tense (later version)
SINGULAR DUAL PLURAL
1 nes-o nes-e-vé nes-e-msb
nes-e-$p nes-e-ta nes-e-te
3 nes-e-tb nes-e-te nes- Otb

(Proto-Slavic, Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2001: 265)

In Proto-Slavic the change was triggered by phonological readjustments, and it involved
the nasalization of the vowel ¢ when it was followed by nasal consonants, as in nes-o-nti
—> nes- otp in (10) and (11).

The fusion of the two verb-final elements in Late-Proto-Indo-European had also
semantic consequences. Due to the weakening of the distinction between the aspect-
marking thematic suffix and the inflectional endings, it was becoming more and more
difficult to mark the opposition between completed and ongoing events
morphologically. The change was taking place slowly, but the aspectual system of Late-
Proto-Indo-European started to show gaps.
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In most of the Indo-European languages the inconsistencies were remedied
through the development of new aspectual tenses, such as the Imperfait and Passé
Simple in French. However, Proto-Slavic was in this respect the most conservative
language in the Proto-Indo-European family, because it retained the original ways of
marking aspect.

Still, the aspectual system it had inherited from Proto-Indo-European was
irregular, because sometimes there were no systematic pairs of verbs marked for
petfective and imperfective aspect throughout the whole paradigm (cf. the forms in 11).
Morteover, not all Proto-Indo-European verbs were available in both aspectual forms.

Therefore, Proto-Slavic had to reconstruct and regularize the whole verbal system.
The regularization was done by using old word-formation morphemes for the missing
member of an aspectual twin. For example, if there was a verb characterizing an on-
going event, a related verb with perfective meaning was derived from it by adding an
already existing perfectivizing suffix. Still, the formation of a consistent system of
aspectual pairs was a huge task, and the already existing perfectivizing or
imperfectivizing morphemes were not sufficient. Thetefore, new morphemes had to be
coined by extracting suffixes from existing vetbs. For example, there was a suffix #d,
which was typical of a conjugation class which in the majority of cases listed verbs
characterizing completed events. The verbs from this class had imperfective equivalents
in the so-called -a- conjugation class. At some point the morpheme #d left its own
conjugation class, and started to be used throughout the verbal system as a
perfectivizing morpheme. As a result of this spread, all the verbs containing the 7o
formant were reinterpreted as derived perfective verbs, whereas the corresponding
verbs from the -a- conjugation class were reanalyzed as basic imperfective forms (cf.
Mlynarczyk 2004: 15-17; Klemensiewicz et al 1964: 242-253). The pattern can be seen
in the Old Church Slavonic examples in (12).

(12) a. kri¢-a-ti
“to shoutmp”
b. krik-nS-ti
“to shoutpRF”

(13) a. dvig-a-ti
“to lift/carrymp”
b.  dvig-no-ti
“to lift/carrypre”
Ultimately, a highly uniform system of aspectual pairs of verbs was created.

Apart from taking recourse to aspectual marking, Proto-Slavic further developed
the aspectual tenses, the aorist and the imperfectum, which had been inherited from
Proto-Indo-European. In this way aspect was doubly marked in Slavic: through the
tense forms of the aorist and the imperfectum, as well as through the
petfective/impetfective aspectual motrphemes. Consequently, temporal relatons in
(Proto-) Slavic were expressed via an intricate interplay of temporal and aspectual
markers. As an illustration, consider an example of an aspectual pair of the verb nesti ‘to
carry’ in Old Church Slavonic, presented in four different tenses. The forms indicate

5 Old Church Slavonic is transcribed in different ways in the literature. For consistency the
spelling of all the examples used in this dissertation follows the convention of Lysaght’s (1982)
dictionary.
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that the distinction between the aspects is morphologically independent of the tense
distinctions, and that each of the tenses could appear in the perfective or the
imperfective aspect.

(14) Tense and aspect distinctions in Old Church Slavonic
TENSE/ASPECT impetfective petfective
3SG present nesetb ponesetb
3SG aorist nese ponese
35G imperfect neséase poneséase
35G perfect nesls jests ponesls jestb

(OCS, cf. Van Schooneveld 1951: 97)

As far as the modifications of the Proto-Indo-European tense system are concerned,
the biggest innovation in Proto-Slavic was the replacement of the late Proto-Indo-
European synthetic form of the prefect tense with an analytic construction, which
consisted of the copula ‘to be’ and the resultative Aparticiple (cf. section 1.3.3.4.3 for
details).

Minor additions included the introduction of the imperfective future and the
pluperfect. The Proto-Slavic future tense was formed with an infinitive plus a finite
form of some phase verbs, such as ‘to begin’, ‘to have’, ‘to be’, or ‘to want’ (Schenker
2002: 95; cf. section 1.3.3.4.1). The pluperfect was formed with an imperfective form of
the verb ‘to be’ functioning as the auxiliary and the /~participle (cf. section 1.3.3.4.2).

1.3.3 Old Church Slavonic

This section will analyze the tense and aspect system of Old Church Slavonic. It will
describe the simple past tenses: aorist (cf. section 1.3.3.1.1) and imperfectum (cf.
section 1.3.3.1.2), and examine the ways the tenses interacted with perfective and
imperfective aspect (cf. section 1.3.3.2). Special attention will be paid to Slavic
innovations, such as the compound tense formed with the so-called /participle and the
auxiliary ‘be’ (cf. section 1.3.3.4). The section will conclude with an overview of other
types of participles that were used in this language (cf. section 1.3.3.5).

1.3.3.1 Simple past tenses in Old Church Slavonic

I have just demonstrated that aspect is obligatorily specified on all verbs in Slavic. At
the same time, Slavic languages inherited two aspectual tenses from Proto-Indo-
European: aorist and imperfectum. Let me investigate the meanings of the past tenses
and aspects, as well as the semantic interpretations triggered by combinations of
particular types of tenses and aspects in detail.

1.3.3.1.1 The aorist

Throughout its history, Proto-Slavic had three different types of aorist formations. Two
of them, termed the ‘root’ (or ‘simple’, with suffixes added directly to the verb stem)
aotist and the ‘sigmatic’ aorist (with the tense marker s between the stem and the
suffixes) were inherited from Proto-Indo-European. The third type emerged alongside
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and eventually replaced the two older variants (Lunt 1974: 90, Schenker 2002: 98) as the
only productive type, with the paradigm given in (15).

(15) The paradigm of the aorist in Old Church Slavonic
singular dual plural
1 -(0) xp -(o)xové -(o)xom®p
-(e) O -(0)sta -(0)ste
3 -(e) O -(0)ste -(0)$¢

(OCS, Lunt 1974: 87)

The aorist was the default, simple past tense in Proto-Slavic, which was used to refer to
actions regarded as basic in narrative texts. It related to concrete, temporally
independent events, without referring to the results of their occurtence. The actions
described could happen either once or in a seties, but successive usage of the aorist did
not necessarily indicate distinct successive events. This was determined by the context.
Successiveness could be semantically marked by perfectivity.

The aorist normally denoted bounded eventualities, that is the ones with a specific
beginning and an end-point. However, it did not imply specific reference to the
duration of an event or to the stretch of time between the event and the moment of
speaking. Neither did it specify the time when an event took place or the consequences
of an action. I will contrast the meanings expressed by the aorist with the meanings
denoted by the present perfect in section 1.3.3.4.3.

Dtugosz-Kurczabowa and Dubisz (2001: 276-277) point out that the semantics of
the aorist underwent some changes in the history of Slavic. In Proto-Indo-European
and Proto-Slavic, the tense denoted past events, without referring to any aspectual
distinctions. With the development of the imperfectum, the present perfect, and the
pluperfect in Tate Proto-Slavic, the aorist started to be used for denoting
momentaneous, completed events. An example of usage of the aorist is provided in
(17) below, where it is contrasted with the imperfectum.

1.3.3.1.2 The imperfectum

The imperfectum was inherited from Proto-Indo-European, but its morphological
realization is a Slavic innovation. It consisted of a verbal root, followed by the suffix —
éax, plus the suffixes of the root aorist.

(16) Paradigm of the imperfectum in Old Church Slavonic
singular dual plural
1 -axb -Eaxoveé -éaxomb
-ase -¢aseta -Easete
3 -¢ase -éasete -&axo

(OCS, Lunt 1974: 86)

The imperfectum characterized actions as non-completed and emphasized the duration
or the repetition of an action (Schenker 2002: 101). Most of the time, it referred to a
background action that was happening simultancously with some other occurrence in
the past. The other occurrence could be explicitly specified, and usually expressed by
the aorist, or understood from the context.

As an example, consider the following fragment from Savvina Kniga.
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(17) oni  ze poslusavese cara idose 1 sé zvézda
they roc hearpapnonmrL — kingacc  goaorser and behold star
joze vidése na vustoée idéase prédu  nimi

whichpacc seeaorsp  in eastroc  gomeisg before  theymstr
“They, having heard the king, went, and behold, the star which they saw (had
seen) in the east went before them”

(OCS, Savvina Kniga, Matthew 2.9, cf. Schmalstieg 1983: 154)

The sentence contains the verb ‘to go’ in two different tenses. The aorist form idose
‘went’ narrates the main event, and merely denotes that the Magi left. The same verb in
the imperfectum zdéase concentrates on the background of the action. It indicates that
the star moved before the Magi during the entire time of their journey.

1.3.3.2 Aspect in Old Church Slavonic

OIld Church Slavonic distinguished three basic aspectual forms: the imperfective, the
perfective, and the retrospective.® Their morphological forms are exemplified in the
chart in (18).

(18) The types of aspect in Old Chutch Slavonic
Imperfective Perfective Retrospective
Non-Past nes-6 (Pres) pri-nes-6 nes-Ip jesmp
“I carry” “I will carry-in “I have carried”
(=bting)”7
Past nes-éaxs (Imp) nes-oxs (Aor) nes-Is béaxs (Plgpf)
“I was carrying” “I carried” “I had carried”

(OCS, cf. Hewson & Bubenik 1997: 86)

The perfective aspect indicates that the event characterized by the verb is limited by
some boundary. The imperfective aspect does not denote any absolute boundary or
culmination of the action described by the verb. As was rematked eatlier, virtually all
verbs in Old Church Slavonic formed aspectual pairs, one of them was perfective, and
the other one imperfective. The distinction between two members of a pair could be
morphologically expressed in the following ways (Lunt 1974: 74):

a) the use of aspectual prefixes (cf. also the form pri-neso in 18)

(19) a. tvoriti b.  sb-tvoriti
“to do” “to have done”

b) the difference in thematic (derivational) suffix

¢ The traditional term is the “perfect” aspect. Hewson & Bubenik (1997: 13) decide to dub it
“retrospective” in order to avoid confusions due to the similarity of the terms perfect and perfective.
7 For some reason, Hewson & Bubenik (1987: 89) leave the slot for the non-past perfective form
empty, so I filled it in myself. In Old Church Slavonic, non-past perfective forms of verbs convey
future-time reference, the way they also do in the contemporary North Slavic languages (cf.
Whaley 2000a: 95 and section 1.3.4.4).
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(20) a. stOp-aj-Otb b. stop-i-ti
“to tread” “to have trodden”

¢) the difference in thematic suffix plus a modification of the root

21) a. prast-aj-Otp b. prost-i-ti
“to forgive” “to have forgiven”

d) suppletion, that is the use of completely different stems (an exceptional strategy)

(22) a.  glagola-ti b. rek-6tp
“to say” “to have said”

Since imperfective aspect marks the incompleteness of the event denoted by the verb, it
is closely related to the imperfectum, which is an aspectual past tense. Importantly, the
perfective aspect (found in Old Church Slavonic, but also in Greek and expressed with
the aorist) is significantly different from the tense dubbed “perfect” in the Germanic
languages. The tense denotes the anteriority of the action with respect to the speech
time or some other past time. The aspect is a feature of an event which may be
described with a present, past, or future tense. It never refers to the moment of
speaking. In German the distinction is conveniently expressed by the pair of terms
perfektisch, which refers to tense, and perfektivisch, which refers to aspect (cf. Kurylowicz
1964: 90ff).

The retrospective aspect did not have a separate verbal form, and was expressed
through the use of compound formations that consisted of the Aparticiple and the
auxiliary ‘to be’. It could relate to the past (in the present perfect, cf. section 1.3.3.4.3)
or to the future (in Future II, cf. section 1.3.3.4.1.2).

What is the difference between the perfective and retrospective aspects? It is
somewhat delicate. The perfective aspect always views an event as bounded or
completed, whereas the retrospective aspect does not necessarily do so. The latter
merely gives a retrospective view of an event, which need not be completed.

According to Hewson & Bubenik (1997), the three types of aspect also differ as to
the way the subject is positioned with respect to the event. In the imperfective aspect,
the subject is positioned “in the middle” of an event. In the perfective aspect, the agent
is presented at the very last moment of the action, in the position just before the
completion of the event. In the retrospective aspect, the agent is presented right after
the event, as immediately “external” to it, and occurring in a “resultant” state.

(23) Event time
e (imperfective aspect)
(petfective aspect)
(retrospective aspect)
(cf. Hewson & Bubenik 1997: 32)

In OIld Church Slavonic retrospective aspect was represented analytically with finite
forms of the auxiliary % be and the ~participle. The perfective aspect was expressed
synthetically through aorist forms, which contained aspectual prefixes (cf. the chatt in
18).

The important thing is that in Old Church Slavonic the two kinds of aspect could
be expressed on one verbal form. Retrospective aspect was marked via the compound
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tense formed with the Aparticiple. However, the /Zparticiple could at the same time
represent perfective or imperfective aspect, signified by a prefix or a derivational suffix.
As an example, compare the two Old Church Slavonic compound tense forms.

(24) a. Nesls jesmp imperfective + retrospective
CarryIMPF.PART.M.SG beisc.pres
“I have been carrying”
b. Ponesls jesmpb perfective + retrospective
CAITYPREPARTMSG ~ DEISG.PRES
“I have carried”

The variant in (24a) represents retrospective aspect, because it occurs in the compound
tense, with a finite form of the auxiliary ‘to be’ and the Aparticiple. However, the £
participle is also specified for imperfective aspect. The FAparticiple in (24b), which
contains the aspectual prefix po, represents perfective aspect. Since the sentence is
constructed with the /~participle, at the same time it expresses retrospective aspect. A
similar contrast obtains in English, even though English does not have uniform
markers of perfective aspect. A sentence like I have been writing a letter is imperfective and
retrospective, whereas I bave written down a letter is perfective and retrospective.

1.3.3.3 Some interactions between tense and aspect

Chart (14) in section 1.3.2 demonstrated that in Old Church Slavonic the aspectual
distinctions were morphologically independent of the tense distinctions. On the one
hand, almost all verbs occurred in aspectual pairs; with one member of the pair being
petfective, and the other one imperfective. On the other hand, each of the aspectually-
marked verbs could be found in either of the aspectual tenses, the aorist or the
imperfectum. How did aspect interact with tense, then?

Since the imperfectum expressed durative or uncompleted past actions which were
simultaneous with some other actions, it was used almost exclusively with verbs
specified for imperfective aspect. As far as the aorist is concerned, the situation was
slightly more complex. I pointed out in section 1.3.3.1.1 that in Late Proto-Slavic the
aotist acquired some aspectual meaning. Most of the time it tendered instantaneous
completed events, so as a rule it was used with perfective forms of verbs. However, the
aorist could also characterize a series of short-term events, or a long-lasting past event,
when it was viewed as occurring in its entirety (cf. Hewson & Bubenik 1997: 89-90).

Let me examine the interactions in more detail, starting with the “default” cases of
imperfective verbs in the imperfectum, and the perfective verbs in the aorist. In the
following translation of Luke 24.74 into Old Church Slavonic, the short-term event
described with the perfective aorist occurs in its entirety and is contrasted with an
ongoing process, which is expressed with the imperfective imperfectum.

(25) Ita besédovaasete ke sebé o vséxb SiXb... i
and conversemvprIMP.3PL O REFL about all this and
samp  Isusp priblizi s¢ 1 idéase Sb fAima

himself ]esus approachpRp_A()R_3gG rerL and ZOIMPF.IMP.35G with  them
“And they were conversingpprivpe With one another about all these things. ..
and Jesus approachedprr.aor and was going alongmvpr.vp with them”

(OCS, Zographensis, Luke 24.14, Huntley 2002: 151)
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It may seem semantically contradictory to find petfective forms of the imperfectum
tense or (somewhat less so) imperfective forms in the aorist. Yet, such cases are readily
observed in Old Church Slavonic texts. Dostal (1954: 599-600) provides ample statistics
concerning the occurrence of the imperfectum and the aorist tenses with imperfective
and perfective aspectual markings in Old Church Slavonic texts. The results of his
calculations are presented in chart (20).

(20)
Verbal Aktionsart/ Imperfective Petfective
Aspecto-Temporal Category
Imperfectum 99% 1%
Aorist 40% 60%

(Dostal 1954: 599-600)

The fact that the “unexpected” combinations of the imperfective aorist and perfective
imperfectum are found in the corpus proves the intricate nature of the Old Church
Slavonic tense system. Because of this complexity, the language could express very
intricate temporal relations, but admittedly, the system also had some weak points,
which will be discussed in section 1.3.4. For the time being, let me discuss the meanings
of the semantically unexpected combinations of tense and aspect values.

1.3.3.3.1 Imperfectum + Perfective Aspect

The combination of the imperfectum with a perfective aspect could be used to express
repeated actions of single, short-term, momentary events, such as a repeated action of
giving a single kiss in the translation of Luke 7.38.

(27) Nacetn mociti  nodzé ego  slpzami i
beginl’RF.z\OR.SSG bather fOOtNoM/ACCDUALhCGEN tearinste  and
vlasy glavy svoeje otiraase i oblobyzaase
hairinstrpr, headinstr her-owngen WiPeIMPF.IMP.SSG and kissprevp3sG
nodzé ego i mazaase miroms

fOOtNOM/Acc,DUAL hegen and aANOINtIMPF.IMP.3SG myrrhINSTR

“She began prr.aor to bathe his feet with her tears and wipedmvprive [them]
with the hair of her hcad, and kiSSCdPRFAIMP his fCCt, and anointedIMpF_IMp
[them] with myrrh” (OCS, Luke 7.38, cf. Hewson & Bubenik 1997: 90)

In this example there is one verb in the perfective aorist: nalets ‘began’ and two
impetrfective verbs in the imperfectum: ofiraase “was wiping’ and mazaase ‘“was anointing’.
The verb oblobyzaase ‘kissed’ is also matrked for the imperfectum, but has a perfective
aspectual form. It expresses repeated events of imprinting a single kiss. In the original
version of the text in Greek the verb is in the imperfectum.

The example in (28) contains two verbs in the perfective aspect. The perfective-
marked imperfectum characterizes the event as an ongoing process, while the perfective
aorist indicates the immediacy of the reaction.
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(28) I évide s¢ préds  nAimi  ¢ko bledi glagoli ix®
and appearprraorspL rerL before  them as  pale  words  themacc
i ne iméaxo imp véry

and not haVepRF_IMp_3PL themDAT faith
“And their words appearedprr.aor to them to be nonsense and they would
not belieVCpRF_IMp them”

(OCS, Zographensis, Marianus; Luke 24:11, OCS, Huntley 2002: 151)

1.3.3.3.2 Aorist + Imperfective Aspect

The imperfective marking of aorist verbs was considerably more common, as the aorist
could be used to describe long-lasting events in their entirety. As an example, consider
the following sentence taken from Suprasiiensis.

(29) Aky kb ¢lovéku bo besédova i
as to man beconpspL conversenpraorssc  and
vbzira na b

lookivpr.aor3sg to  him
“For he conversedmpraor with him and lookedivpr.aor at him as if he were a

man” (OCS, Suprastiensis 122.30, Huntley 2002: 151)

The use of the imperfective form of the aorist signified that that the event took place,
but it did not imply whether the event was completed or not.

Summarizing, it has been shown that Old Church Slavonic combined all types of
aspect and tense distinctions with each other. In the past tense the imperfective aspect
normally coincided with the imperfectum, whereas the perfective aspect with the aorist.
The combinations with contradictory aspectual values, that is the perfective
imperfectum or the imperfective aorist, are statistically less frequent (cf. the chart in
26). However, Lunt (1974: 137) points out that that this is because the situations
requiring them are not common. They occur in narrations of complex past events, but
these type of passages are scarcely attested in Old Church Slavonic. However, the fact
that they do appear indicates that tense and aspect were two independent systems.

I will present the current state of relations between tense and aspect in
contemporary Slavic languages in section 1.3.4.1.2. The subsequent section will analyze
the compound tense forms in Old Church Slavonic.

1.3.3.4 The Compound Tenses in Old Church Slavonic

The Proto-Slavic compound tenses were constructed with the (resultative) ~participle
(cf. section 1.3.3.5.1) and a present tense form of the auxiliary verb by# ‘be’. Both the
participle and the auxiliary could occur in either perfective or imperfective aspect. I will
investigate the tenses in turn according to the aspectual form of the auxiliary ‘be’.

1.3.34.1 Future tenses

Old Church Slavonic lacked a uniform future marker, so a number of different
strategies were used to render the future time. Most frequently future events were
expressed by perfective verbs in the present tense; cf. chart (18). However, the future
could also be expressed periphrastically with two types of tenses: Future I and Future
11.
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1.3.3.4.1.1 Future 1

Future I was rendered by combinations of the infinitival form of the main verb with a
finite perfective variant of certain verbs, usually bddors ‘to be’ (cf. 30) and émanrs ‘to
have, be destined to’, xuvfefs ‘to want’ and less frequently nacsnite and velenits ‘to begin’
(Lunt 1974: 136-137). The infinitival forms occurring with these verbs could be in
cither perfective or imperfective aspect (cf. stradati in 30).

(30) I msené bodéte stradati podruzija i  vole svojeje
and mepar  beprrisg go-withoutineivpr marriage  and freedom rgrr
“And I will have to be deprived of marriage and my [own] freedom”
(OCS, Suprastiensis 237 1-2, Whaley 2000a: 24)

Eventually, one type of the verb prevailed as the auxiliary: a descendant of bidits in
North Slavic and a descendant of xo#e#s in South Slavic.

1.3.3.4.1.2 Future 11 (Futurum Exactum/ Future Perfect)

Apart from the Future I, there was another construction for characterizing future
events in Old Church Slavonic, termed Future II. The Future I was formed with the
perfective form of the auxiliary verb ‘to be’ followed by the ~participle. The ~participle
could be either in the perfective or, more commonly, in the imperfective aspect. The
tense was used to denote future events preceding some other future event, as in the
following example from Suprasliensis 379.10.

(31) Aste na to setvorimsb vladyky podrazali bédem
if for it accomplishpR]:s_1pL Lord imitatepART_n\{pF_pL bCpRF_1pL
“We will accomplish that if we [will] have beenpgr imitatingmer the Lord”
(OCS, Huntley 2002: 152)

Here, the Aparticiple in the imperfective form podragali ‘imitate’ depicts an ongoing
process, which is a condition for occutrence of another event that will take place in
more distant future.

Future II was used very rarely in Old Church Slavonic, as only seven examples
have been found. This might be accidental, because, as Whaley (2000b) points out, the
scarcity might be due to contextual properties of Old Church Slavonic relics. Since the
texts were typically past-tense narrations, they seldom required future perfect forms.

Let us investigate the semantics of Future II. In a nutshell, it renders the meaning
of “past in the future”. According to Comrie’s (1985: G9ff.) definition, the future
perfect is a relative tense which characterizes an event (E) happening before or after the
moment of speech (S) which is described from the perspective of a future reference
point (R). In Old Church Slavonic, the future orientation of the reference point (R) was
expressed by the perfective form of the verb bidits ‘to be’, and the event (E) was
represented by the /Aparticiple (Whaley 2000b).

Importantly, Whaley (2000a: 110) argues that the Future II in Slavic did not have
to express the future reference per se, as it could also characterize irrealis or even past-
tense meanings. Rather, Whaley claims that the tense rendered “a displaced perception
of state”. What she means by this is that the future reference point (R) is not just the
“vantage point” from which the event (E) is perceived. It also marks the point at which
there occurs a change in the speaker’s knowledge about the event.
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As an illustration, consider the usage of the Future II in an example taken from
Codex Suprasliensis. The fragment is about Mary, who has been recently informed by an
angel that she will give birth to Jesus, and is not certain whether she should tell Joseph
about it.

(32) 1 Marija vb sebé si  razmysljase provédé i se Tosifu
and Mary in hCI‘SCIfREFL ponderpmp speak~out Q REFL JOSCphDL\T
ili pa¢e spkryjo tainoje se jeda  bodets splbgaly  prixodivyi
or hlde secret REFL in case bCPERF.SSG liePART.M,SG comepap

“And Mary pondered to herself, ‘Shall I tell this to Joseph, or hide this secret,
in case the one who had come [i.e., the angel] will have lied””
(OCS, Suprastiensis fol. 239, 11. 23-25, cf. Whaley 2000a: 110)

Given the context, the future event characterized by Future II bidets svlogals “will have
lied” may only refer to the moment before Matia finds out whether the angel was telling
the truth or lying. That is, the event of lying takes place before Mary’s thought, while
her realization of the lie will occur in the future. Furthermore, the use of jeda ‘in case’
signifies an irrealis meaning of the clause, and it refers to Mary’s speculations.

Whaley points out that the future reference of the future perfect was of a
secondary importance. In fact, a number of its occurrences in the oldest Slavic texts
were even completely incompatible with a pure future-tense reference. Most of the time
the interpretation of Future Perfect coincided with past-tense or irrealis meanings. It
did not imply the actual reference time with respect to the moment of speech. It only
established the chronology of a described state with the perception of this state by the
speaker. Section 1.3.3.5.1 will relate these types of meaning to the general semantic
properties of the ~participle.

1.3.3.4.2 The pluperfect

The pluperfect described past events that took place before some other past events. It
was formed with the /participle and the auxiliary ‘to be’, which appeared either in the
imperfectum or in the imperfective form of the aorist. According to Lunt (1974: 98),
the use of the auxiliary in the imperfectum (cf. 33a) implied that the past action co-
occurred with some other event, which was explicitly mentioned or just implied by the
context, whereas the aorist form of the auxiliary (cf. 33b) simply stated an independent,
past action.

(33) a. Mpnosi ze ot fjudei béaxd  prisslo ke Marte
many FOC from J6WS belMpgpL comeparTsGN to  Martha
i Marii da utéSetp i
and Mary to comfort them
“And many of the Jews had come to Martha and Mary to comfort them”
b. Ne bé ze ne u Isusp prisels Vb  VBSh
not beIMPF.AOR}SG FOC not at JCSLIS COMEPARTM.SG in town
“Now Jesus had not yet come into the town”

(OCS, ] 11.19; ] 11.30, Lunt 1974: 98)

It appears, however, that the meaning distinctions related to the selection of
imperfectum form of the auxiliary versus the imperfective aorist variant were not
always so clear. For example, Huntley (2002: 153) states that there were no discernable



The Tense and Aspect system 25

semantic differences in the uses of the auxiliary. The imperfectum form was possibly
used less often because it is attested only in third-person forms.

1.3.34.3 Present Perfect

The origin of the perfect tense deserves considerably more attention, because in most
of the contemporary Slavic languages the perfect replaced the aspectual past tenses (the
aorist and the imperfectum) and became the default way of characterizing past events
(cf. section 1.3.4.2). Moreover, it was subject to the most radical modifications in the
history of Slavic languages, both with respect to its meaning and its morphological
form. The details of these modifications will be presented in section 1.3.4.

1.3.34.3.1 The form of the Present Perfect

In Old Church Slavonic the present perfect was formed with the imperfective form of
the auxiliary ‘to be’ in the present tense and the Aparticiple. The participle usually
appeared in the perfective form, but imperfective variants were also frequently found.
The participle agreed with the subject and was specified for gender and number. The
chart in (34) presents the paradigm with the imperfective form of the Aparticiple nes/s
‘to have been carrying’ in all potential number, gender (masculine, feminine, and neuter)
and person vatiations.

(34) The form of the Present Perfect in Old Chutch Slavonic
singular m/f/n dual m/f/n plural m/f/n
1 neslb/a/o jesmp nesla/¢/¢ jesvé nesli/y/a jesmp
nesln/a/o jesi nesla/¢/¢ jesta nesli/y/a jeste
3 nesln/a/o jestp nesla/&/¢ jeste nesli/y/a sotp

(OCS, Bartula 1981: 100)

Let us investigate a few examples of its usage. In (35), the Aparticiple is in the perfective
form, whereas the auxiliary ‘to be’ is in the imperfective form. The event characterized
by the perfect tense is completed and precedes the speech time.

(35) Prisels jestnb vasilisikb
COMEPARTPREMSG ~ DemvpeprEs.3sG Basiliscus
“Basiliscus has come” (OCS, Suprastiensis 20.2, Huntley 2002: 152)

When the participle appears in the imperfective form, the completion of the described
event is undetermined. In (306), the event of lying at home may still be taking place at
the speech time.
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(36) Radujots s¢  z&lo jako  u  svoixp  sOtb
rejOiCCIMPF.PRES.spL REFL completely as at  own bemvpr.pres.3pL
si doma  lezali

this home  lieparrampracpL
“They rejoicenvprrres greatly, because they have (benpr.pris) been lyingvpr at
home with their people” (OCS, Suprastiensis 267.17, Huntley 2002: 152)

1.334.3.2 The meaning of the present perfect

In Old Church Slavonic the present perfect was used to refer to an action that takes
place in the past, but whose results are significant for the time of speaking. Since the
tense expressed the resultative aspect, the action did not necessarily have to be viewed
as completed.

(37) Otrokovica néstpb umrbla nb SBpIth
damsel NEGtbessg dieparrrsc but  sleeppresssc
“The damsel is not dead, but sleepeth” (OCS, Mk 5.39, Lunt 1974: 98)

Van Schooneveld (1959: 87) argues that the perfect tense relates the result of an action
to the subject. In this way it differs from the aorist, which concentrates on the action
itself, without any reference to the result or the influence of an event on the subject.
Moreover, the perfect tense presents events with no relation to their development in
time, as this type of meaning is rendered by the imperfectum.

Schmalstieg (1983: 156) quotes an example of a biblical passage that elucidates the
semantic difference between the aorist and the present perfect. The fragment describes
the story of Jairus’ daughter (Mark 5.22-43). Jesus is approaching the president’s house,
when some messengers come and say to Jairus, using the aorist.

(38) Dssti tvoé¢  umrétp
daughter your diesorssc

“Your daughter just died”
Subsequently Jesus enters the president’s house and says, using the present perfect.

(39) Néstn umrsla nb SBpIth

not+beprrsssc  diepartrsc but  sleeppresisc
“(The child) is not dead but asleep”

The OId Church Slavonic translator skillfully presented the event from two
perspectives. The messengers report a simple past occurrence and use the aorist. Jesus
presents the result of the past event for the present moment, and therefore uses the
present perfect form. Hewson & Bubenik (1997: 91) remark that the semantic
difference was not expressed in the original Greek text, in which the aorist was used in
both sentences.

Sloniski (1926: 8) catefully investigates Old Church Slavonic translations of Greek
biblical texts and notices that as a rule the Greek perfect tense was rendered as the
aorist in the Slavic versions. Moreover, Stofiski’s study indicates that the perfect tense
in Old Church Slavonic was found very rarely. He examined Codex Marianus,
Suprastiensis, and Glagolita Clozianus, compared them with the original Greek texts and
found 190 occurrences of the perfect in the original Greek relics, which were matched
by only 17 perfects in the Slavic translation. By contrast, the present perfect forms in
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the Old Church Slavonic texts were most of the time translations of the aorist. It is very
difficult to pinpoint any semantic differences in the two translation strategies. Possibly,
the Old Church Slavonic perfect might have had a different meaning from the Greek
perfect. One of the differences could relate to the availability of forms matked for the
imperfective aspect in the Slavic perfect tense, which were not possible in Greek.

However, the distribution of the perfect tense in the paradigm is more revealing.
Stoniski (1926: 21) observes that the perfect tense was found almost exclusively in the
2nrd and the 3t person singular. According to him, this is due to the fact that the 2°d and
the 3 person singular forms of the aorist were phonetically the same. Therefore, the
translator would replace the aorist with appropriate forms of the perfect for clarity.
What this suggests again is that in Old Church Slavonic the meaning of perfect tense
was very close to the aorist. As will be demonstrated in section 1.3.4, this was one of
the weaknesses of the system, which gave rise to radical modifications of the tense
system in the Slavic languages.

Dostal’s (1954: 599ff.) calculations confirm that in Old Church Slavonic the
perfect tense was used rather rarely, and usually in embedded clauses. In his study of
tense usages in Old Church Slavonic relics, Dostél finds 10 thousand uses of the aorist,
2300 of the imperfectum, and approximately 600 of perfect tenses (i.e., around 5%).
The striking thing is that the tense which was the least common in Old Church
Slavonic has become the one that is most widely used in modern Slavic languages.

Lunt (1974: 98) points out that the reason for the rare occurrence of the present
perfect could be the fact that it was not necessary to render the type of temporal
relation it characterizes in the written texts from that time. However, this does not
seem a valid explanation, since there are a lot of events in the Bible that took place in
the past, but the results of which are still significant for the present time.

Another reason for the scarce use of the present perfect could be a late emergence
of this tense in Slavic, which possibly arose later than the simple past tenses. For
instance, Damborsky (1967) argues that in the eatliest stages of Slavic, the /~participle
was unknown. Bartula (1981: 100) observes that there are few examples of the present
petfect in the earliest Old Church Slavonic manuscripts, whereas in the more recent
ones they are found more often, especially in Codex Suprastiensis and Savvina kniga (both
from the 11th century). Therefore, the translators of biblical texts may have been
reluctant to use a novel form that did not match the archaic nature of biblical texts.

Finally, Lindstedt (1994: 33-34) observes that the present perfect could never occur
in “plot-advancing” sentences, because it was not a narrative tense in Old Church
Slavonic. This is the reason why it was typical of dialogues as well as monologues
represented by psalms and prayers.

Section 1.3.4.2 will show that the meaning of the perfect tense has undergone
radical modifications in all the contemporary Slavic languages.

1.3.3.4.4 The conditional mood

The conditional mood was constructed with the /~participle and a special conditional
variant of the verb ‘to be” (Schmalstieg 1983: 157). Alternatively, the aorist variants of
the verb ‘to be” could be used as the conditional auxiliary. The chart in (40) shows only
the singular and the plural forms, because the dual was not attested in the conditional
mood.
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(40) The conditional auxiliaties in Old Church Slavonic
singular plural
1 bimp bimp
2 bi biste
3 bi bise/bo

(OCS, Schmalstieg 1983: 157)
The conditional mood expresses irrealis meaning, as indicated in the following example.

(41) G(ospod)i aste  bi byls sbde  nebi
Lord if beconpasc bepartmsc here  nrgtbeconpssc
bratrb  moi  umrslb
brother my dieparT MSG
“Lotd, if you had been here, my brother would not have died”
(OCS, J.11.21, Schmalstieg 1983: 157)

1.3.3.5 Participial forms in Old Church Slavonic

Old Church Slavonic relics exhibit a rich participial system. The participles combine the
functions of verbs and adjectives. Along with adjectives, they are inflected for gender,
number, case, and definiteness.® They are also specified for the verbal categories of
tense, aspect, and genus.” However, the temporal distinctions expressed by the
participles were relative, rather than absolute: events occurring simultaneously with the
tense of the main verb were expressed by present participles, whereas the events which
are anterior to the tense of the main verb were expressed by past participles. There
were five morphologically distinct forms of the participles: present active, present
passive, past active, past passive, and the (resultative) /~ participle (Lunt 1974: 139-141;
Schenker 2002: 104-106; Dostal 1954: 614ff.) The resultative participle deserves a wider
mention, therefore it will be analysed in a separate section (1.3.3.5.1). The
morphological forms of the participles are described in the chart in (42).10

8 The definiteness marking is related to two declensions of adjectives and passive participles in
Old Church Slavonic: the nominal declension (which produced the so-called “short forms”) and
the pronominal declension (which had “long forms”). The pronominal declension contained the
demonstrative pronoun j which functioned like a postpositional definite article (cf.
Klemensiewicz ef a/ 1964: 323-326 and Lavine 2000 ch. 3).

9 The genus distinction is concerned with the opposition between active and middle
constructions (as in, for example, He opened the door versus The door opened). It had been
morphologically distinguished through inflection in Proto-Indo-European, but Proto-Slavic lost
these distinctions. This opposition was taken over by a newly developed contrast of reflexive and
non-reflexive forms. The middle construction was rendered with the reflexive particle s¢ (cf.
Schenker 2002: 94).

10 The suffixes listed in the chart sometimes do not correspond to the ones exemplified in the
data below. This is because they often undergo morpho-phonological alternations in the presence
of inflectional morphemes.
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(42) Types of participles in Old Church Slavonic
Participles Present Past
Active present tense stem + -Gs7- or infinitival stem + -4 or -vis~
-¢5t
Passive present-tense stem + -z- infinitival stem + -7, -n4, or
-enil
Resultative (the fparticiple) infinitival stem + -/ suffix

The Present Active Participle denoted actions that co-occur with the events expressed
by the main verb.!!

(43) Rece Ze  pritcod k  nim»p glagole
speakaorisc roc patableaccrsg to  them  saypapNOMMSG
“And he spoke a parabole to them saying...” (Laufke 12:16-21)

The Present Passive Participle often rendered the meaning of a possibility, as in vidinre
‘being seen, visible’, nerazorinrs ‘indestructible’. It could be formed only from transitive
verbs.!2

(44 Nitépsomuze bodets kv tomu  da isypana bodets
nothingpar  beprrssc to  thatpar to  castpassr bepre.ssc
VBN i popiraema tclovieky

out and  treadpassxoMFsG — menmst
“(It is thenceforth good for) nothing, but to be cast out, and to be trodden
under foot of men” (OCS, Matthew 5:1-13)

The Past Active Participle characterized events that started before the action denoted
by the main verb.

(45) Uzbtjeve ze narody vbzide na gord
seeingpastpapNoMMsG  roc multitude  go-upaorssg to  mountain
i jeko sSede pristopise kr nemu utcenitsi ego

and when sitaorisc =~ comeaorsp.  to  himpar disciples his
“And seeing the multitudes, he went up into a mountain, and when he was
set, his disciples came unto him” (OCS, Matthew 5:1-13)

The Past Passive Participle was used to describe a state which was caused by an external
agent and which begun before the reference time. It may also be employed predicatively
in passive constructions. A number of passive participles were used as adjectives, for
instance sezérens ‘humble’ ot ulens learned’ (Lunt 1974: 141).

11 Example (43) comes from: http://www.utexas.edu/cola/depts/lIrc/eicol/ocsol-1-X . html

12 Examples (44) through (46) come from: http://www.utexas.edu/cola/depts/lrc/cieol/ocsol-6-
R.html




30 The diachrony of componnd tenses in Slavic

(40) Blazeni milostivii jeko  ti
blessedxonacp mercifulyonarer as they
pomilovani bodots

obtain- MErCYpAST.PASS.NOM.M.PL bepre 3pr.
“Blessed are the merciful, for they shall obtain mercy”
(OCS, Matthew 5:1-13)

The inventory of the participles was subsequently modified in particular Slavic
languages. All of them were inflected for case and agreed in ¢-features with the subject.
The only participle that has never been marked for morphological case (that is, which
only appeared in nominative) was the resultative ~participle.

1.3.3.5.1 The I-participle

Of particular relevance for the topic of this thesis is the Zparticiple, which is also
known as the “resultative participle” or the “participium praeteriti (perfecti) activi I1I”
(Bartula 1981: 94, Schenker 2002: 100). It is formed with the suffix -/ attached to the

infinitival aorist stem.!3

(47) Infinitive: da-ti
giVCINF
Fparticiple: da-In/-1a/-lo

giveparTMSG/ F5G/NSG

In Old Church Slavonic the ~participle was used in all compound tenses and always
occurred with a finite form of the verb ‘to be’ as the auxiliary.

1.3.35.1.1 The meaning of the Lparticiple

The semantic role of the FKparticiple is to denote the result of a completed or
uncompleted action. In other words, it focuses on a past, future or present state that
results from a previous action.

According to Kowalska (1976: 20) the Aparticiple has always been used in relative
tenses. It conveys the meaning of a ‘distance’ from the speaker’s perspective. The
distance could be related to the chronology of events in the case of future or past tense
constructions, ot to probability or possibility in the case of modal/conditional
constructions.

13 In contemporary Bulgarian and Macedonian the /Aparticiple can be derived from both aorist
and imperfectum infinitival stems, as shown in (i) and (ii), respectively.

i Xodil stiim
SOPART.AORM.SG bepres.1sc
“T have gone”/“I went, they say”

i Xodel sum
SOPART.IMP.M.SG bepres.1sg
“I was going”/“T used to go, they say” (Bg, Lindstedt 1994: 44)

The meaning of the aspectual distinctions is reflected in the translations. The second part of the
translations represents ‘the renarrated mood’, which is described in section 1.3.4.5.1.
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Lunt (1952: 91) claims that the meaning of an event which is “distanced”* can be
realized in two ways. First, the use of the /Aparticiple may specify that the speaker did
not witness the described event; therefore responsibility for accuracy of the statement is
withheld. This is the case in “renarrated mood” constructions (cf. section 1.3.4.5.1).
Second, the /~participle may denote an eventuality that has begun or took place in the
past, and which is still relevant at the moment of the utterance. This is one of the
original meanings of Slavic perfect tenses (cf. section 1.3.3.4.3).

The temporal meaning of the /~participle is of a secondary importance. This can be
readily observed in Future II constructions (cf. section 1.3.3.4.1.2), which make use of
the Aparticiple. Recall that the Future II does not necessarily characterize future events,
and may frequently express zrrealis or even past tense meanings.

1.33.5.1.2 Development of the L-participle

It is generally assumed that the /participle derives diachronically from a group of
Proto-Indo-European verbal adjectives ending in */ (cf. Damborsky 1967). The
adjectives signified likelihood to perform a certain action or referred to a characteristic
feature of the person involved. The *-& forms also served as a stem of nomina agentis
(agent participles) and proper names in many Indo-European languages. Examples of
such forms include discipulus ‘student’ or legulus ‘gatherer of fallen olives’ in Latin; délos
‘apparent, evident’ in Ancient Greek; it/ ‘applicant’, #ribal “cattle driver’, or Unterlanfel
‘delegate’ in Old German. In Slavic they were often the base of pejorative agent
participles, such &rgykala ‘a shouter’ jakata ‘stutter’ or gugdrata ‘dawdler’ in Polish (cf.
Wojtyta-Swierzowska 1974: 103ff). Many of them became sources of surnames, either
in the adjectival or nominal form, such as Szwkala ‘scarchet’ (agent) / Szukalski
‘searching’ (adjectival), Pekata ‘bursting’ / Pekalski ‘someone who bursts’ or Cgekata
‘awaiting’ / Czekalski ‘someone who waits’ (Damborsky 1967: 126ff).

At some point, some of the */ adjectives were reanalyzed as participles in
compound tenses. The process occurred in three Indo-European subgroups: Armenian,
Slavic, and Tocharian, and to a lesser extent in Umbrian (only in future perfect forms)
and Indic (Middle Indo-Aryan in active perfective participles; cf. Hewson & Bubenik
1997: 74). In Slavic, they emerged as Aparticiples. It is remarkable that the forms found
in Armenian and Tocharian are morphologically similar to the Slavic /participle and
that they always occur with the copula ‘be’ as well.

In East Tocharian, /is a gerundive suffix attached to the present tense or to the
subjunctive stem. The resulting forms express necessity or possibility, respectively. The
gerundives are found with a copula, and can be used attributively or predicatively. The
copula may be dropped with predicative gerundives (cf. 48).

(48) Nervvamn-oko  kilale
nirvana-fruit obtainggr
“(By praising God) the fruit of nirvana is obtainable”
(East Tocharian, Krause and Werner 1960: 186-187)

The only participle that is available in Classical Armenian is formed by adding the suffix
eal to the aorist stem. The participle is indifferent to voice distinctions, because Classical

14 Friedman (1977: 36) argues against the meaning of ‘distance’. For him the Aparticiple renders
the opposite meaning, because if an event is relevant for the present moment, it cannot be
distant.
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Armenian had no separate passive participle. As in Tocharian and Slavic, it is
accompanied by the copula.

(49) Zamanek haseal e

time coOmeparT 1S

“Time has come” (Classical Armenian, Hewson & Bubenik 1997: 75)
1.3.3.5.1.3 L-participles versus l-adjectives

Even though the Aparticiple originated from a class of */o adjectives, the process did
not involve a reanalysis of all */& adjectives as participles. Both /adjectives and £
participles exist in Slavic, although their distribution varies across the languages. They
can be distinguished from each other by means of a few criteria (cf. Damborsky 1967).

As an illustration, chart (50) presents the derivations of the form wytrwal (+
inflection), ‘persist’, which in Polish is a potential stem for both an ~participle and an £
adjective with the meaning ‘persistens. The form wyfrwal is compared with the form
odeszt (+ inflection), ‘leave’, which can be a stem for the Aparticiple, but does not have a
corresponding adjectival variant.

(50)
l-adjectives lparticiples
gradation wytrwal -s3y “more persistent” impossible: *odeszt-5zy
najwytrwal-sgy “the most persistent” *najodeszt-szy
rno.dlﬁccatlo’n posslk:‘le, e.g. bmjdgfo ug/fm/q/l z,o)fmer*{e impossible
with ‘very very persisten soldiers
nominalization wytrwat-o§¢ “persistence” impossible: *odeszlosé
adverb formation wytrwal-o “persistently” impossible: *odeszt-sz0
case morphology | available, e.g. wytrwalych golnierzach unavailable/only in nominative
“persistenty oc soldiers; oc” case

As the chart indicates, ~adjectives are potential stems for derivation of adverbs, nouns
and they are gradable. They also decline for case and can be premodified by the degree
adverb bardzo ‘very’. By contrast, even though FKparticiples are morphologically
adjectival, their distributional properties are different. This is related to the fact that the
l-participle may never appear independently of the auxiliary verb. For instance, the Old
Church Slavonic lexeme pisals “written’ can only occur together with a finite form of the
copula as a part of a paradigm, as in pisale jesm ‘1 have written’. Occurences of the /-
participle outside compound tenses are unattested.

1.3.3.5.14 Grammatical properties of the I-participle

In contrast to the other participles found in Old Church Slavonic (cf. section 1.3.3.5)
and /adjectives, the /~participle does not decline for case. Moreover, just as the related
formations in Classical Armenian, both the Aparticiples and the Fadjectives are
indifferent to voice distinctions, so they can have either active or passive meanings. For
instance, the OIld Polish adjectives wkradfy ‘stolen’, dowiodly ‘proven’ had a passive
meaning, whereas the contemporary Polish adjectives prgybyty ‘artived’ and powstaly
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‘arisen’ are active (Damborsky 1967: 145).15 This property supports the claim made in
chapter 2 and 3 that unlike passive participles, ~participles are able to assign accusative
case to the object.

Finally, since /participles are non-finite, they are not specified for tense. In fact,
this follows from their semantics. Given that they express the result following from a
past or future action, they are void of a temporal meaning.

1.3.3.5.2 The auxiliary / copula ‘to be’

The compound tenses in Slavic are constructed with various forms of the verb ‘to be’
functioning as the auxiliaty. The following sections will provide the full paradigms of
byti in the present, aorist, and imperfectum tenses in Old Church Slavonic.

1.3.3.5.2.1 Tense

Chart (51) gives the paradigm of the verb ‘to be’ in the present tense.

(51) The paradigm of by# in the present tense
singular dual plural
1 jesmp jesve jesmb
jesi jesta jeste
3 jests (je) jeste sOtD (s6)

(OCS, cf. Schmalstieg 1983: 138)

As marked in the chart, the 34 singular form in the present tense jests has a reduced
variant e, whereas the 3 plural form sizs can be reduced into so. These variants were
enclitic, which paved the way for further impoverishment of the forms in contemporary
Slavic languages (Vaillant: 1966: 441-442). The reduction was particularly important for
the construction of the paradigm of the copula in Polish and Serbo-Croatian, which will
be described in section 1.3.4.2.2, and in chapters 2 and 5.

The present forms have negated counterparts, which are constructed by addition
of the particle #e. The 3rd singular reduced variant je has the negated form #é.

(52) The paradigm of the negated form of y# in the present tense
singular dual plural
1 nésmsp nésve nesmo
nési nésta neste
3 néstp (né) néste nesotp

(OCS, cf. Schmalstieg 1983: 138)

The paradigms below represent the simple past tenses: aorist and imperfectum.
According to some grammarians (e.g. Lunt 1974: 121), the bracketed forms in the
paradigm of the imperfectum represent the imperfective aorist variants, but some other
researchers (e.g. Vaillant 1948: 298) argue that these are imperfectum forms.

15 It seems that in contemporary Slavic languages the ambiguity of the /patticiple with respect to
voice specification tends to be resolved, and that /~adjectives usually acquire an active meaning.
The contemporary Polish variants of the /adjectives with the passive meaning mentioned above
have passive participle morphology: #kradziony ‘stolen’ and dowiedziony ‘proven’.
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(53) The paradigm of the aorist form of ‘byti’
singular dual plural
1 byxn byxové byxoms
2 bysts (by) bysta byste
3 byste (by) byste byse
(OCS, cf. Schmalstieg 1983: 140)
(54) The paradigm of the imperfectum form of ‘byti’
singular dual plural
1 beéxs béxove byxoms
2 béase (b¢) béaseta (bésta) béasete (béste)
3 béase (b¢) béasete (béste) béaxe (beése)

1.3.35.2.2

Aspect

(OCS, cf. Schmalstieg 1983: 139)

The preceding sections have demonstrated that the forms of the verb ‘to be’ differ in
their temporal and aspectual specification in all the compound tenses. In the present
perfect the verb ‘to be’ occurs in the imperfective form, in the future tense it is
perfective, whereas in the pluperfect it appears either in the imperfectum or in the
aorist. The survey of the forms in (55) indicates that the verb ‘to be’ forms aspectual

pairs like most other verbs in Slavic.

(55) The aspectual forms of the verb ‘to be’ in the simple tenses
tense/aspect imperfective perfective
3sg present jestsp bédets
3sg imperfectum béase bédéase
3sg aorist bé bysts

(OCS, cf. Dostil 1954: 146; Van Schooneveld 1951: 103)

Whaley (2000a: 21) investigates the diachrony of the perfective form of the verb by#
used in the constructions with a future meaning. She points out that bidets contains the
nasal vowel g, which is a descendant of the nasal consonant found in the Late Proto-
Indo-European stem *bbs-n-d ‘to beperr’. The nasal consonant was a perfectivizing
infix. In Old Church Slavonic the nasal vowel ¢ occurs in a small group of verbs
expressing ingressivity or inchoativity (i.e. the beginning of a process), such as seds ‘sit
(down)’, /g ’lie (down)’, stani ‘stand (up)’; ‘become’ (cf. Meillet 1958: 169). The
presence of the nasal vowel proves that bidet» is perfective and implies a change of
state. Possibly, it could have the meaning of ‘become’ (cf. section 1.3.4.4 for more
details). As can be expected, the perfectivizing nasal vowel is absent in the imperfective
form, jesto.

1.3.3.5.2.3 Ausciliary vs copula

Morphologically, the paradigm of the verb ‘to be’ in Old Church Slavonic is the same
regardless of whether it is used as a copula or as an auxiliary. However, its distribution
may differ. For example, Van Schooneveld (1959: 142) points out that whereas the
auxiliary in Old Russian was an enclitic and had to occur in the second position, the
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copula was not. Therefore, the copula could occur at the beginning of a clause and
precede adjectives and present active participles.!¢ 17

(56) I by obladja Olegp  Poljany
and bCAOR_SSG ruleAms(; Oleg Poljane
“And Oleg was ruling over the Poljane”
(Old Russian, Povest’, Van Schooneveld 1959: 143)

Moreover, the copula and the auxiliary behaved differently with respect to ellipsis. For
example, Ruzicka (1963: 202) argues that the finite forms of the verb by# ‘to be’ were
optional in copula constructions (‘be + NP’) in Old Slavic texts, but the perfect
auxiliary could never be dropped when it occurred with Aparticiples. Therefore,
Ruzicka concludes that there were two homophonous forms of by, one for the perfect
tense, the other for copulas. However, there seems to be some disagreement among
researchers, because Van Schooneveld (1959: 107) claims that Old Russian could either
drop or retain both the auxiliary and the copula.

At any rate, it is evident that the copula and the auxiliary had the same
morphological forms in Old Chutch Slavonic. The next section will show that in the
languages that have lost the aspectual past tenses, the auxiliary has lost its tense
specification as well, becomes phonologically and morphologically weaker and is
eventually reanalyzed as a person and number marker. Conversely, in the languages that
retained the aspectual past tenses, there is no morphological distinction between the
auxiliary and the copula.

This concludes the presentation of the ways of expressing tense and aspect
distinctions in Old Church Slavonic. In the next section I will demonstrate how the
markings of tense and aspect developed in contemporary Slavic languages.

1.3.4  Development of the tenses in Modern
Slavic languages

Section 1.3.3 showed that Old Church Slavonic expressed temporal relations through
intricate tense and aspect markings. As can be expected, the tense system developed in
various directions in particular Slavic languages. Before I illustrate the modifications in
more detail, let me point out the triggers of the changes.

According to Hewson & Bubenik (1997: 285), the tense/aspect systems of late
Common Slavic and Old Church Slavonic were imbalanced in two respects. First of all,
as was already discussed in section 1.3.3.2, verbs could express three types of aspect:
retrospective, perfective, and imperfective. The retrospective aspect was marked by the
present perfect tense formed with the Zparticiple, whereas the (im)perfectivity was
signified by aspectual morphemes. The two types of aspect could be represented
simultaneously on one verbal form. For instance, both of the examples in (57) represent
retrospective aspect. In addition, (57a) renders imperfective aspect, whereas (57b)
marks perfective aspect by the prefix pri- on the ~participle.

16 The same holds for contemporary Czech, as will be shown in section 1.3.4.2.2.
17 Conjunctions were not potential clitic hosts in Old Russian or in Old Church Slavonic.
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(57) a. Nesls jesmp retrospective+imperfective
CArTYPART.IMPE.M.SG beaux.isc
“I have been carryinglMPF”
b.  Pri-nesls jesmp retrospective+perfective

CarrypART.PRF.M.SG beaux.1sc
“T have carriedprr” (OCS)

The problem is that the difference between retrospective and perfective aspect is rather
minute. Figure (23), repeated below as (58), shows that perfective aspect situates the
agent at the very last moment of the action, but internally to the event. Retrospective
aspect locates the agent immediately after the end of the event.

(58) Event time
[ —— (imperfective aspect)
[ — x- | (perfective aspect)
[ ———— |x (retrospective aspect)

Given the semantic proximity of the two types of aspect, the natural expectation is that
the retrospective meaning might become too insignificant to maintain, so that the major
distinction will be drawn between the perfective and the imperfective.

Another weak point of the Old Chutch Slavonic tense/aspect system was the
coexistence of the aspectual tenses, the aorist and the imperfectum, with the perfective
and impetfective aspectual forms. Either of the aspectual tenses could be used with
both imperfective and perfective verbs, so the tense and aspect markings were in
principle independent of each other. However, in most cases the aspectual tenses
semantically coincided with the specifications of aspect. Since the most common
variants were the imperfective imperfectum and the perfective aorist, it was unnecessary
to mark the same aspectual distinction twice.

As an illustration, the Old Church Slavonic tense/aspect system is presented in
chart (59). The functionally ovetlapping aspectual forms are marked in bold. The
retrospective aspect is semantically redundant, because it expresses very similar
meanings to the perfective and imperfective aspects. Correspondingly, (im)perfectivity
is rendered in a morphologically uneconomical way, because it is marked both via
perfective prefixes (e.g. #a-) and the aspectual tenses.

(59) The ovetlapping aspectual forms in Old Church Slavonic
Retrospective
Future - na-ppsa-ls bod-6
Perfective Present na-pes-6 (Fut) na-pesa-le jesms
Aorist na-pe$-axp na-pesa-lp bé-xp
Future X0§t-0 pis-ati pisa-Ib bod-6
Imperfective Present pis-aj-6 pisa-Is jesmsp
Imperfectum pis-axb pisa-Is bé-xp

(Hewson & Bubenik 1997: 286)

The most plausible solution to enhance the tense/aspect system was to remove of
reanalyze the isofunctional categories. Thus, some of the South Slavic languages
retained the aspectual tenses, but at the same time have altered the semantics of the
compound tense formed with the auxiliary ‘be’ and the Zparticiple. In these languages
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the construction usually does not express retrospective aspect any more, but has
acquired a new meaning and is used to characterize events that have not been witnessed
by the speaker (cf. the discussion of the renarrated mood in section 1.3.4.5.1). By
contrast, most of the West and East Slavic languages have lost the aspectual tenses,'®
and have reanalyzed the compound formation constructed with the Aparticiple and the
auxiliary ‘be’ as the default past tense. The distinction between the perfective and
imperfective meanings is now rendered only by aspectual affixes.

The details of the modifications of the tense/aspect system in contemporary Slavic
languages will be fleshed out in the subsequent sections.

1.3.4.1 Simple past tenses

This section will describe the development of aorist and imperfectum in contemporary
Slavic languages. A division will be made between East and West Slavic, where the
tenses have been lost, and South Slavic, where the tenses have been preserved to
various degrees.

1.34.1.1 East and West Slavic

With the exception of Upper Sorbian, the aspectual past tenses have completely
disappeared from West and East Slavic languages. The former contrast between the
aorist and the imperfectum is currently marked only by aspectual morphemes. In Old
Russian the decline of the imperfectum in the 13% century preceded the decline of the
aotist in the 15%-16% century. In Old Czech the simple past tenses disappeared during
the 14% century, while in Polabian (the western-most Slavic language spoken in the area
of the Elbe River in Germany) they existed until the death of the language at the
beginning of the 18% century (cf. Sticber 1973: 45-46; 53).

The carliest written Polish texts contain examples of the aorist and the
imperfectum, but they are very rare. For example, Klemensiewicz et al (1964: 369) claim
that there were 8 examples of the aspectual tenses in Kagania Swigtokrzyskie, which is the
oldest Polish literary relic from the 14% century and 13 instances in Psaftery Floriaiiski
from the 14®-15% century. Later texts include infrequent usages of the aorist forms, but
only of the verb ‘to be’. Because of some phonological processes, the person endings of
the aorist and the imperfectum blurred in Old Polish and became difficult to
distinguish. Eventually, the past tenses vanished in the 14™ century.

1.3.4.1.2 South Slavic

In contrast to East and West Slavic, the South Slavic languages have retained the
aspectual simple past tenses, albeit to different degrees. A possible reason for their
preservation could be the fact that the South Slavic languages are members of the
Balkan Sprachbund and thus stay in intensive cross-cultural contacts with ‘alien’, non-
Slavic languages, which have retained similar tense distinctions (cf. Tomic¢ 1984).

The simple past tenses are most widely used in Bulgarian, where just as in Old
Church Slavonic, tense and aspect form two independent systems. Hence, the values of
the aspectual tenses need not correspond to the aspect marking. For instance, the
example in (60) shows that imperfective verbs may occur in the aorist.

18 Sorbian (a Western Slavic language spoken in eastern parts of Germany) is an exception,
because it has retained them.
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(60) Toj  caruva trijset  godini
he reignlMpF_AOR_,ggg thil‘ty years
“He reigned for thirty years” Imperfective Aorist

(Bg, Comrie 1988: 73)

According to Scatton (1984: 321-322) the impetfective aorist is used when there is no
concrete, definite end-result of an event, or when the occurrence of a major event is the
main issue in the narration, rather than its termination. In the case at hand, the verb
carnva ‘reignmvpr.aor3sG inherently specifies an unbounded activity, which in Bulgarian
is expressed by means of imperfective aspect. However, the sentence contains the
adverbial ‘for thirty years’, which adds a terminal point to the situation characterized by
the aorist. The combination of the imperfective aspect with the aorist renders the
meaning of an atelic event that becomes terminated after a long period of time.

It is also possible for perfective verbs to carry the morphology of the imperfectum
tense. This is demonstrated in (61).

(61) Vseki put, kogato izlezexme na poljana
every time when come-outpremipr, to  meadow
“Every time that we came out onto the meadow...”
Perfective Imperfectum
(Bg, Comrie 1988: 73)

Here, the combination of the perfective aspect with an imperfectum describes an
unbounded repetitive or habitual situation. Each of the individual occurrences of the
situation is regarded as bounded, which can be attributed to petfective aspect, but the
whole situation does not have to be bounded, which might be attributed to the
imperfectum form of the verb.

Undoubtedly, the semantically “contradictory” combinations of tense and aspect
forms require rather unusual contexts, which do not occur very often.’” Therefore, the
system that allows them is prone to simplifications.

In compatison to Bulgarian, the tense/aspect system of Macedonian is quite
reduced. The imperfectum is used as the default past tense, whereas the aorist is
becoming obsolete and can be found only in a limited set of expressions (Tomi¢ 1989:
366). One reason for the loss of the aorist is morphological. The majority of verbs in
Macedonian have distinct forms of the aorist and the imperfectum endings only in the
2rd and the 3% person singular. The forms are identical in all the other persons (Lunt
1952: 90).

(62) The morphological endings of the Macedonian aspectual tenses
aorist imperfectum
singular plural singular plural
1 -v -vme -v -vme
- -vte -Se -vte
3 - -a -Se -a

(Mac, Friedman 1977: 8)

19 See Lindstedt (1985) for an extensive analysis of interactions between tense and aspect in
Bulgarian.
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Hewson & Bubenik (1997: 288) attribute the decline of the aorist in Macedonian to the
fact that the imperfectum can be formed only from imperfective verbs, while the aorist
can be constructed only from the verbs marked for perfective aspect.?’ The lack of the
distinction between the perfective and the imperfective aorist makes it redundant as a
separate tense. It is enough to matk perfectivity via aspect.

Other South Slavic languages have only remnants of the aspectual tenses. The
aorist and the imperfectum have completely vanished from Slovene, where the
compound tense formed with the Aparticiple has been adopted as the general past
tense. In Serbo-Croatian, the usage of the past tenses is restricted to certain dialectal
areas, even though they are still “taught” at schools. It seems that the aorist and the
petfect are more common in Serbian than in Croatian. Gradually, the present perfect is
taking over the old role of the aorist as the “narrative” tense in Serbo-Croatian. The
only exceptions are some Montenegrin dialects, where the aorist is still used as the main
narrative system by some modern fiction writers from this area (cf. Lindstedt 1994: 39).

Summarizing, it has been shown that the Old Church Slavonic aspectual tenses
have been preserved in Bulgarian, and (to a lesser extent) in Macedonian. All the other
Slavic languages have lost them, and make a distinction between perfective and
imperfective events by using aspectual morphology.

1.3.4.2 Present perfect

The present perfect has undergone the most profound changes in all Slavic languages,
which are related both to its semantics and grammatical form. In East and West Slavic,
as well as in Serbo-Croatian it was reanalyzed as the default tense for describing past
events. In some of these languages, especially in the East Slavic group, the process was
accompanied by morphological reduction of the auxiliary (cf. section 1.3.4.2.1 for East
Slavic and 1.3.4.2.2 for West Slavic). In Bulgarian and Macedonian the morphological
form of the present perfect remained largely the same, but the tense has acquired a new
modal meaning and is used for characterizing events that have not been witnessed by
the speaker. This type of usage is referred to as the “renarrated mood” and will be
discussed in section 1.3.4.5.1.

The modifications of the present petfect cross-cut the aerial boundaries between
the East, West, and South Slavic subgroups, which is evident in the discussion of
Serbo-Croatian (cf. 1.3.4.2.3.) versus Bulgarian and Macedonian (cf. 1.3.4.5.1). Likewise,
a number of geographically unrelated Slavic languages have developed new forms of
present perfect, with the verb ‘have’ acting as the auxiliary, which will be described in
section 1.3.4.5.2.

1.34.21 East Slavic

With the loss of the aorist and the imperfectum, the present perfect became the only
construction available to characterize past events in East Slavic. It is not clear why the
aspectual tenses disappeared from these languages, but it is certain that the usage of the
present perfect increased in Old Church Russian earlier than in Old Church Slavonic
(cf. Stieber 1973: 53), which indicates that the present perfect started to assume the role
of the default past events before Old Russian split into dialects.

20 Friedman (2002: 267) remarks that imperfective aorist had been found in the literature till the
middle of the 20th century, but now they are completely obsolete.
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The decline of the aspectual tenses coincided with the loss of the auxiliary ‘be’ in
the present perfect. Unlike in South and West Slavic (cf. section 1.3.4.2.2.1 for a
discussion of Polish), it was lost without any prior morpho-phonological reduction into
a clitic or an affix. The auxiliary started to be left out already in the 11% century, while
in the 12%-13® century dropping the auxiliary became the norm. This development was
peculiar to the East Slavic group and Old Church Russian, because the auxiliary drop
was uncommon in Old Church Slavonic. The only Old Church Slavonic relic in which
the auxiliary was occasionally missing was Codex Suprasliensis, but the omission was
limited to the 3 person singular form (Van Schooneveld 1959 ch. 4). In the 16™ and
the 17% century the present perfect auxiliaries were still occasionally found in the 1
and the 27 person in the singular and in the plural, but afterwards, they fell out of use
completely. As a result, in the contemporary East Slavic compound tenses the £
participle occurs without a perfect auxiliary, as shown for Russian in (63).

(63) Ana napisala pis’mo
Ana WHItEPARTF.SG letter
“Ana wrote a/the letter” (Rus)

The disappearance of the auxiliaries had a clear syntactic effect: the East Slavonic
languages became non-pro-drop, and pronouns can be omitted only when they are
topics (cf. Franks 1995 ch. 7). Otherwise, it is impossible to mark person-number
distinctions.

As a result of the loss of the present perfect, the only compound forms available in
contemporary East Slavic are the future tense (cf. section 1.3.4.4.2) and the conditional
form (cf. 64), which consists of the invariant auxiliary by and the Aparticiple. Since the
auxiliary does not show person-number distinctions, the subject is always present.

(64) Ja ¢ital by
I readparrarsctconp
“I would read” (Rus)

With the decline of the perfect auxiliaries, the contemporary East Slavic group has lost
most of its compound tenses. Therefore, little attention will be given to these languages
in this thesis.

1.3.4.2.2 West Slavic

Just as the East Slavic languages, the West Slavic languages have lost the aorist and the
imperfectum as well. Semantically, they have also lost the present perfect, but unlike the
East Slavic languages, they have retained the auxiliaties in an impoverished form. I will
present the change using Polish data, with some examples of the auxiliary/copula
distinction in Czech added in section 1.3.4.2.2.3 for comparison.

1.3.4.2.2.1 Changes to the anxiliary in Polish

As was noted in section 1.3.3.5.2.1, Old Church Slavonic had two forms of the verb ‘to
be’ in the 3" person: the strong (orthotonic) form jests in the singular, and s in the
plural, as well as the reduced variants, je and 54, respectively. The placement of the
orthotonic forms was relatively free, whereas the reduced ones were enclitic and had to
occur in the second position. In the languages that emerged from Old Church Slavonic,
the reduced forms were extended to the whole paradigm. The chart in (65) presents the
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development of the verb ‘to be’ in the history of Polish (Decaux 1955: 126ff; Andersen
1987: 24); the orthotonic variants are taken from Old Polish, whereas the reduced ones
in the last two columns are taken from 16 century and Modern Polish. The dual forms
wete lost in the 16™ century (Dlugosz-Kurczabowa & Dubisz 2001: 308), but can still
be found in some dialects.

(65) Diachronic development of the Polish verb ‘to be’
ORTHOTONIC FORM REDUCED FORMS
(Old Polish) 16t century Polish Modern Polish
1SG jesm -(e)$m/-(e)m -(e)m
285G jes -(e)$ -(e)$
3SG jest/jesé/je - -
1PL jesm(y) -(e)smy -(e)$my
2PL jesce -(e)$ce -(e)$ce
3PL sa - -
1DUAL jeswa -(e)swa -
2DUAL jesta -(e)sta -
3DUAL jesta -(e)sta/-0

(cf. Andersen 1987:24)

Deceaux (1955: 127-128) observes that in Old Polish the orthotonic 3t person
auxiliaries jest, je, and sq were found only in emphatic predication structures. This
restriction may account for the fact that these forms already disappeared between the
15 and the 17% century. The singular variant jest fell out of use first, and the plural
form sq was lost later.

The sentences in (66) exemplify the use of Old Polish orthotonic auxiliary forms.
They may co-occur with the enclitic variants, and their position in the clause is largely
unrestricted.

(60) a.  Wiem ze stworzyciela wszego luda porodzita  jef
knowisg that creator allgen mankindgen bearpartEsG 256
“I know you bore the creator of all mankind”
b.  Tom Jest ogladata

That+1sG  3SGEMPH  SEECPARTESG
“That I did see”

c.  Jest ja  ciebie zepchnat albo
ssgEMPH | youacc repulsepART.M.SG ot dopartmsctisc
tobie co zlego?
you any harm
“Did I repulse thee or do thee any harm?”

uczynit-en

(Old Polish, Andersen 1987:28)

The examples in (67) illustrate the use of the reduced auxiliaries, which must encliticize
on the first element in the clause, and thus appear in the second position.
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(67) a. Ani-f  mi¢ zepchnat, ani  rzucil, ani-§
not+ysg me repulsepartmsc nor desertparrarse  nortasg
niektére  zlosci uczynit
any harm  doparrasc

b. Bo-cie-m sie cala darowata
fOf—yOu+1SG REFL  entire giVCPART.F.SG
“For I gave myself wholly to thee” (Old Polish, Andersen 1987:28)

A Modern Polish example is given in (68). It will be shown in chapter 5 that the

auxiliary following the Aparticiple has been largely reanalyzed as an affix.

(68) Wezoraj  pojechal-em do Szczyrku na narty
yesterday gOP;\RT.M,SG"‘ALJXJSG to SZCZyrk on skis
“Yesterday I went skiing in Szczyrk” (Modern Polish)

With the decline of the orthotonic forms, the emphatic distinction had to be rendered
by other means, such as word order or sentence stress. However, the orthotonic forms
did not disappear from the language entirely. They were reanalysed as copula stems, to
which the reduced auxiliaries were added as person-number matkers. The paradigm of
the copula in contemporary Polish is given in (69), with the person-number affixes
marked in italics.

(69) Paradigm of the copula in Modern Polish
Modern dialects Standard Polish

1SG jest-em jest-em

285G jest-ef jest-ef

3SG jest jest

1PL sa-Smy jest-esmy

2PL sa-sle jest-scie

3PL sa sa

(cf. Andersen 1987)

1.34.2.2.2 Changes to the present perfect in Polish

The previous section has shown that the modification of the present perfect in Polish
consisted in a gradual reanalysis of the auxiliary ‘to be’ as a person-number affix
attached to the Aparticiple. In other words, it involved a change from analytic to
synthetic verbal structures.

The loss of the aspectual tenses in the East and West Slavic languages increased
usage of the present perfect, which became the default past tense. Kowalska (1976: 42)
argues that because of this increase, the forms of the auxiliary became morphologically
and phonologically weaker. As a result, two different forms arose.

a) The analytic form: the auxiliary occurs in the Wackernagel position, that is, after the
first stress-bearing word in the clause. This is usually a conjunct, pronoun, wh-word or a
particle. This strategy is especially common in subordinate clauses.
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(70) a. A teraz-e$ mi t¢ robote naznaczyl
and nOW+A[Jx_25G mepar this WOl‘k aSSigﬂPART_M_SG
“And now you have assigned this work to me”
(Zwieciadto duchowey laski 1645)
b.  Ju-ze-cie sie go dosytz  nameczyli
already+roctavxeer rere himacc  enough  tireparrrL
“You have tired him enough already”
(Pl, Zywot Pana Jezu Krysta 1522; Kowalska 1976: 43)

b) The synthetic form: the auxiliary does not appear in the Wackernagel position but
immediately follows the Aparticiple, and is on the way to become an affix.

(71) a. Egiptowi podali-§my rece
Egyptoar  giveparrrrtipr  hands
“We gave our hands to Egypt”
(Wereszczyniski 1592 Excitary do podniesienia wojny. ..)
b. Y zdrowie $woie polozyli-scie  dla mnie

and health your giveparrprtoer for me
“And you gave your health for me”

(Pl, Grzegorz z Zarnowca 1582 Postylle cz¢s¢ wtora, Kowalska 1976: 43)

Tableau (72) shows that the synthetic form steadily prevails over time: it is found most
often in clauses that contain verbs, nouns, adjectives or numerals in the initial position.

(72) The position of auxiliary verbs in Polish
Century analytic forms synthetic forms
14th-1520 (religious texts) 1153 (53%) 1007 (47%)
14-1520 (judical texts) 3651 (91%) 341 (9%)

1st half 16th 746 (71%) 301 (29%)

2nd half 16th 293 (67%) 145 (33%)

1st half 17t 296 (67 %) 146 (33%)

2nd half 17 487 (55%) 394 (45%)

1st half 18t 188 (45%) 234 (55%)

2nd half 18th 260 (27%) 710 (73%)

1st half 19t 117 (18%) 538 (82%)

2nd half 19th 204 (16%) 1106 (84%)

1st half 20th 56 (3%) 2009 (97%)

(adapted from Kowalska 1976: 63)

Analogous estimates concerning the possible auxiliary positions are provided by Rittel
(1975: 91), who also indicates the ratio of the second (Wackernagel) position
violations.?! T recalculate Rittel’s data into percentage terms in tableau (73).

21 A similar chart is to be found in Andersen (1988: 29); however, I have recalculated Rittel’s data
in greater detail.
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(73) The position of auxiliary verbs in Polish
Century Aux preceding V Aux (immediately) 2nd position violations
following V
14-15th 89% 10% 3%
14-15th Bible 34% 65% 12%
16th 77% 22% 2%
17th 50% 49% 5%
18th 31% 69% 4%
19th (prose) 27.5% 72% 13%
20th (prose) 15% 85% 15%

(cf. Rittel 1975: 91)

Two patterns of development can be observed here. First, Rittel’s calculations indicate
an increase in the ratio of the Wackernagel position deviations. The deviations were
considerably more prominent in the 14-15% century Bible translations than in the non-
religious (mostly legal) texts from the period. Since legal texts represent spoken
language more faithfully than religious writings, Kowalska (1976: 37) concludes that the
difference reflects the fact that in spoken language the Wackernagel law was observed
more diligently. Still, the rise in the second position violations had been rather
insignificant.
What is more telling is an increasing tendency for the auxiliary to appear adjacent
to the participle. This tendency most likely indicates a morphological change from a
clitic into a verbal affix, which continues in Modern Polish. It must be noted, however,
that the development of synthetic forms in Polish varies within the verbal paradigm.
The 1%t person singular form of the auxiliary was the first one to fuse with the participle.
According to Kowalska’s (1976: 48) estimates, 86 % of the 1%t person singular forms
attested in the corpus from the period between the 27 half of the 18® and the 20t
century are synthetic. Bajerowa (1964: 17) claims that this is due to the fact that the 1%
person auxiliary -(¢)» is homophonous with the instrumental case morpheme of a
nominal paradigms (cf. 74a), and also resembles a plural nominal ending -¢ (cf. 74c).
The examples in (74a and b) show that this may lead to ambiguity. However, when the
auxiliary is placed immediately after the Fparticiple rzucit (cf. 74d), the sentence is
disambiguated, as only the meaning in (74b) is available.
(74) a. Kamieni-em  rzucit
stoneisTr throwparTMSG
“It was a stone that he threw”
b.  Kamieni-em rzucit
stone+auxisG throwpartMsG
“It was a stone that I threw”
c Kamienie-m  rzucit
stones+auxisc  throwparTMSG
“It was the stones that I threw”
d.  Rzucil-em kamieniem
throwparTMSGFAUX1SG  StONEINSTR
“I threw a stone”

(P, Kowalska 1976: 55)
The spread and the reanalysis of the present perfect as the default past tense were not
the only reasons for the auxiliary impoverishment. It seems that a change in the word
stress played a major role as well. The rhythm patterns of medieval relics reveal that
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there was no regular lexical stress in Old Polish. In the 14%-15% century the main stress
was established on the first syllable of a word, which according to Dlugosz-
Kurczabowa & Dubisz (2001: 307-308), fostered the encliticization of the auxiliary ‘to
be’. Along with the initial stress, some words received a secondary stress on the
penultimate syllable, which eventually prevailed as the main stress at the beginning of
the 18% century. It may be hypothesized that the penultimate stress pattern led to
further morphological impoverishment of post-verbal auxiliaries. The hypothesis is
supported by Czech, which has retained the initial word stress. As will be shown in the
subsequent section, the auxiliary clitics in Czech enjoy a far greater independence from
the Aparticiple than in Polish.

The reanalysis of the auxiliary clitic as a verbal affix on the Aparticiple continues in
Modern Polish, but the process has not yet been completed. A detailed analysis of the
compound tense forms in Modern Polish is presented in chapter 5.

1.34.2.2.3 The auxiliary versus copula distinction in Cech

I conclude my survey of the present perfect in the West Slavic languages with a
discussion of the impoverishment of the auxiliary ‘to be’ in Czech. I already mentioned
that in the South Slavic languages the copula and the auxiliary have the same forms and
distribution. In comparison with the South Slavic languages and Polish, Czech
represents an intermediate stage. As in South Slavic, the forms of the auxiliary ‘to be’
and the copula are morphologically almost the same. However, their distribution
differs. I investigate the distinctions using data from Toman (1980). See also Veselovska
(2004) for a more recent overview.

The chart in (75) presents the paradigm of the copula and the auxiliary forms in
Czech. It shows that the 3" person forms must be omitted in compound tenses but
preserved in copula constructions.

(75) Forms of the copula and the auxiliary in Czech
SG PL
auxiliary copula auxiliary copula
1 jsem jsem jsme jsme
2 jsi jsi jste jste
3 - je - jsou

(cf. Toman 1980)

The contrast is exemplified in (76a) for the copula structure and in (76b) for the present

perfect.

(76)

On *(je) ucitel
he bessg  teacher
“He is a teachet”

On  pfisél
He COMEPART.M.SG
“He came” (Czech, Toman 1980)

Another distinction between the two forms concerns ellipsis. As shown in (77a), the 1st
person singular auxiliary may be deleted. The copula may not (cf. 77b).
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(77) a. Ja  (jsem) uz spal
1 beauvx.isc already SleepP;\RT.M.SG
“I was already asleep”

b. Ja *(sem) uz pét let ucitel
I  beisg already five years teacher
“I have been a teacher for five years” (Czech, Toman 1980)

Furthermore, the auxiliary ‘to be’ may be teduced in the 2°d person singulat (cf. 78),
while the copula may not (cf. 79).

(78) a. Ty  jsi prisel
you  beauxasG COMEpARTMSG
“You came”
b.  Ty-s piisel

you +bCAUXA25(; COMEPART.M.SG (CZCCh, Toman 1980)

(79) a. Ty  jsi ucitel
you bexsc teacher
“You are a teacher”
b. *Ty-s ucitel
you +bexsc  teacher (Czech, Toman 1980)

These distributional differences suggest that the reduction of the auxiliary has gone
further than the impoverishment of the copula. The conclusion is supported by the fact
that in spite of the morphological identity of the two elements, only the copula may
appear in the sentence initial position.

(80) a.  *ste vidéli?

beaux.2pr. seeparT.PL

b.  Videl jste?
SeepARTPL  beapr
“Did you see?”

c. Jste dnes na fadé?
bespr, today on row
“Is it your turn today?” (Czech, Toman 1980)

Morteover, the two forms of the verb ‘to be” behave differently with respect to negation.
As indicated in (81) and (82), the negative prefix ze attaches cither to the /~participle or
to the copula. It may not be attached to the auxiliary.

(81) a. Prisel jsi

comeparTMSG beauxzsa
“You have come”

b.  Nepiisel jsi
NEGHCOmMepaRTMSG  Deaux2se
“You haven’t come”

c.  *Nejsi pfisel
NEG+bCAUX2ASG COMEPART.M.SG (CZCCh, Toman 1980)
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(82) a. Jsi  hlupak / zdrav / nafadé
bexsc idiot  / healthy/ on row
“You are an idiot/healthy/... it’s your turn”
b.  Nejsi hlupik / zdrav ~ / na fadé
nEGtbessg idiot  / healthy/  onrow
“You’re not an idiot/healthy/... it’s not your turn”

c.  *Jsi nehlupik/nezdrav/nena fadé (Czech, Toman 1980)

The gradual differentiation between the paradigms of the copula and the auxiliary is a
common pattern in the history of the Slavic languages. Chapter 4 will show that a
similar phenomenon occurs in Macedonian. I would like to relate the observed
distinction to the decline of the aspectual tenses in most of the West Slavic languages.
After the disappearance of the simple past tenses, the original present tense forms of
the verb ‘to be’ did not have any simplex counterparts. In other words, Polish and
Czech lost the discrimination of the /s versus mas-type in English. Once the tense
contrast is lost, the auxiliaries represent only ¢-feature distinctions, and eventually are
reanalysed as person and number matkers. The semantic impoverishment corresponds
to their morphological reduction, when they are finally reinterpreted as affixes.

1.3.4.2.3 A reanalysis of the present perfect in Serbo-Croatian

As was noted in section 1.3.4.2, the present perfect in Bulgarian and Macedonian may
express the renarrated mood. This is a type of modal meaning which was not available
in Old Chutch Slavonic. For this reason, the analysis of the present perfect in these
languages is given in section 1.3.4.5.1, and the present subsection discusses Serbo-
Croatian as the only representative of the South Slavic group.

The morphological form of the present perfect in Serbo-Croatian has remained the
same, since it is still constructed with the /~participle and the auxiliary ‘to be’. However,
its meaning has changed, and the construction is now used as the general narrative past
tense, which does not have to render resultativity or retrospective aspect. This is
demonstrated in the translation of the sentence in (83).

(83) Ana je napisala pismo
Ana  beprrssc Writepartrsc  letter
“Ana wrote/has written a letter” (S-C, Tomic 1989: 364)

According to Lindstedt (2000: 372), the change was triggered by the fact that the
opposition between perfectivity versus imperfectivity can be suitably rendered via
verbal prefixes, which are independent of tense specifications. Consequently, the
present perfect became available for expressing past tense.

To summarize, it has been shown that as a result of the decline of the simple past
tenses in the languages described in section 1.3.4.2, the present perfect began to be used
more often and took over the temporal meanings expressed by the aorist and the
imperfectum. Moreover, in East and West Slavic the forms of the auxiliary verb ‘to be’
were simplified and started to differ from the copula. The process of the auxiliary
impoverishment has gone further in Polish than in Czech. In Polish the auxiliary has
been largely reanalyzed as a suffix on the Aparticiple, whereas in Czech the auxiliary ‘to
be’ is still a free form. In Serbo-Croatian the morphological make-up of the present
perfect has remained the same, but its meaning has been shifted, on a par with the East
and West Slavic languages.
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1.3.4.3 The pluperfect

The following section will characterize the form of the pluperfect in contemporary
Slavic. It will be shown that this tense has undergone different morphological
modifications in each of the Slavic groups.

1.3.4.3.1 South Slavic

Section 1.3.3.4.2 reported that in Old Church Slavonic the plupetfect was formed with
the Aparticiple accompanied by the auxiliary ‘to be’ in the imperfectum or in the
imperfective form of the aorist. Currently, the tense is commonly used only in
Bulgarian, where it is composed of the past tense (imperfectum) form of the auxiliary
bese and the Lparticiple (cf. chapter 2 for details).

(84) Bese procel knigata
bepastisc  readpartmsc  book-the
“He had read the book” Bg)

In Macedonian, there exists a related construction that makes use of a form of the
auxiliary befe. However, it is rather uncommon and expresses a meaning that is not
directly related to temporal distinctions. It emphasizes that an event has taken place (cf.
Stieber 1973: 56).

(85) Toj bese izlegol koga dojdov jas  kaj nego
he bepasrssg leavepartmsg when arrivenmpisg 1 to  him
“He had gone out when I came to his place” (Mac, Friedman 1977: 100)

The pluperfect meanings are more commonly rendered through a type of have-perfects,
with the auxiliary ‘have’ in a past tense form (cf. section 1.3.4.5.2). This variant is given
in (86a), and is contrasted with the befe-construction in (86b).

(86) a.  Zizi mi ja  pokasa Keti, no jas
Ziii mepat hetacc showpastssg  Keti but I
veke ja imav videno
already heracc  havesorisc seepassN

b. Zizi mi ja pokaza Keti, no jas
Zlil MEepAT hCrACC ShOWPASTgs(_; Keti but 1
veke ja bev videl

algeady heracc  beaorisc  seepartALSG
“Zizi pointed Keti out to me, but I had already seen her”
(Mac, Friedman 1977: 105)

In Serbo-Croatian, the pluperfect is usually formed with the present tense form of the
auxiliary ‘to be’ and the Aparticiple (cf. 87a). The auxiliary may also appear in the
imperfectum (cf. 87b), but this is rather uncommon.
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(87) a. Mi  smo bili vidjeli Mariju
we  bepres.ipr bepartaier seepartrr.  Maryacc
“We had seen Marija”
b. Mi bijasmo vidjeli Mariju
we  benp.ipr, seeparT.pL MafyAcc
“We had seen Marija” (S-C, cf. Browne 2002: 331-332)

1.3.4.3.2 West and East Slavic

In the contemporary East and West Slavic languages, the plupetrfect has largely
disappeared. However, when it still existed, it was constructed in a different way than in
South Slavic. Namely, since the imperfectum had been lost in the East and the South
Slavic languages, it was impossible to follow the South Slavic pattern and form the
pluperfect with the auxiliary ‘to be’ in the imperfectum. Therefore, a new way of
constructing the pluperfect was adopted, with the /Zparticiple of the main verb, the
auxiliary ‘to be’ in the present tense, and the /Aparticiple of the verb ‘to be’. This is
illustrated for Old Polish in (88).

(88) Pisat jesSm byt
writeparT MG beprns.is bepartaise
“I had written” (Old Polish, Kowalska 1976: 64)

The pluperfect is largely gone from contemporary Polish, although it may occasionally
be used for stylistic reasons.

In Old Russian manuscripts the pluperfect occurs very rarely, and certainly had
been lost by the 17t century. However, in some Russian dialects, especially in the
North, there are quasi-pluperfect structures. They are constructed with the Aparticiple
form of the auxiliary and the Aparticiple form of the main verb. They are not real
pluperfects, because they do not always relate a more remote past event to some other
occurrence that took place in the past. They signify very distant past events.??

(89) Jagody  rosly byly
berries  growparrpr beparrpr
“Berries used to grow” (dialectal Russian, Stieber 1973: 58)

Summarizing, we have seen that the decline of the compound tenses in East and West
Slavic affects both the present perfect and the pluperfect. Conversely, the pluperfect is
still used in South Slavic.

1.3.4.4 Ways of expressing the future

As was noted in section 1.3.3.4.1, there were two future tenses in Old Church Slavonic:
Future I and Future II. The Future I usually consisted of an infinitive preceded by the
auxiliaty bido ‘beprr’, a modal verb like xofete ‘to want’ ot imanre ‘have, be destined to’,
or a phase verbs like nalenite and vslenits ‘to begin’ accompanied by the infinitive.

Future II was formed with 4ddo followed by the ~participle. It was used very rarely
and disappeared rather early in most of the Slavic languages, although it is still found in
the literary variants of Serbo-Croatian (cf. 90).

22 Maaike Schoorlemmer (p.c.) remarks that this structure is also used in set phrases and story-
telling.
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(90) Kad budemo  govorili s Marijom,
Whel’l bCpRF_1pL speakpART_pL Wlth Marija
sve e biti  jasno

everything wantssg bemr  clear
When/if we speak with Marija, everything will be cleat”
(S-C, Browne 2002: 331)

The subsequent subsections will discuss the Future I. In most of the Slavic languages it
is constructed with a contemporary variants of the auxiliaty 494d, which is followed by
the /participle (Slovene), the ~participle or the infinitive (Polish), or exclusively the
infinitive (Czech, Slovak, Kashubian, Belarusian, Ukrainian, and Russian). Bulgarian,
Macedonian and some variants of Serbo-Croatian do not have the bidi-type of future at
all. Instead, they selected the modal verb ‘to want’ as the future auxiliary, which is
followed by a lexical verb in the form of the /~participle or the subjunctive.

1.3.4.4.1 South Slavic

A detailed syntactic analysis of the Slavic Future Tenses in the Balkan area is offered in
Tomi¢ (2004), from which all examples in this section are taken, unless indicated
otherwise. She convincingly shows that the South Slavic languages represent a
continuum in the grammaticalization of the future tense formed with the modal verb
‘to want’.

In Old Macedonian and Old Bulgarian the Future tense was constructed with a
finite form of the vetb xo#é# ‘want/will’ followed by the infinitive.

91 Xoscet pociti  moj brat
willssg  diene my  brother
“My brother will die” (14t c. Mac, Trojanska prica, Tomi¢ 2004: 534)

Gradually, the forms of the modal verbs were reduced, as can be observed in the Old
Macedonian example in (92a) and the Old Bulgarian example in (92b). Both sentences
come from the 18% century.

92) a. Koi ket  mislit, koi ket  iskat
who Wﬂl}s@ thil’lkn\m who Wﬂl}s@ wantiNg
“Who will think, who will want” (18t Mac)
b. Stem ostavi
WﬂhpL ICQ.VCINF
“You shall leave” (18%h Bg, Tomic 2004: 535)

In the 15% century the Balkan languages started to lose the infinitive, which was
replaced by subjunctive formations (cf. 93a). Around the 17%-18% century the future
auxiliaries in Bulgarian and Macedonian turned into clitics, and eventually lost their
person-number distinctions. In Bulgarian the person-number marking was lost later
than in Macedonian (late 19%-carly 20t century) and nowadays the auxiliary % is the
only uninflected auxiliary in this language.
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93) a.  Jas ke 2o storam toa  utre
1 WiHCIA itcrace dOPRH&]sG that tomorrow
“I will do that tomotrow (18/19t c. Mac, Tomic¢ 2004: 524)
b. Az Ste  napravja tova utte
I willee doisg  that tomorrow
“I will do that tomotrrow” (Bg, Tomi¢ 2004: 523)

The future auxiliary can be complemented by a subjunctive also in South-Eastern
Serbian dialects (cf. 94a). However, in the northern parts of Serbia and in Croatia it is
more common to find future tense auxiliary clitic é& followed by the infinitive (cf. 94b).
%94 a. Tvoj prijatelj ce (da) stigne jutre
your friend Wﬂhs(; SUBJ.COMP arriveSUBJ tomorrow
“Your friend will artive tomorrow”
(South-Eastern Serbian, Tomi¢ 2004: 521)

b. Petar Ce dodi sutra
Peter willisg comeng tomotrrow
“Peter will come tomorrow” (S-C, Tomi¢ 2004: 520)

Apart from the clitic forms, Serbo-Croatian has lexical, non-clitic counterparts of the
future auxiliary. Both of them are presented in the tableau in (95).

95) Paradigm of the future auxiliary in Setbo-Croatian
clitic non-clitic
SG PL SG PL
1 éu éemo hocu hoéemo
Ces Cete hoces hocete
3 ée ée hoce hoce

(§-C, Tomic¢ 2004: 520)

Analogously with the clitic forms, the lexical forms can be complemented by either an
infinitive or a subjunctive form. Only the lexical forms, however, distinguish between
aorist and perfect variants. The construction characterizes future events that are relative
to a past moment.

(96) a. Petar ht(j)ede do¢i  / da dode sutradan
Petar Wantaor.3sG COMEINF / SUBJ.COMP COMESUBJ tomorrow
“Peter wanted to come the next day”

b.  Petar je ht(j)eo do¢i / da dode sutradan
Petar beprisssc wantparrmsc comer/ SUBJ.COMP COMEsyp;  tOMOLrow
“Peter wanted to come the next day” (S-C, Tomi¢ 2004: 521)

Outside the Balkan Slavic group, the future tenses are formed with a perfective form of
the verb ‘to be’ as the auxiliary. In Slovene and Kajkavian Croatian the auxiliary tends
to stay in the second position and is complemented by the ~participle, either in the
imperfective or perfective form. Most likely, the construction is a direct descendant of
the Future II, whose meaning has been generalized and now covers all future events.
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97) Vsi bodo  dosegli svoj  cilj
everyone beprrisc reachparror self’s  goal
“Everyone will reach his/her goal” (Slovene, Franks & King 2000: 33)

1.3.4.4.2 West and East Slavic

There are two ways of constructing future tenses in West and East Slavic. If the main
verb is imperfective, it is preceded by the perfective form of the auxiliary ‘to be’ (cf.
section 1.3.4.4.2.1). Perfective verbs, however, may not be preceded by this auxiliary,
and are interpreted as expressing the future meaning when they appear in the present
tense without any accompanying auxiliary (cf. section 1.3.4.4.2.2).

1.34.4.2.1 Compound future tense forms

In most of the West and East Slavic languages the future tense is constructed with the
perfective form of the verb ‘to be’ as the auxiliary, which is followed by the infinitive.
In Polish the auxiliary may also be complemented by the Zparticiple (cf. 98a). Only the
imperfective forms of the main verb are permitted (cf. 98b).

(98) a.  Jan bedzie pisac/pisal list
Jan beprrisc wiiteinp.vpr/ WritepART.IMPEMSG  Letterace
“Jan will be writing a letter”
b. *Jan bedzie napisaé¢/napisal list
Jan beprrisc Writelnrpre/ WritepartprEMSG  letterace P1

There have been some attempts in the literature to attribute the restriction concerning
the aspectual matking of the main verb to the fact that in Proto-Slavic/Old Church
Slavonic the future could be expressed with phase verbs (e.g. nacenits and velendts ‘to
begin’), which imposed aspectual constraints on the main verb in this construction (cf.
Krizkova 1960: 82-108). However, this does not explain the lack of this restriction in
the South Slavic languages, including Slovene. Whaley (2000a: 137ff)) proposes that in
the Northern Slavic languages, the descendant of the Old Church Slavonic verb bido
shifted its meaning from a ‘change of state’ verb, which expressed the meaning
‘become’, into an inceptive verb, which denotes the meaning ‘begin’. She points out
that in East Slavic a similar shift has occurred to the change-of-state verb sza#’ (Russian).
The verb has now two meanings, ‘become’ and ‘begin’, but only the form with the
meaning ‘become’ has the imperfective variant, stanovit'sja.

99) Ja  xocu stat’ vracom
I  wantpres.isg becomenr doctor
“I want to become a doctor” (Rus, Whaley 2000a: 141)

Whaley observes that the Russian verb sza#’ developed in the same way as the Old
Church Slavonic bods. It became polysemous over time, with the two distinct meanings
mentioned above. The form which took on the inceptive meaning of ‘begin’ could be
complemented by infinitives, but only in the imperfective forms. Currently, stz can be
used as an alternative form of a future tense auxiliary in all East Slavic languages, as in
the Russian example from a poem by Lermontov.
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(100) Stanu skazyvat’” ja  skazku
beginpres.isc  tellne 1 story
“I will (begin to) tell a story” (Rus, Whaley 2000a: 62)

I mentioned above that in Slovene the future auxiliary ‘to be’ is complemented by the £~
participle, whereas in most of the North Slavic languages the auxiliary occurs with an
infinitive. A striking fact about Polish, as well as some eastern dialects of Slovak
(Stieber 1973: 62-64), is that the future auxiliary can occur with both /participles and
infinitives (cf. 98a). The selection of either variant does not change the meaning of the
clause. In the other North Slavic languages only the infinitive may complement the
auxiliary, as shown for Russian in (101).

(101) On  budet  ditat’/*¢ital
he beprr.isc Writeine/ WriteparTMSG
“He will be reading” (Rus)

The origin of the ~participial form in this construction is subject to much controversy.
According to some researchers (e.g. Stieber 1973: 64), the participle is a descendant of
the Future II form. However, in Old Church Slavonic the Future 1I was compatible
with both perfective and imperfective forms of the Aparticiple (cf. section 1.3.3.4.1),
whereas in Polish only the imperfective variants are found. If Future IT were the source
of the /participle future constructions in Polish, this aspectual restriction would not be
observed.

Goérecka and Smiech (1972: 13) show that the combinations of the future auxiliary
with the Aparticiple are very rare in the oldest Polish texts; therefore this construction
seems to be a more recent innovation, rather than a continuation of the Future II.
Andersen (1988: 26-27) arrives at the same conclusion. Hence, it seems that the
construction is a recent development, whose source remains unclear.

1.34.4.2.2 Expressing the future with perfective verbs

In addition to the compound constructions mentioned above, Northern Slavic
languages (including Slovene) may also express future meanings with perfective forms
of present tense verbs. The use of the perfective form implies that the activity will be
completed.

(102) Napisze list
WritepERF_1SG letter
“I will write the lettet” (P1)

The strategy is not available in South Slavic languages, although it is certain that it was
present in Old Church Slavonic and in older variants of South Slavic languages (cf.
Whaley 2000a: 95). Due to the influence of neighboring languages of the Balkan
Sprachbund, which characterize future events with the verb ‘want’, the old way of
expressing the future was lost.

To summarize, it has been shown that both the Balkan Slavic and the Notrthern
Slavic languages use compound tenses to describe future events. The major distinction
between the two language groups concerns the selection of the auxiliary. Balkan Slavic
uses a descendant of the verb ‘want’, while the North Slavic languages opt for the
perfective form of the verb ‘to be’.
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1.3.4.5 New types of compound tenses in Slavic

The following subsections will discuss compound structures which did not exist in Old
Church Slavonic and are recent innovations that have arisen under the influence of
non-Slavic languages. The newly developed forms include the renarrated mood (cf.
section 1.3.4.5.1) and the ‘have’-perfect (cf. section 1.3.4.5.2). The renarrated mood is
constructed in the same way as the present perfect in Old Church Slavonic, but it
expresses the meaning of “non-evidentiality”, which is not grammaticalized in any other
Slavic language apart from Bulgarian and Macedonian. The ‘have’-perfect renders the
meaning of resultativity, which in Old Church Slavonic was characterized by the
present perfect. In some Slavic languages it is now expressed by a compound tense
formed with the auxiliary ‘have’ and an invariant form of the passive participle.

1.3.4.5.1 The renarrated mood

As has been noted above, the renarrated mood has been grammaticalized in Bulgarian
and Macedonian, which are described in section 1.3.4.5.1.1. Constructions that express
a similar meaning are found in a few other languages mentioned in subsection
1.3.4.5.1.2.

1.34.5.1.1 Bulgarian and Macedonian

In Bulgarian and Macedonian the compound tense formed with the ~participle may still
function as a resultative perfect, but is increasingly being used to render the renarrated
mood.?* The construction developed on the basis of a Turkish model in the 15%
century. Its grammaticalization is more advanced in Macedonian than in Bulgarian.

The renarrated mood implies that the situation described in the clause has not
been personally witnessed by the speaker, but is only inferred or has been reported by
someone else; therefore the speaker is not responsible for the veracity of the statement.
The renarrated mood contrasts with the “narrated” (“non-reported”) mood, which is
characterized by a verb in the past tense (the aorist or the imperfectum) and indicates
that the event described is known to the speaker from his/her own expetience.

The contrast between the two types of mood is illustrated in (103) for Bulgarian.
The sentence in (103a) contains a verb in the past tense, because the speaket’s
information about the event described in the clause comes from his/her own
experience. In sentence (103b) a past tense form would be ungrammatical, because the
speaker reports the information s/he has heard about from other people or inferred
through some other kind of indirect evidence.

23 The renarrated mood is also commonly termed ‘evidential’ or ‘reported’. The modal meaning it
expresses is referred to as ‘evidentiality’.
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(103) . Kogato bjax mlad horata  ne pusexa po ulicite
when bepAgT_15G youngm people NEG SmOkepAST_3pL on street
“When I was young, people did not smoke on the streets”

b. Kogato basta mi bil mlad horata
when  father mepar beparratsc youngy people
ne puseli po ulicite

NEG Smokeparrp on - street
“When my father was young, people did not smoke on the streets”
(Bg, P. Vitkova, p.c.)

In renarrated constructions in Bulgarian the 3 person singular and plural auxiliaties
tend to be deleted (cf. 103b). Some researchers (e.g. Andrejczin 1938 and Friedman
1978) have tried to establish a semantic contrast on the basis of the presence or absence
of the auxiliary, and argued that the paradigm with all forms of the auxiliaries present
has the “past indefinite” meaning, whereas the absence of the 3 person auxiliaties
triggers the “past reporting” meaning. This claim has been challenged by Tomi¢ (1983,
1989) and Lindstedt (1994: 44ff), who show that the auxiliary drop cannot be
consistently correlated with the semantics of non-witnessed events. In fact, the auxiliary
may be frequently present in renarrated contexts in Bulgatian, as indicated in (104).

(104) Cux ¢e oSte nesa dosli
hearpasrisc that still  not beprgsspr, comepartpL
“I have heard that they haven’t come yet” (Bg, Tomi¢ 1989: 369)

Morteover, the loss of the auxiliary in the 3 person is a general feature of many Slavic
languages, not necessarily related to the renarrated mood. For example, in Czech and
Macedonian the 3 person auxiliary is always missing (cf. section 1.3.4.2.2.3). It is also
possible to drop the 3t person auxiliaty in Serbo-Croatian, even though evidentiality is
not grammaticalized in this language.

(105)  a. Bio je u  zurbi
bepartasc bepresssgin  haste
“He was in a hurry”

b. Bio, veli, u  Zurbi
beparrmsc says in haste
“He was in a hurry, he says” (8-C, Tomié 1989: 369)

The example in (1052) contains only one compound verbal form, and the auxiliary is
present. The auxiliary is dropped in the sentence in (105b), where the reference is made
to two different points in time. One of them is the speech time, the other one occurs
before it.

1.3.4.5.1.2 Beyond Bulgarian and Macedonian

Stieber (1973: 66-67) shows that some forms of the renarrated mood can also be found
in Czech, Polish, and Upper Sorbian, although they have a completely different origin
and are clearly not grammaticalized. For instance, in order to express the idea of non-
evidentiality, Czech uses the morpheme pry, which detives from the vetb pravi ‘s/he
says”. The morpheme does not decline and cannot be used without a main verb, as
illustrated in (107).
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(106) On pry je v Praze
he pry bessc in  Prague
“Reportedly, he is in Prague now”
(107) A. Byl Jan v Praze?
beparrmsc Jan in  Prague
“Has Jan been to Prague?”

B. Pry *(byl)
Pry  beparrasc
“He probably was” (Czech, cf. Stieber 1973: 66-67)

In Polish, a related meaning can be expressed with the verb ‘to have’ or ‘have to’,
followed by an infinitive (cf. Swiderska-Koneczna 1930 for more data).

(108) To mial/musiat by¢  wielki  pisarz
it have/mustparrsc bemr  great writer

“Reportedly, he was supposed to be a great writer”
(P, Stieber 1973: 66-67)

Likewise, in Upper Sorbian evidentiality can be rendered with a perfective form of the
verb ‘have’ in the present tense.?*

(109) Né won drje  z-mé-je je hizo hotowe
no he sure  ppy-havessg  themacc already  readypr
“No, he’ll have finished it [them] already”
(Upper Sorbian, Tommola 2000: 453)

However, these are only indirect means of characterizing the meaning of evidentiality.
The renarrated mood cannot be expressed in a regular manner in other Slavic languages
than Bulgarian and Macedonian.

1.3.4.5.2 ‘Have’-perfects

The preceding section analyzed the construction formed with the auxiliary ‘to be” and
the Aparticiple, which in Bulgarian and Macedonian expresses the renarrated mood.
The same form rendered resultativity in Old Church Slavonic. Macedonian and
Kashubian have developed a new structure in order to characterize the result of a past
action, which is composed of the auxiliary ‘have’ and an invariant form the passive
participle as the main verb. I will refer to it as the ‘have’-perfect, and I will describe it in
detail in chapter 3.

Apart from Macedonian, some other Slavic languages use a construction that
resembles the ‘have’-perfect. It will be discussed in section 1.3.4.5.2.2.

1.34.5.2.1 Macedonian

‘Have’ perfects will be analyzed in detail in chapter 3. Here I will present only a few
properties of the construction. It is formed with the auxiliary ‘have’, which is
complemented by the passive participle in the singular neuter form.

24 Recall from section 1.3.4.4.2 that in West and East Slavic perfective forms of the present tense
vetbs have a future meaning.



The Tense and Aspect system 57

(110)  a. Imame kupeno knigi
haVC1pL buyPAss_N bOOkS
“We have bought books” (Mac, cf. Tomi¢ 1996a)

The morphological form of the passive participle is invariant, and does not depend on
the feature specification of the subject of the clause. In this way the ‘have’-perfect
differs from the ‘be’-perfect, in which the Aparticiple obligatory agrees with the subject
in p-features.

Similar forms involving the auxiliary ‘have’ are found in the neighbouring
languages in the area close to Macedonia. However, they differ in the gender of the
invariant passive participle. For example, it is feminine in Arumanian (cf. 111) and
masculine in Megleno-Romanian (cf. 112).25

(111) Am vidzutd/vinitd

haveisc  seenpassr/comepassy

“I have seen/come” (Arumanian, Gallis 1960: 180)
(112) Nu [ am vizut di lunj

NEG himCL haVC1SG SECECPASS.M.SG from Monday

“I haven’t seen him since last Monday” (Tomi¢, 2006: 378)

A striking property of the construction in Macedonian is the fact that the auxiliary have
can be complemented by both transitive and unaccusative passive participles. This is
remarkable, because unaccusative verbs cannot be passivized. Thus, the form dgjdeno in
(113) may appear exclusively as complement of the auxiliary bave. It is never found as an
independent passive patticiple.

(113) Imam  dojdeno
have;sg comepassn

“I have come” (Mac, Gotab 1959)

The construction was acquired from non-Slavic languages of the area, most probably
from Arumanian, and was influenced by similar forms in Albanian and Greek (Gotab
1959). It was registered for the first time in a manuscript from the monastery of Krnino
in 1706. The form is rarely used in literature, possibly because it is perceived as
colloquial. The spread of its usage varies across the country. The form is the least
common in the eastern areas, and it is the most widely used in south-western dialects,
particularly in the South-Western Macedonian dialects of Ohrid and Struga, where have
perfects can be formed even with the verbs ‘to be’ or to have* as participles.

%5 Arumanian (or Macedoromanian) is a language spoken by the Vlach minority mainly in
Macedonia, but also Albania, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Greece. It is closely related to Romanian.
Megleno-Romanian is a Romanian dialect spoken in the Greek province of Meglen. It is more
closely related to Romanian than Arumanian, and is on the verge of extinction.
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(114)  a. Imam bideno vo ovoj grad
haVC1SG bepAss_N in thiSM_SG town
“I have been to this town”
b. Imam  imano vakov  fustan
have;sc havepassn  suchysg dress
“I have had a dress like this one”

(Ohrid and Struga dialects of Mac; Tomi¢ 2006: 342)

As far as their meaning is concerned, ‘have’-perfects emphasize the result of an event
for the current state of affairs (Graves 2000: 483, Tomi¢ 1989: 366). Thus, the example
in (113) carries the implicature of “I have arrived so I am present here”.
Correspondingly, the example in (115) carries the meaning of the perfect of experience;
that is, it indicates an event that occurred at least once until the moment of speaking,.

(115)  a. Dosega  nemam jadeno  vakva riba
until-now not+haveisg eatpassny such  fish
“So far, I haven’t eaten such a fish” (Tomi¢ 1989: 366)

The grammatical properties of the construction will be examined in chapter 3, where I
will also provide and analyze new data exemplifying ‘have’-perfects in Kashubian. In
the next section I will discuss properties of the ‘have’-perfects that have not been
grammaticalized yet.

1.3.4.5.2.2 Beyond Macedonian

The forms that resemble the ‘have’-perfect are common in a number of Slavic
languages, such as Polish (cf. 116a) and Czech (cf. 116b). However, these languages
never use ‘have’ as a true auxiliary, and the passive participle always agrees with the
object.

(116)  a. Mam juz upieczone ciasto
havepres.isg  already  bakepassnsc  cakensc
“My cake is already baked” ()]
b.  Mam ulohu napsanou
haveprrsisc  taskaccr  writepassrsc
“I have my task written” (Czech, Maslov 1988: 80)

However, some researchers argue that these structures are slowly becoming reanalyzed
as compound tense forms. For instance, Pisarkowa (1984: 58) notices that initial traces
of the grammaticalization of have-perfects in Polish can be observed in the innovation
of non-obligatory case agreement between the passive patticiple and the complement of
the verb. Consider the dialogue in (117), with both variants of the answers equally
acceptable.
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(117) A Slodzil-e$ herbate?
Sweetenpartarsctavx2sc teaacc
“Have you put sugar in your tear”

B Mam  juz postodzona (herbate)
have;sg already sweetenpassaccrsG — t€aACCESG
B> Mam juz postodzone (*herbate)
have;sg already SWEEteNpASS NOM/ACC.F.PL tEAACCF.SG P1

In the answer in (117B), the passive participle agrees with an elided object in case and
p-features. In (117B’) there is an agreement mismatch, and an overt realization of the
object results in ungrammaticality.

1.4 Conclusions

This chapter has overviewed the diachronic evolution of aspectual and temporal
distinctions in the Slavic languages. It has been shown that Proto Slavic inherited from
Proto-Indo-European a rather conservative way of rendering these distinctions
morphologically, further developed aspectual tenses, and in addition created a uniform
system of aspectual paits of verbs. As a result, aspect was often “doubly marked”: via
aspectual past tenses and aspectual morphology on all verbal forms. The ovetlap in
aspect marking was the impetus for syntactic and semantic simplification of the system
of tenses.

All compound tenses in Old Church Slavonic except for Future I were constructed
with the Aparticiple as the main verb and the auxiliary ‘to be’. Both of them occurred in
aspectual pairs. Since all forms of the Zparticiple could appear in virtually all tenses, the
temporal interpretation of an event described by a compound tense depended entirely
on the aspect or tense of the auxiliary. For instance, when the auxiliary ‘to be’ was
specified for imperfective aspect, the tense was analyzed as pluperfect. When the
auxiliary ‘to be’ occurred in the perfective variant, it gave rise to a future perfect
interpretation.

The languages that evolved from Proto Slavic and Old Church Slavonic resorted to
different grammatical solutions in order to eliminate the excess of aspectual forms. The
South Slavic languages have largely retained the aspectual tenses, and kept the structure
of the compound tense formed with the auxiliary ‘to be’ and the /~participle intact. The
North Slavic languages have lost the aspectual tenses, and have reinterpreted the
present perfect as the default past tense. This process has been accompanied by a
morphological reduction of the auxiliary ‘to be’, which ranges from a diversification of
the copula and auxiliary paradigms in Czech, through a renanalysis of the auxiliary clitic
as an affix on the Aparticiple in Polish, to its complete disappearance in Fast Slavic.
Moreover, new structures have arisen: the “renarrated mood” in Bulgarian and
Macedonian, and the ‘have’-perfect in Macedonian and Kashubian. The subsequent
chapters will demonstrate that the development has syntactic consequences, which are
related to X° versus XP-movement of the Aparticiple, and the emergence of a new type
of VP headed by the auxiliary ‘have’.
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Chapter 2 The syntax of 'be'-perfects
and the /participle

2.1 Introduction

This chapter develops an account of the syntax of the compound tense formed with the
Lparticiple. It has been mentioned that this is a structure peculiar to Slavic, which
exhibits a number of properties that are not often found among other Indo-European
languages. It is formed with the verb ‘to be’ used as the auxiliary in all contexts,
regardless of the transitivity of the ~participle. The Aparticiple is used exclusively in this
construction, so in contrast to the past participle in Germanic and Romance languages,
it never occurs as the passive participle. Moreover, it may appear in perfective and
imperfective variants, but it does not express any temporal specification on its own, as
it can be used in both past and future tenses. Morphologically, it always shows
agreement in number and gender with the subject of the clause.

The research questions that this chapter will deal with will include a comparison of
properties of the /Fparticiple with the past participle in Germanic and Romance
languages, especially in relation to case and theta role assignment. The analysis will
determine the functions performed by the auxiliaty ‘to be’ and the /participle, and
show how they influence the structure of the VP in Slavic. Special attention will be paid
to the syntactic configuration that makes agreement between the Aparticiple and the
subject possible. The assumptions concerning the VP architecture will be used in an
alternative account of a widely-discussed Aparticiple movement across the auxiliary,
which is the main topic of this chapter.

The outline of the chapter is as follows. Section 2.2 examines some eatlier
approaches to /~participle fronting, according to which the operation occurs via head
movement. Section 2.3 argues that the fronting should be treated as an instance of
locative inversion, and that the Aparticiple XP-moves into Spec, TP in order to check
the o-features of T. The subsequent sections provide more support for this claim,
which comes from the behaviour of the /~participle in double participle constructions,
and the way it patterns with negation and the future auxiliary s7% in Bulgarian.

The analysis focuses on Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian. It was noted in chapter 1
that Macedonian also has a compound tense constructed with the auxiliary ‘be’ and the
Lparticiple. However, due to different patterns of cliticization, the Aparticiple undergoes
head movement in this language. I will address the issue in chapter 4, where I will also
show that although Macedonian lacks fronting of the Aparticiple, it exhibits a similar
process of inversion with passive participles, predicative nouns and adjectives.

Likewise, an analysis of compound tenses in Polish is postponed to chapter 5 for
the reasons mentioned in chapter 1. Namely, Polish has largely reanalyzed the £
participle as a verbal root, whereas the forms of the auxiliary verb ‘be’ have been
morphologically reduced and are on the way to become affixes. This precludes the
possibility of Aparticiple fronting via locative inversion.
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2.2 Head-movement accounts of participle
fronting in Bulgarian and Serbo-
Croatian

Chapter 1 showed that Slavic languages have developed a compound tense that does
not occur in any other Indo-European languages apart from the Tocharian and
Armenian groups. The tense is constructed with the auxiliary ‘be’ and the so-called
(resultative) ~participle. The /participle can be formed from all types of perfective and
imperfective verbs, irrespectively of the fact whether they are unergative or
unaccusative. It always agrees in gender and number with the subject of a clause. For
instance, the Aparticiple of the verb stati ‘to stand’ in Serbo-Croatian has six possible
forms (cf. 1).

1) Forms of the /~participle in Serbo-Croatian
SG PL
MASC stao stali
FEM stala stale
NEUT stalo stala

(8-C, Spencer 1991: 352)

The Fiparticiple in Bulgarian has more variants than in Serbo-Croatian, because it
additionally distinguishes between the aorist and the imperfectum forms, which are
exemplified for the verb leta ‘read’ in (2).

@) Forms of the ~participle in Bulgarian
aorist imperfectum
SG PL SG PL
MASC cel Celi Cetjal Cetjali
FEM cela celi Cetjala Cetjali
NEUT celo Celi cetjalo Cetjali

(Bg, Tomi¢ 2006: 351)

Moreover, both in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian the Aparticiple forms aspectual pairs.
For example, the imperfective variant of the aorist form of the verb lez ‘read’ in
Bulgarian is ¢&/, while the perfective aorist is procel.

The F~participle can be fronted across the auxiliary to the clause initial position.
This is shown for Bulgarian in (3) and for Serbo-Croatian in (4).

€)) a. Az sum cel knigata
IV beauxrresisc readparrresc  book-the

b. Cel sim knigata
readpArTFSG beAux PRES.1SG book-the

“I have read the book” By
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“ a. Ja sam ¢itao knjigu
I beavxrrsisc readparrmsc  book
b.  Citao sam knjigu

readPART.I\’I.SG beAL'X.PRES. 1SG book

“I have read the book” -6

The movement has been extensively discussed in the literature, but so far it has always
been analyzed as head raising, either as Long Head Movement from V to C (Lema &
Rivero 1989) or as head adjunction of the participle to C (Wilder & Cavar 1994), to
Aux (Boskovi¢ 1997), or to a discourse-related focus projection Delta (Lambova 2003).
I have argued in previous work (Broekhuis & Migdalski 2003, Migdalski 2005) that the
head movement accounts face a number of empirical and theoretical problems and that
the fronting is in fact a case of remnant XP-movement. Before I elaborate on the XP-
movement proposal, I will first provide a brief evaluation of the previous accounts in
sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, which will also give me the opportunity to present the relevant
data.

2.21  Participle fronting as long head
movement

Lema and Rivero (1989) offer the first generative analysis of the participle-auxiliary
reorderings in Slavic. They argue that the operation consists in long head movement
(LHM) of the participle located in V across the auxiliary in I to the complementizer
projection C, as schematized in (5).26

©) [cp [cPatti] [ip Aux [ve [v ] DP]]]
Lema and Rivero claim that the Part-Aux order is a result of head movement rather

than of XP-movement because the participle may be fronted only entirely on its own.
Thus, movement of a VP together with its complement is unacceptable.

(6) a.  *Cel knigata e (Ivan)
tCadpART,FASG bOOk—thC bCAUX_SSG Ivan (Bg)
b. *Citao knjigu  je (Jovan)

rcadpART,M}SG book bCAL’X,3SG Jovan (S—C, cf. Rivero 1991: 322—323)

However, the analysis implies that the head movement crosses the head position
occupied by the intervening auxiliary head. Consequently, it violates the Head
Movement Constraint (Travis 1984, Baker 1988, Chomsky 1986), so it should be illicit.
Lema and Rivero try to solve this problem by deriving the HMC-restrictions from a
slightly complicated version of the ECP.

26 In her subsequent work, Rivero (1991, 1994) has extended the LHM analysis of verb raising to
other Southern and Western Slavic languages, as well as to Old Romance and Celtic languages
(see e.g. Borsley, Rivero, and Stephens 1996 for a discussion of Breton, as well as Roberts 1992,
1994). A detailed overview of head movement accounts of the participle-auxiliary structures in
Slavic can be found in Wilder & Cavar (1994), Phillips (1996), Embick & Izvorski (1995, 1997),
and Lambova (2003).
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Apart from the theoretical shortcoming, the LHM proposal also faces empirical
problems. First of all, the analysis wrongly predicts that the construction is restricted to
main clauses. This is what Lema and Rivero claim to be the case; however, Embick and
Izvorski (1995, 1997) report that the restriction is not valid, and mark the Bulgarian
example in (7a) as acceptable. The judgments are confirmed by Lambova (2003), who
provides the output in (7b).

(7) a. Rasbrax ce procel e knigata
understandp,\sr,lsc, that readp/\RT,M,SG be,\ijsc, book-the
“I understood you have read the book”
(Bg, Embick and Izvorski 1997: 216)
b. Decata kazvat  ce gledali sa filma
kids-the Sayspr, that Watch]{\RT,pL bC3pL movie-the
“The kids say that they have seen the movie” (Bg, Lambova 2003)

Likewise, Embick and Izvorski (1997) notice that the restriction does not hold for
Serbo-Croatian either,?” because the /~participle may be fronted across the past tense
auxiliaries in this language.

®) On tvrdi da istukao bejase Jovan Petrovog prijatelja
he claims that beatparrarsc  bepastasc  Jovan Peter’s friend
“He claims that Jovan had beaten Petet’s friend”
(S§-C, Embick and Izvorski 1997: 216)

Secondly, the LHM approach wrongly predicts that the subject may be inserted
between the participle in C and the auxiliary in I. However, this is never the case, as has
been observed by Wilder & Cavar (1994: 19-20) for Serbo-Croatian and Embick &
Izvorski (1995: 111) for Bulgarian.

) a. o Cel [p  Ivan[r e[.. knigata]]]
readpartms Ivan bessc  book-the (Bg, cf. Embick & Izvorski 1995)
b. *[ce Citao [ Jovan [r je[.. knjigu]]]
readparTMSG ]ovan bessc  bookacc (S—C, cf. Wilder & Cavar 1994)

To sum up, this section has shown that there are both theoretical and empirical
problems with the Long Head Movement analysis of participle fronting. They have led

27 Participle movement is impossible across the present tense auxiliaries in embedded clauses in
Serbo-Croatian, because they are clitics that must occur in the second position (see chapter 4 for
details). This means that the auxiliary je in (i) must be right-adjacent to the complementizer da.
The presence of the subject or the participle after the complementizer violates the second
position requirement, so such constructions ate ruled out for independent reasons.

(i) a. Ivan kaze da  je (Marija) ~citala Krlezu
Ivan says that beprpsssc Marija readpartrse KtleZzaace
“Ivan says that Mary has read Krleza”
b.  *Ivan kaze da ¢itala je (Matija) Krlezu
c.  *lvan kaze da Marija je itala Krlezu (S-C, Wilder & Cavar 1994: 8)

Bulgarian does not exhibit second position requirements on the clitic auxiliaries; therefore the
examples comparable to (ia, b) are permitted.
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to alternative head movement accounts involving adjunction, which will be addressed in
the next section.

2.2.2  Participle fronting as head adjunction

According to Wilder & Cavar (1994), the main problem with the LHM account of
participle fronting is the fact that it is not able to predict that the preposed participle
must always be adjacent to the auxiliary that follows it. The adjacency requirement
holds for both Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, as shown in (10a and b), respectively.

(10) a. Procel (*toj/pravilno) e knigata
readparTMSG he/correctly bepresssc  book-the (Bg, Caink 1999)
b.  Citao (*Ivan/ rado) je knjigu

readpL\RT,M}gG Ivan/ gladly bepREsgs(; book 3
(S-C, Wilder & Cavar 1994)

Moteover, Wilder & Cavar observe that in embedded clauses in Serbo-Croatian the
auxiliary clitic must be adjacent to the complementizer (cf. footnote 27). To account for
this they suggest that it is right-adjoined to C. Given that the fronted participle occurs
immediately to the left of the auxiliary, they conclude that it is also adjoined to C. The
derivation they propose is presented in (11b).

(11) a. Pio je Jovan pivo
drinkparrmsc bepresssc Jovan beer
“Jovan drank beer”

b. [cp [cpioije [acre Jovan t; pivo]]] (§-C, Wilder & Cavar 1994)

Boskovi¢ (1995, 1997)%8 adopts the adjunction analysis, but claims that the participle
cannot move as high as to C in Serbo-Croatian. For example, he observes that it is
impossible to raise the participle in front of the interrogative complementizer %, which
is standardly assumed to be in C across Slavic (cf. section 2.3.6.3.3 and chapter 4 for
details). By contrast, finite verbs may precede % which means that this site is accessible
for finite verbs.

(12) a. [c Ljubi i nju?
kisspres.3sG Q her
“Does he kiss het?”
b.  *|c Poljubio li] je nju?
kisspartMSG @ bepres.ssg her
“Did he kiss her?” (S-C, Boskovi¢ 1995: 251)

Furthermore, Boskovi¢ (1995, 1997) investigates the positions taken by the Aparticiple
in the presence of different types of adverbs. He notices that although the participle
may precede VP-adverbs, such as juie ‘yesterday’ in (13a and b), it may not move across
sentential adverbs, such as nesummnjivo ‘undoubtedly’ in (13c).

28 Lambova (2003) extends the adjunction account to Bulgarian. I discuss her analysis in section
2.34.1.
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(13) a. Vi ste mu je nesumnjivo
you beA[JX_3PL himCL_DAT herCL_ACC undoubtedly
predstavili juce

introduceparrmrpr yesterday
“You undoubtedly introduced her to him yesterday”

b. Predstavilj; ste mu je t juce
introduceparramrr. beauxser himerpar  hetcrace ycsterday
c. *Predstavili ste mu je nesumnjivo t; juce

il’ltrOdUCCpARTAM,pL bCAL'X‘3pL himCLDAT hCI‘CL,ACC undoubtcdly ycsterday

(S-C, Boskovi¢ 1997: 148-149)

Following Watanabe (1993), Boskovi¢ assumes that sentential adverbs are universally
TP-adjoined. Since the Aparticiple may not cross sentential adverbs, he concludes that
the participle is not adjoined to C, but rather head-adjoined to the auxiliary, which
resides in Aux? (cf. 14).

(1 4) [,\uxpPOl]'ubiO; ]C] [vp t; Mariju]]
kisspartasc beavxssc  Mariaace
“He kissed Maria” (S-C, Boskovi¢ 1997: 156)

In contrast to the Long Head Movement hypothesis, the adjunction analyses avoid the
theoretical problems related to the HMC violation. They also correctly predict that the
reordering is possible in embedded clauses (cf. the examples in 7 and 8), and that the
subject may not intervene between the fronted participle and the auxiliary (cf. the
sentences in 9). However, the adjunction accounts are unable to preclude the option of
locating the subject in Spec, IP, that is in front of the preposed participle. As (15)
indicates, this type of ordering is ungrammatical.

(15) *ip Jovan [aue poljubio; jellve t Marijul]]
Jovan kissparramsc  beauxase  Maria SO

In fact, it seems that the fronted participle must normally be the left-most constituent
in its clauses and may not be preceded by other elements. The only elements that may
exceptionally appear in front of it are topics, which reside in the left periphery of the
clause above TP (cf. section 2.3.4.3).

(16) Filma gledali bjaxa decata
movie-therop watchrocparrasc bepasrspr  kids-the
“As for the movie, the kids had seen it” (Bg, cf. Lambova 2003)

The restriction in (15) in Serbo-Croatian could be explained via the requirements of
clitics, which must appear in the second position in this language. However, the
explanation does not hold for Bulgarian, where clitics are not subject to the second
position constraint.

In sum, I have established that neither the LHM nor the adjunction account offer a
satisfactory explanation of the properties of participle preposing in Bulgarian and
Serbo-Croatian. In the next section I will propose an alternative analysis, which will
show that participle fronting occurs as XP-movement.
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2.3 Towards an alternative analysis

This section will develop an XP-movement account of participle fronting in Bulgarian
and Serbo-Croatian. It will begin with a description of some core properties of the
compound tenses in South Slavic of a general nature that the analysis will rest on in
section 2.3.1. Section 2.3.2 will provide an analysis of participle movement in terms of
locative inversion. Section 2.3.3 will explain why the /~participle must move entirely on
its own and may never pied-pipe any lexical material. Finally, section 2.3.4 will
investigate discourse effects created by movement of the Aparticiple and other elements
to the left periphery.

2.3.1  Properties of the Fparticiple

A remarkable property of the Aparticiple is the fact that it always agrees in ¢-features
with the subject of the clause. This happens irrespectively of whether the participle is
unaccusative or unergative. The examples in (17) illustrate this for the unergative
participle Z/, whose gender and number specification depends on the subject of the
clause.

(17 a. Ivan e Cel knigata
Ivan  bepresssc  readpartmsc book-the
b.  Polia e cela knigata
Polja  bepresssc  readparrrsc  book-the Bg)

I take the obligatory agreement between the subject and the participle to be a crucial
property of the construction. It makes the Slavic languages significantly different from
the Romance languages, where the agreement obtains only in unaccusative and passive
structures; that is, when the subject is an internal argument of the verb. I would like to
propose that the contrast reflects a difference in the syntactic composition of
compound tenses that contain unergative patticiples. In the case of unergative
constructions in Slavic, which are formed with the auxiliary ‘be’, the subject is the
external argument of the /Kparticiple. In the case of unergative constructions in
Germanic and Romance, which are formed with the auxiliary ‘have’, the subject is
generated as the external argument of the auxiliary verb. The templates representing the
compound tenses formed with the auxiliaries ‘be’ and ‘have’ are given in (18a) and
(18b), respectively.

(18) . ..] be [p DPugene V [ve/paree Veart DPihieme] ] Slavic
b. ..[sp DPugenc v [vp have [vp Vpart DPiheme]]] Romance and Germanic

The assumption I make here is related to the proposals by Hoekstra (1984, 1980),
Roberts (1987), and Broekhuis and Van Dijk (1995), who postulate that only the
auxiliary ‘have’ is able to introduce an agent and assign accusative case to the object.
The verb ‘be’ is an unaccusative auxiliary, so it may not perform these functions.
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The structure in (18b) implies that the past and passive patticiples in Germanic and
Romance languages must be conflated, that is, analyzed as categories of the same type®
(cf. Hoekstra 1994; Emonds 2000). Hence, it is argued that the idea that passive
participle morphology suppresses the external theta role and absorbs structural case (cf.
Den Besten 1981; Jaegli 1986, and Roberts 1987) should be extended to past participles
as well. In this scenario, the function of the auxiliary ‘have’ is the reintroduction of the
agent and assignment of accusative case.

The /Fparticiple is always accompanied by the verb ‘to be’. Since this is an
unaccusative auxiliary, it is unable to assign accusative case or project an external theta
role. This means that these functions are performed by the /~participle. The assumption
is reflected in the structure in (18a). It implies that in constructions with the auxiliary
‘be’ the subject is the external argument of the ~participle, rather than of the auxiliary.

The fact that the Aparticiple is a case assigner indicates that it has rather different
properties from past participles in Germanic and Romance languages. It also means
that the /participle in Slavic cannot be conflated with the passive participle, and that
the two categories may not receive a uniform analysis. Recall from chapter 1, section
1.3.3.5 that this is a priori confirmed by the fact that the two types of participles are
morphologically different in the Slavic languages. Thus, the passive participle form of
the verb ‘read’ in Bulgarian is dean+acr, as exemplified in (19).

(19) Knigata e Cetana ot Ivan
book-the bepresisc  teadpasspsc by Ivan
“The book is being read by Ivan” Bg)

Summarizing, this section has shown that the Aparticiple has different properties from
the past participles in the Germanic and the Romance languages. Even though it always
occurs with the auxiliary ‘be’, it is a case assigner, and is able to project an external theta
role. In the next section I will demonstrate that these properties have direct
repercussions for participle fronting.

2.3.2  Participle fronting as locative inversion

In chapter 1, section 1.3.3.5.1.2 T claimed that the /~participle in Slavic derives from a
class of Proto-Indo-European */p-adjectives, which denoted propensity for performing
certain actions. Even though in the contemporary Slavic languages F~participles are
never used as adjectives, they still exhibit some adjectival properties. Most notably, they
show agreement in gender and number with the subject, and in South Slavic they
appear with the auxiliary that has the same form as the copula ‘be’. This suggests that
the subject and the participle phrase (VP) in (18a) are in a canonical Small Clause
configuration (cf. Hale & Keyser 1993). The configuration is overtly manifested
through agreement on the /Aparticiple. Since there is no Small Clause relation in (18b),
the agreement between the subject and the past participle is impossible.

I would like to argue that Aparticiple fronting is contingent on subject-participle
agreement. Since in the minimalist framework syntactic movement is conceived of as a
“last resort” procedure, the operation may only apply if it results in feature checking.
Given that both the subject and the /~participle are marked for y-features, they are both

29 This view will be discussed in more detail in chapter 3, where I develop an analysis of ‘have’-
petfects in Slavic.
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eligible candidates for checking the ¢-features of T by movement to Spec, TP. They
raise to a specifier position, which means that both of them undergo phrasal
movement.

(20) a. [rp Ivanpry [rp+q € [ ... procelp+y knigatal]
b. [Tp PI‘O(VZCI[W] [Tf[ﬂ,] c [ knigata ]]

The proposal adopted here is closely related to the analysis of locative inversion in
English pursued by Hoekstra and Mulder (1990). The construction is exemplified in
(21). Following the standard assumptions of the 1980’s, Hoekstra and Mulder assume
that movement of the subject to Spec, IP in (21a) is motivated by the Case Filter,
because I assigns nominative case to the subject hosted in its specifier. It is, however,
less clear what triggers the fronting of the PP in (21b). In fact, the output should be
ungrammatical, given that the subject follows the verb, so it cannot be directly assigned
nominative case by I.

21) a. The baby carriage; rolled [sc t down the hill]
b. Down the hill; rolled [sc the baby carriage tj]

Hoekstra and Mulder solve this problem by proposing that locative inversion makes it
possible for I to assign case to the subject of the clause in its base position. Their
solution relies on the assumption that the fronted PP and the subject are in a
predicative Small Clause relationship, and that this enables transmission of nominative
case. Case assignment to the subject in (21b) occurs in the following way: I assigns
nominative case in the normal way to Spec, IP so that the fronted PP is assigned
nominative case by I. This case is then transmitted via the movement chain to the trace
of the preposed PP. Finally, nominative case is transmitted to the subject of the clause,
which is the external argument of the Small Clause.

Hoekstra and Mulder claim that the transmission of case from the locative PP in
Spec, TP to the subject in postverbal position is possible, because all relevant relations
(case assignment, movement and predication) involve co-indexing. Given that each
element can have a single index at most, it follows that I is also co-indexed with the
postverbal subject, and thus can assign case to it: I is co-indexed with the fronted PP
under case assignment, the PP is co-indexed with its trace, and the PP trace is co-
indexed with the DP under predication.

(22) a. Down the hill rolled the baby carriage
b. [ip PP; 11 [vp V [sc DP; 4 ]]1]

Even though co-indexing does not play a role in the current syntactic theory, I will
follow some of Hockstra and Mulder’s assumptions and propose that Aparticiple
movement is an instance of locative inversion.?® However, in the case at hand, the
movement is not conditioned by case assignment, but rather by agreement.>! Since both
the subject and the Aparticiple carry the appropriate @-features, either of them may
check the ¢-features of T by XP-raising to Spec, TP.

30 There are some other accounts of verb movement in terms of locative inversion available in
the literature. See, for example, Massam (2001a and b) for a study of Niuean.

31 See Broekhuis (2005) for a reanalysis of Hoekstra and Muldet’s proposal in terms of agreement
feature sharing.
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One of the properties of locative inversion is the fact that it is possible only across
the verb ‘be’ and a few other unaccusative verbs (cf. 23a and b). It is incompatible with
verbs assigning external theta-roles (cf. 23c).

(23) a. On that table was put a valuable book
b.  Crashing through the woods came a wild boar
c.  *Down the street walked the old nanny her dog (cf. Bresnan 1994: 77-79)

I suggest that in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian /participle movement may occur via
locative inversion because the auxiliary is always the verb ‘to be’. More evidence for this
claim will be given in chapter 5, where I will show, taking the structure of compound
tenses in Polish as an example, that once the auxiliary is impoverished and starts to
mortphologically differentiate from the verb/copula ‘to be’, the ~participle may not raise
via locative inversion any more.

There are two empirical arguments that directly support the XP-movement analysis
of participle fronting (more will follow later in this chapter). First, this proposal predicts
that the fronted participle and the subject are in complementary distribution, as they
compete for the same position. The examples in (24) show that the prediction is borne
out. This fact makes the new analysis superior to the head movement proposals,
because they are unable to explain the exclusive distribution of these elements.

(24) a.  *Cel Ivan e knigata
readpL\RT,M}gG Ivan bCpREs, 3G book-the
b. *Ivan el e knigata
Ivan I'CadpARTAM.SG bCPRES.SSG book-the (Bg)

Secondly, the analysis accounts for the fact that the fronted participle must be rigidly
left-adjacent to the auxiliary, as shown in (25).

(25) a. Procel (*ne /pravilno /kiade) sum/ bjax knigata
readparTasG  neg/correctly/where  beprpsisc  bepastisc  book-the
(Bg, cf. Caink 1999)
b.  Citao (*ne/ rado) sam knjigu
readpARTMSG nec/gladly  bepres.isc book

(S-C, cf. Wilder & Cavar 1994)

The adjacency requirement follows straightforwardly on the assumption that the
auxiliary verb must raise to T in order to check Tense. Since the ~participle lands in
Spec, TP, it must be left-adjacent to the auxiliary.

To summarize, it has been argued that the Aparticiple undergoes XP movement to
Spec, TP in order to check the g-features of TO. The operation was claimed to be an
instance of locative inversion. The analysis is supported by the complementary
distribution between the subject and the fronted Aparticiple, and the adjacency between
the fronted participle and the auxiliary. More empirical arguments for the idea of £
participle raising via XP-movement will be provided later in this chapter. In the
meantime I will explain how the operation proceeds in more detail.
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2.3.3  Details of the present analysis

It has been established that the ~participle is able to assign accusative case and project
the external theta role. This means that the subject is underlyingly the external
argument of the Aparticiple and resides in Spec, vP, whereas the auxiliary ‘to be’ is
located above the subject. For convenience, I assume that the auxiliary is generated as
the Aux head (cf. 26). More specific assumptions concerning the position of the
auxiliary will be presented in chapter 4.

(26) [Tp T[-w] [Aux BE [Vp subject[w] v [partp Part[w] ObjCCt]]]]

The participle moves into Spec, TP, which means that the movement is phrasal. This
raises the important question of why the participle is not able to pied-pipe the object,
prepositional phrases, or any other material to Spec, TP. This is certainly not a trivial
issue, because it was the main reason why participle fronting was analyzed as head
movement in all the previous accounts. The next subsections will address this problem
in detail. The motivation for the lack of the movement of adjuncts will be provided in
section 2.3.3.1, whereas the impossibility of the pied-piping of the internal arguments
will be investigated in section 2.3.3.2.

2.3.3.1 Movement of adjuncts

The examples in (27) show that the participle may not pied-pipe adjuncts when it
moves to the clause-initial position. Placement of the locative PP » Plovdiv ‘in Plovdiv’ in
front of the /~participle or to its right results in ungrammaticality.

27) a. Ueil e v Plovdiv
studyparrmsc  beavxssg in - Plovdiv
“He studied in Plovdiv”
b. *Ucil v Plovdiv e
c.  *V Plovdiv ucil e (Bg, S. Marinov, p.c.)

I would like to suggest that the restriction is related to the size of the moved
constituent. The template in (26) indicates that the PartP is generated very low in the
structure, so that the only elements that it contains apart from the participle are its
internal arguments. Consequently, the patticiple is not able to pied-pipe any adjuncts,
because all of them are generated above PartP. Thus, the adverbial PP in (27) is located
too high in the clause structure to be affected by the movement of the PartP. As an
illustration, the derivation of the sentence in (27a) is given in (28). The sentence
contains a pro subject, which is marked in the template accordingly.

(28) a. [Tp [T[+q;] [Aux (& [Ava v Plovdiv [Vp pro[w] v [pﬂrtp uéil[«ﬂf]]]]]]
b. [rp [paree uCll] [1 € [Aux tj [adve V Plovdiv [» Propeg v [trarp]]]]]
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As the scheme in (28a) shows, the auxiliary e raises as a head from Aux to T, where it
checks Tense.?? Subsequently, the Aparticiple undergoes phrasal movement from PartP
to Spec, TP, where it checks the ¢-features of T. As expected, the adverbial » Plovdiv is
left stranded at the end of the clause.

2.3.3.2 Movement of internal arguments

The situation is more complicated when the PartP contains an object, which can never
be pied-piped by the Aparticiple, either. I propose that the restriction is related to the
accessibility of the ¢-features, which are carried by the Aparticiple, for checking the ¢-
features of T. Thus, if we assume the clause structure in (20), it is evident that
movement of a constituent that is larger than PartP is precluded, because otherwise the
features on the Aparticiple would be too deeply embedded to check the ¢-features of T.
Percolation of the ¢-features from Part would not solve the problem, either, because
they are blocked by the lexical head ».

Furthermore, the participle may undergo movement to Spec, TP only if the object
has been moved out of PartP. I suggest that movement of the whole PartP is barred,
because this would raise the direct object across its case checking position and thus
leave the uninterpretable case feature unchecked. In order to avoid this, the object must
first be evacuated out of PartP and check its case, which results in the requirement of
the remnant movement of PartP to Spec, TP. Hence, the sentence in (292) must be
derived in the way depicted in (29b-c).

(29) a.  Gledali sa filma decata
WatChp/\RTlm,SG bepm-;s_3p|‘ movie-the children-the
“The kids have watched the movie”
[1p [ri+e) - [aux 82 [agro [vp decata g v [pap gledalipsg filmal]]]]
C. [Tp [pmp gledah tk] [T Sa; ... [Aux l;/ [AgrO ﬁlrna/e [Vp decata [+9] V [tpﬂr[p t/e]]]]]

The head T in (29b) contains uninterpretable ¢-features, which can be checked by the
elements that have them if they raise to Spec, TP. The only candidates available are the
subject decata and the Fparticiple gledali. They agree with each other in g-features, which
as was argued earlier signifies that they form a Small Clause. Suppose that the £
participle is selected as the element to be moved. Observe that we cannot move the
whole PartP to Spec, TP because that would raise the direct object filma across the
position where its case is checked, that is, Spec, AgrOP. Hence, it is necessary to raise
the object out of PartP into Spec, AgrOP first. Subsequently, the auxiliary clitic sz
moves to T and checks Tense. Finally, the remnant PartP raises to Spec, TP and checks
the p-features of T.

Undoubtedly, there are more issues that need to be explained in some detail. First
of all, since I claim that the object shift occurs for case checking, it is necessary to
prove that the object undergoes A-movement, rather than A’-movement. Moreover, it
is desirable to find independent evidence of object shift in Bulgarian and Serbo-
Croatian also in other syntactic contexts.

Secondly, it has already been explained that PP adverbials cannot be fronted
together with the /participle, because they are generated above PartP, so they are

32 Alternatively, the auxiliary may be generated directly in T. Neither of the options has any
bearing on the analysis developed here. The placement of the auxiliary and pronominal clitics in
the clause structure will be discussed in chapter 4.
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outside the domain of the movement. However, the situation is more complicated with
indirect objects that are preceded by prepositions. It might be difficult to maintain that
they are evacuated out of the PartP for case checking on a par with direct objects,
because their case can be checked by the preposition. Note though that this is an issue
only for Bulgarian, which does not have case distinctions on non-pronominal forms,
therefore it has to introduce the indirect object with a preposition. Serbo-Croatian
overtly marks indirect objects with dative case, so it does not use prepositions in this
context.

These issues are complex enough to deserve an independent treatment; therefore 1
will address them separately. Sections 2.3.3.2.1.2 and 2.3.3.2.1.3 will analyze direct and
indirect object shift, respectively. Section 2.3.3.2.1.4 will be devoted to movement of
the indirect object that is preceded by a preposition in Bulgarian. Section 2.3.3.2.1.5 will
discuss the evacuation of PP and small clause complements out of the PartP.

2.3.3.2.1.1 Object shift requirement

There is a lot of independent evidence for object shift in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian.
The examples in (30) and (31) indicate that both languages permit scrambling, and that
the objects may be moved in order to reflect different information structure relations.
The Bulgarian data in (30) show that both the direct and the indirect objects are able to
raise out of the VP, because they may move across the temporal adverb #éra. Likewise,
the direct object &njign in the Serbo-Croatian examples in (31) may be placed in front of
the participle, or even preposed into the clause initial position.

(30) a. Ivan e podaril vcera kartina(ta) na Maria
Ivan bepresssc  givepartmsc yesterday — painting(-the) to Maria
“Ivan has given a/the painting to Maria yesterday”
Ivan e podaril kartina(ta) véera na Maria

c. Ivan e podaril na Maria vcera kartina(ta) (Bg, Lambova 2003)
(31) a. Petar je kupio knjigu
Petar beprisssc buypartmsc  bookace
“Petar bought a book”
. Petar je knjigu kupio
c. Khnjigu je kupio Petar (S-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999)

However, it is necessary to establish whether the object shifts occurs as A or A’-
movement. Since I assume that the object is evacuated from the Participle Phrase for
case checking, it is expected that this be done by A-movement.??

233212 Direct object shift

Boskovi¢ (1997: 121ff) provides evidence for object shift in Serbo-Croatian. He claims
that the object must raise out of VP, and that the movement is followed by raising of
the participle into AgrO°.

33 A-movement can normally be followed by A’-movement, so this does not imply that the word
orders in (30) and (31) are all derived by A-movement. It is, however, important to determine
that the object moves out of the PartP/VP via A-movement.
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(32) JOVan je pOliubiOi [AgrOP Marijui t [VP t; ti ]]
Jovan beauxssc kissparrasc Marija
“Jovan kissed Maria” (8-C, Boskovi¢ 1997: 121)

Following Pesetsky (1989), Boskovi¢ draws evidence in favour of the object shift from
the interpretation of adverb scope. He argues that the scope of adverbs is sensitive to
the direction of their adjunction to the verb. Given the standard assumptions, scope is
calculated hierarchically, so a higher adverb should c-command a lower adverb. In (33a)
twice takes scope over intfentionally, which means that there were two instances of
intentional knocking, and that the adverbs are right adjoined to the VP. In (33b)
intentionally takes scope over fwice, and the sentence describes a single intention of
knocking twice. This suggests that the adverbs are left-adjoined to the VP.

(33) a. John [[[ knocked on the door] intentionally | twice]
twice > intentionally

b.  (?)John [intentionally [twice [knocked on the door ]]]
intentionally > twice

Boskovi¢ points out that the judgments concerning the relative scope interpretation of
adverbs give some clues for determining whether the elements that are base-generated
within VP have been evacuated out of the VP. He provides the following examples.

(34) a.  Jovan je namerno dva put  obotio Petra
]ovan bCA[Jx_3SG de]iberately twice faﬂpART,M_SG Peter
namerno>dva put
b.  Jovan je obotio Petra namerno dva put
Jovan beauxssc  failparrmsc Peter  deliberately twice
namerno><dva put (S-C, Boskovi¢ 1997: 122)

In sentence (34a) the first adverb takes scope over the second. By contrast, (34b) is
ambiguous in terms of the advetb scope, because both the reading on which the first
adverb dva put ‘twice’ takes scope over the second adverb namerno ‘deliberately’, as well
as the reading on which namerno takes scope over dva put are available. Boskovi¢ submits
that on the latter interpretation, both the participle and the object must have raised
across the adverbs.

As far as the landing site of the moved object is concerned, Boskovi¢ (1997: 123)
claims that it must be an A-position. He concludes this on the basis of quantifier float
data. If Sportiche (1988) and Déprez (1989) are correct when suggesting that only A-
movement can float quantifiers, then the object must target an A-position. Boskovi¢
proposes that it is Spec, AgrOP.

(35) a.  Jovan je oborio studente sve
Jovan bCAL'st(_; failpART_M,s(; students all
“Jovan failed all the students”
b.  Jovan je oborio sve studente (§-C, cf. Boskovi¢ 1997: 123)

Correspondingly, Stjepanovi¢ (1999: 81) remarks that binding facts also indicate that
the object may move out of the VP. This is shown in (36), where the direct object
Gorana i Petra ‘Goranacc and Petaracc’ is able to bind the anaphor jednog drugom ‘each
other’ inside the VP temporal adverbial.
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(36) Slikao je Gorana 1 Petra za vrijeme
photographpART_M_SG bCA[Jx_3SG Goran and Petar during
sudjenja jednog drugom
trials onegen anotherpar
“He photographed Goran and Petar during each other’s trials”
(8-C, Stjepanovi¢ (1999: 81)

Assuming the standard idea that adverbs are base-generated higher than objects, and
following Lasnik’s (1995) proposal that feature movement does not feed binding,
Stjepanovi¢ argues that this indicates that the object has A-moved overtly out of the
VP.

Summarizing, this section has shown that direct objects must raise out of the VP
via A-movement. The next section will discuss indirect object shift.

233213 Indirect object shift

We have established that the direct object undergoes movement out of VP in Serbo-
Croatian. The same seems to be true of indirect objects as well. Stjepanovic¢ (1999) uses
the familiar tests related to adverb scope and shows that indirect objects may raise
above VP adjuncts together with direct objects in ditransitive constructions.

(37) a. Marija  je namjerno dva put pokazala Vesnu  Igoru
Marija bCAL'st(_; intentionally twice ShOWPART.F‘SG VCSI’laACC IgOtDAT
“Marija intentionally twice showed Vesna to Igor”
namjerno > dva put

b. Marija je pokazala Vesnu  Igoru namjerno dva put

Marija bCAUX.SSG ShOWPART‘F_SG VCSH&ACC IgOI'DAT intentionally twice
“Marija showed Vesna to Igor intentionally twice”
namjerno > < dva put (8-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 84)

As the examples illustrate, the first adverb namjerno in (37a) has scope over the second
adverbial dva put. However, example (37b) is ambiguous with respect to adverb scope,
because both the reading with dva put having scope over namjerno, as well as the reading
with namjerno having scope over dva put are available. This indicates that both the /
participle and the two objects have moved out of the VP. Thus, the results of scope
interactions for constructions with two objects are the same as for the structures with
just a direct object in (34).

Likewise, the distribution of quantifier float with double objects matches the
behaviour of quantifier float in the single object constructions. As Stjepanovi¢ shows,
indirect objects can float quantifiers as well (cf. 38). This indicates that they also target
an A-position.

(38) a. Marija je podijelila kolace prijateljima svim
Marija beauxssg givepartrsc — cookiesace friendspar allpar
“Marija gave cookies to all friends”

b.  Marija je podijjelila kolace sve ptijateljima
Marija beauxssc giVCPART.F.SG cookiesacc allace friendspar
“Marija gave all cookies to her friends” (§-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 85)

Furthermore, Stjepanovi¢ demonstrates that the indirect object can also bind an
anaphor in an adverbial phrase, matching the behaviour of the direct object in (36).
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This suggests that the indirect object may raise to an A-position above the PartP as
well.

(39) Marija  je predstavila Vesni Petra 1 Marka,
Marija bCAL'st(_; il’ltrOdUCCpARTAF‘SG VCSI’]ZLDAT PCtatACC and MarkoAcc
za vrijeme sudjenja jednog  drugom;
during trial onegen anotherpar
“Marija introduced Vesna to Petar and Marko during each other’s trials”

(8-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 85)

To sum up, it has been demonstrated that both the direct and the indirect objects raise
out of their VPs in Serbo-Croatian via A-movement. However, it is still necessary to
find evidence for the movement in Bulgarian, which is different from Serbo-Croatian,
because it does not exhibit case distinctions on non-pronominal objects and requitres
that indirect objects be introduced by a preposition. Since prepositions can be case
assigners, the movement of indirect objects might be excluded, because potentially
there is no need for it.

233214 Movement of the indirect object PPs in Bulgarian

This section will provide arguments for the idea that the indirect object in Bulgarian
moves out of the PartP for case checking. At first sight this is unexpected, because the
indirect object is introduced by the preposition #z from which potentially it should
receive case. However, on the basis of data from other Slavic languages I will show that
#a is not a preposition, but a dative case realization.

According to Arnaudova (2003), both objects must move from their base positions
in Bulgarian. She analyzes clauses with subjects in the final position, such as the one in

(40).

(40) Vcera procete knigata Marija
yesterday = readpasrisc  book-the  Marija
“MARIJA read the book yesterday” (Bg, Arnaudova 2003: 115-116)

Arnaudova assumes that the low subject is in Spec,vP, and that the object must move
across it. Following Ordoéfiez’s (1998) observations for Spanish, she argues that the
requitement is confirmed by quantifier binding facts. Recall that a pronoun may be
interpreted as a variable bound by a quantifier only if it is in the c-command domain of
that quantifier (cf. Reinhart 1983: 122). Accordingly, the sentence in (41a) is ill-formed,
because the indirect object quantified phrase #a vsgjako dete “every child’ does not bind
the possessive pronoun #zegovoto of the subject. However, once the quantified PP moves
into a position preceding the subject, the sentence becomes grammatical, which argues
in favour of A-movement of the indirect object.

(41) a. rrKakvo zanese negovoto; drugarée  [na vsjako  dete]?
what bringp,\s-rg,sc, POSS.PRON friCIldDHr to every child
“What did his friend bring for every child?”
b.  Kakvo zanese [na vsjako  dete];  negovoto, drugarce?
what bringpAs’rjs(_‘, to every child POSS.PRON friendDEF

(Bg, Arnaudova 2003: 115-116)
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The binding facts suggest that the object quantifier in FP c-commands the subject in
Spec,vP, as indicated in the phrase structure in (42); cf. Ordéfez (1998: 320). However,
the binding requirements may be satisfied only if the object moves across the subject in

Spec, vP (cf. 41b).

*2)

N

Spec /F’\
I vP
[na vsjako dete]; /\
Spec 4

\% t;

negovoto; drugarce

Embedded clauses exhibit the same type of asymmetry. The sentence in (43a) is
ungrammatical, because the indirect object quantifier sseki does not c-command the
subject basta mu ‘his father’. The sentence in (43b), by contrast, is well-formed, because
vseki binds the subject.

(43) a. *Mislja ce [basta muj na vseki; e dal
thinklgG that father himDL\T to everybody bepREs,gsG giVCPART‘M,SG
po nesto

PARTIT something
“I think that his father has given something to everybody”

b. Mislja  ¢e na wvseki; [basta  mu) e dal
think1s(; that to CVCL’ybOdY father himDAT bCpRE5_3SG giVCpART_M_SG
po nesto
partr  something (Bg, Arnaudova 2003: 115-116)

Note that when the relationship between the binder and the bindee is reversed, so that
the object contains the possessive pronoun and the subject is a quantifier binder, there
is no asymmetry of the type depicted in (41) and (43).

(44) a. Kakvo podari [vsjaka majka]; [na nejnoto dete];?
what givepasT3sG every mother to her child
“What did every mother give to her child?”
b.  Kakvo podari [na nejnoto dete]; [vsjaka  majka];?
what givepastasg to  her child every mother

(Bg, Arnaudova 2003: 115-116)

Thus, the subject may bind the possessive pronoun of the object whether it follows or
precedes the subject binder. Ordéfiez (1998) accommodates all the cases that do not
show the asymmetry by reconstruction. In (41a) and (43a) the binding conditions
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concerning the occurrence of possessive pronouns are not met, and they cannot be
repaired by reconstruction. Conversely, when the subject c-commands the object and
contains the quantifier in the initial stage of the derivation (cf. 44b), reconstruction
takes place, because even when the indirect object raises, the tail of the chain is c-
commanded by the subject.

Recall that reconstruction is associated with A’-movement. Since there is no
reconstruction taking place in the examples in (41) and (43), the data indicate that the
indirect object raises via A-movement in Bulgarian.3*

Summarizing, I have shown that both indirect and indirect objects are evacuated
out of the PartP in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian via A-movement. I have suggested
that the evacuation takes place for case checking in the Agr projections above PartP.
Surprisingly enough, the generalization holds even for indirect objects in Bulgarian,
which are introduced by the preposition #a. They are not expected to raise out of PartP,
because their case can be checked by the preposition. However, they show the same
type of movement as the preposition-less indirect objects in Serbo-Croatian. In view of
this, I propose that 7a is not a true preposition, but rather it is an alternative realization
of dative case.*® The idea receives more support from clitic doubling in the presence of
na in Macedonian, which is a language very closely related to Bulgarian.3¢

In Macedonian definite direct objects and specific indirect objects are doubled by
clitics. This is exemplified in (45): the direct object pismoto ‘the letter’ is doubled by the
accusative clitic go, whereas the indirect object PP is doubled by the dative clitic .

(45) Jana mu g0 dade pismoto  na deteto
Jana himcrpar  itcrace givep,\ST_35G letter+the to child+the
“Jana gave the letter to the child” (Mac, Tomi¢ forthcoming)

Na is a preposition that always introduces dative objects. It is also the only preposition
in Macedonian that is compatible with clitic doubling (cf. 46a). The clements that are
introduced by other prepositions, such as zz in (46b) may not be doubled by clitics.

(46) a Im zboruvav na decata
themcr,par talkpastisg to  children-the
“I was talking to the children”
b.  (*Im) zboruvav  za decata
themCL_DAT talkpAST_15G about children-the
“I was talking about the children” (Mac, Berent 1980: 152; 174)

It is standardly assumed in the literature that clitic doubling is a means of case checking
for the objects that are associated with the clitics (cf. chapter 4 for details). In this
scenario, the fact that the dative PPs are clitic-doubled in Macedonian implies that they
requite case checking by doubling, and that they may not receive case from the
preposition #a. This indicates that #a is not a preposition, but the realization of dative
case.

34 Note that it has also been observed that A-movement need not destroy binding possibilities, as
there are instances of reconstruction associated with A-movement (cf. Hoekstra 1991, Fox 1999).
However, it is necessary to assume that movement of arguments in Bulgarian is subject to
reconstruction, as otherwise the contrast between (41) and (44) cannot be maintained.

3 See Asbury (2005) for a similar proposal for Hungarian.

36 Clitic doubling will be analyzed in detail in chapter 4. Here I only make a brief reference to the
phenomenon.
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233215 Movement of PP- and small clanse complements

The preceding sections discussed raising of direct and indirect objects out of the PartP.
It has been demonstrated that these elements always undergo A-movement, even when
the indirect object is introduced by the preposition #a. However, it is still necessaty to
account for the evacuation of PP complements, such as #a vlaka for a train’ and na riba
‘for a fish’ (cf. 47 and 48), as they may not be pied-piped by the ~participle when it
moves to Spec, TP.

47) a. Ivan e cakal na vlaka
Ivan bCpRE5_3SG WaitpART_I\,{_SG on train
“Ivan has waited for the train”

b. *Cakal na vlaka e Ivan
waitparTasGg On  train  bepresssg Ivan (Bg, P. Vitkova, pC)
(48) a. Otisul bese na riba

QOPARTMSG bepastisg  on fishing
“He had gone fishing”
b. *Otisul na riba bese
gopartMsG on  fishing  bepasrssc (Bg, cf. Lambova 2004: 239)

In principle, since the PP complements are introduced by the same preposition as the
indirect object, it might be possible to claim that here 7a is not a preposition, but a case
realization. The problem with this assumption is that PP complements do not have to
be doubled by clitics in standard Macedonian (cf. 49a), or they are doubled when they
are not introduced by a preposition (cf. 49b). Therefore, it is difficult to determine
whether 7z in (47) and (48) represents a case realization, or whether it is a true
preposition.

(49) a. Otidov na odmor/odmorot
QGOPAST.1SG on holiday/holiday-the
“I went on holiday”

b. Go Cekav vozot/devojéeto
himcL_ACC WaitpAST_1SG train—the/girl—the
“I waited for the train / the gitl” (Mac, L. Grujoska; O. Tomic p.c.)

Olga Tomi¢ (p.c.) informs me that the distribution of the Macedonian equivalents of
the PP complements found in other languages is further complicated by the fact that in
general they are DPs used without any preposition. In some dialects, though, PP
complements are available. They are compatible with clitic doubling, which suggests
that in these contexts #a is a case realization as well.3’

(50) Go cekav na devojceto
himcracc  waitpastisg on girl—thc
“I waited for the gitl” (South-Eastern Mac, O. Tomic p.c.)

37 Devgjéeto ‘the girl’ is a diminutive, and as such it is doubled by the masculine singular clitic go,
even though its natural gender is feminine. See chapter 4, section 4.4.2.4.2.1 for a detailed
explanation of this phenomenon.
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More research is required in order to conclusively establish the nature of PP-
complements in South Slavic. However, irrespectively of the future findings, it is worth
pointing out that according to some recent proposals PP complements are always
generated outside the VP (PartP), so there is no need for movement of these elements
out of the PartP, because they are never inside it. For instance, Barbiers (1995) argues
that PP complements are base-generated external to the VP in Dutch, and that the
thematic relation between the verb (phrase) and the PP is established via overt or
covert movement of the VP into the specifier of the PP. One of the arguments for this
proposal is that it provides a natural explanation of PP extraposition.

(1) a. Jan  heeft [pp op vader] [vp gewacht]
John has for father waited
b.  Jan heeft [pp [vp gewacht] [pp op vadet]] (Dutch, Barbiers 1995)

Another option would be to generalize Kayne’s (2004) suggestion that at least some
prepositions are merged as probes external to VP to all prepositions of PP-
complements. These prepositions would then be generated external to PP and attract
the DP-complement of the verb into their specifier. The movement would be
obligatorily followed by raising of P to the head of a WP.

(52) [wp .. WP [pp DP tp [vp V top]]]

The discussion of these two alternative proposals is clearly beyond the scope of this
thesis. The remarks above are made to show that the assumption that PPs are generated
VP-internally and do not undergo A-movement is not as uncontroverial as it is often
believed. For the time being, I assume that one of the alternative proposals is on the
right track, and that as far (parts of) PP complements are generated PartP (VP)-
internally, they must be moved to a PartP-external position.

Apart from the PP-complements, small clause predicates such as Fwfo ‘yellow’ in
(53) must raise out of the PartP as well, as they may not be pied-piped by the /-
participle when it moves to Spec, TP.

(53) a. Ofarbao je zid Zuto
paintpartasc bepressse wallvsg  yellownsa
“He painted the wall yellow”
b.  *Ofarbao Zuto je zid (8-C, N. Milicevi¢, p.c.)

I am not in the position to provide a motivation for this movement. A potential
solution might be to follow Broekhuis (2005), who suggests that in similar cases in
Dutch the Small Clause complement raises in order to check the ¢-features of V. A
serious problem with this idea is the fact that in Slavic these complements do not agree
with any other elements in the clause, and are often introduced by prepositions. For
instance, the adjective $ufo in (53) always occurs in the singular neuter form. It is also
possible to have adverbial Small Clause complements, without any ¢-feature
specification whatsoever. I leave the explanation of this issue for future research.
Summarizing, on the basis of crosslinguistic evidence from the South Slavic
languages I have shown that both direct and indirect objects must raise out of the PartP
for case checking via A-movement. The movement occurs in all contexts, even when
indirect objects are introduced by prepositions. Moreover, it has been demonstrated
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that PP complements and small clause complements are evacuated out of the PartP as
well. However, the trigger for this operation is unknown.

2.3.4  Word order in the Slavic left periphery

The preceding parts of this chapter have outlined the analysis of participle fronting
across the auxiliary ‘to be’ in terms XP-movement. However, this is not the only type
of movement that may take place across the auxiliary. As is well-known, the Slavic
languages have a very lax word order, and different categories may be preposed in order
to reflect the ways information is structured in discourse. As a rule, elements that carry
old information appear clause-initially, while the ones that express new information
occur towards the right periphery of the sentence. This relative freedom of word
placement may potentially bear on the analysis developed in this chapter. It has been
argued that participle fronting is an instance of locative inversion, which is contingent
on the subject agreement marking on the Aparticiple. Since the auxiliary may be
preceded by different categories, it is necessary to demonstrate that only the ~participle
may raise via locative inversion, while the displacement of other elements involves
different operations. This will be done in sections 2.3.4.1 through 2.3.4.4, whereas the
remaining parts of the chapter will give more support for the XP-movement approach
to participle fronting by providing more relevant data.

Section 2.3.4 is organized as follows. Section 2.3.4.1 discusses discourse effects
associated with participle movement across clitic and non-clitic auxiliaries. Section
2.3.4.2 examines syntactic and semantic effects triggered by the placement of elements
other that the Aparticiple in the clause initial position. Section 2.3.4.3 addresses the
question of whether all constituents that precede the auxiliary target the same position
as the fronted Aparticiple. Section 2.3.4.4 demonstrates that this is not the case and
discusses different types of focus movement.

2.3.41 Two types of Lparticiple fronting

The examples in (54) and (55) present minimal pairs exemplifying two types of
participle fronting in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, respectively. The sentences in (54a)
and (55a) contain the present tense auxiliaries, while the ones in (54b) and (55b) are
formed with an auxiliary in the past tense.

(54) a. Gledali sa filma

WatChpART_pL bepREs_3pL movie-the
“They have watched the movie”

a’.  *Sa gledali filma

b.  Gledali bjaxa filma
WatChp,\RT_pL bCP,\ST_gpL movie-the
“They had WATCHED the movie”

b’.  Bjaxa gledali filma
“They had watched the movie” (Bg, Lambova 2003)
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(55) a. Sreo je Petra
meetparTMSG bEprEsisG — Peter
“He (has) met Peter”

a’.  *Je sreo Petra

b.  Sreo bejase Petra
meetpartMSG bepastisc  Peter
“He had MET Peter”
b’ Bejase sreo Petra
“He had met Peter” (S-C, Embick & Izvorski 1997)

As can be inferred from the data in (542’) and (552°), the present tense auxiliaties are
enclitics, so they need a phonological support to the left. The movement of the £
participle fulfils this requirement. By contrast, the past tense auxiliaries in (54b) and
(55b) are not enclitic, and they need not be preceded by any overt material.

Some previous analyses have argued for a relationship between the clitic status of
the auxiliary and participle fronting. For instance, Lema and Rivero (1989), Rivero
(1991), and Wilder and Cavar (1994) have claimed that the movement is motivated by
the need to provide a phonological host for the auxiliary enclitic. However, this view
has been proved to be inadequate on both theoretical and empirical grounds (cf.
Boskovi¢ 1995).

From a theoretical perspective this claim is problematic, because it presupposes a
“look-ahead” in the derivation. It suggests that the displacement does not occur in the
interest of the moved element, but rather for altruistic reasons, to citcumvent the
phonological deficiency of another constituent. Moreover, the assumption cannot be
on the right track for empirical reasons. It will be shown in section 2.3.4.4 (cf. also
footnote 42), that a number of different categories, such as adverbs and DP objects can
be preposed to the position in front of the auxiliary clitic for semantic reasons, such as
focus or topicalization. The same type of semantic interpretation is observed when the
raising occurs across a clitic and a non-clitic auxiliary. The fact that they may provide
phonological support for the auxiliary is thus only a side-effect of their movement.

Crucially, Boskovi¢ (1995: 250ff) explicitly shows that providing a host for an
enclitic is not sufficient to trigger participle movement, even if it means that the clitic
remains otherwise stranded in the clause initial position. The case in question is the
interrogative particle / which is an enclitic, and is commonly argued to be in C (cf.
section 2.3.6.3.3 and chapter 4). As demonstrated in (56a) for Serbo-Croatian, /4 may
not appear sentence initially, and must be supported by another element, such as the
finite verb Jubi, which undergoes head movement in (56b). However, the verb needs to
be finite to be able to raise to this position. As shown in (56¢), the movement of the £+
participle pojjubio is barred, which is unexpected if it occurs in order to provide support
for the enclitic. If this were the case, example (56¢) should be as grammatical as (56b).3

38 Observe that the Bulgarian variant of (56¢) is grammatical.

0 Celunal i ja &
kisspartarsc @ hercrace bessg
“Did he kiss her? (Bg, S. Marinov, p.c.)

This indicates that from a crosslinguistic point of view / does not have any inherent property that
blocks participle fronting. It is rather a feature of Serbo-Croatian, which disallows movement of
the Aparticiple to a position higher than Spec, TP.
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(56) a.  *Li ljubi nju?
Q@ Kkissprrsssc her
b.  [c Ljubi ] nju?

kissprEs 356 Q her
“Does he kiss her?”

c.  *[cp Poljubio L] je nju?
kissparTMSG Q beauxssc her
“Did he kiss het?” (S-C, Boskovi¢ 1995: 251)

This conclusively shows the clitic status of the auxiliary is not a sufficient condition to
drive participle movement. Boskovi¢ (1995: 251) argues that it is also not a necessaty
condition. This is demonstrated by the examples containing the non-clitic, past tense
auxiliary bjaxa/ bejase in (54) and (55), which are partly repeated as (57).

(57) a. Gledali bjaxa filma
Watch]{\RT,pL bCpAST,gpL movie~the
“They had WATCHED the movie”

2. Bjaxa gledali filma

“They had watched the movie” (Bg, Lambova 2003)
b. Sreo bejase Petra

meetparT.MSG bepastisc — Peter

“He had MET Peter”
b’ Bejase sreo Petra

“He had met Peter” (S-C, Embick & Izvorski 1997)

The F~participle in (57a) and (57b) is preposed across the past tense auxiliaries, even
though they are not enclitic and do not need to be prosodically supported. Still,
although the movement is not required in (57), it does not mean that it is “optional”.
Embick and Izvorski (1995), as well as Lambova (2003), obsetve that the reordering
actoss bjaxa/ bejase gives tise to a contrastively focused, or ‘non-neutral’ interpretation of
the predicate. This is also marked in the translations of examples (57a and b).

It is evident that the participle movement across the non-clitic auxiliary cannot be
driven only by the need to check the ¢-features of T. It always results in a “non-
neutral” interpretation, which in general is not associated with the TP layer. Following
Lambova (2003), I will assume that the /participle lands higher when it is preposed
across the non-clitic auxiliary, and the movement is triggered by a focus feature.
However, since the /Aparticiple shows subject agreement, it must move via Spec, TP,
the way it does in the case fronting across the clitic auxiliary.

The derivation of (57a) is given in (58b-c). As suggested by Lambova (2003), I will
term the focus projection that is the target of /participle movement AP (“Delta
Phrase”).

(58) a.  Gledali bjaxa filma decata
WatChpART,M‘SG bCpAs’rij movie-the children-the
“The kids have watched the movie”
[AP [TP [T["'LP] [Aux bjaxa e [AgrO [pm-tp glcdali[w] ﬁlma]]]]]
C. [AP [pmp gledali t/c] [Tp t) [T b]axaj .. ~[1\ux ... [L\gro ﬁlma/c [tp,mp t/c]]]]]]

As in the case of participle fronting across the enclitic auxiliaty, it is necessary to raise
the object filma ‘movie’ out of PartP into Spec, AgrO for case checking. Subsequently,
the auxiliary fjaxa moves to T and checks Tense. Next, the remnant PartP raises to
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Spec, TP and checks the ¢-features of T. It still needs to check the focus feature, and it
does so by landing in Spec, AP.

Summarizing, it has been demonstrated that Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian have
two types of participle fronting: across the clitic and non-clitic forms of the auxiliary.
The latter type gives rise to a focus interpretation of the /Aparticiple, and hence is
triggered by a focus feature. In spite of the different semantic effects associated with
the two types of participle movement, it was shown that the clitic form of the auxiliary
is neither a sufficient nor a necessary condition for the operation.

2.3.4.2 Constituents in the left periphery

It has been remarked that the word order in Slavic languages is often determined by the
information structure of the clause or a desite to focus or topicalize a certain
constituent. As a result, the auxiliary may be preceded not only by the subject or by the
Lparticiple, but also by a number of other constituents. Yet, since the basic word order
is SVO, the sentence in (59) represents the most neutral pattern, with the subject
preceding the auxiliary.

(59) Mislja  ¢e Ivan/toj e kupil knigata
thil’lkwg that IVal’l/hC bCAUX_SSG buypARTAM_SG book-the
“I think that Ivan/he bought the book” (Bg, Rudin 1986: 24-25)

Section 2.2.1 showed that the Aparticiple may be moved to the position in front of the
auxiliary as well.

(60) Mislja  ¢e  kupil e knigata
thinkisg that buyparramsc  beavxasc book-the
“I think that he has bought the book” Bg)

However, the auxiliary, as well as other types of clitics that cluster together with it, may
also be preceded by a direct object (cf. 61a), an adverb (cf. 61b and c), as well as the
subject accompanied by the object (cf. 61d) or a wh-word (cf. 61¢).

(61) a. Mislja  ¢e knigata e kupil Ivan object
think15G that book-the be,\gxgs@ buyp/\RT,M,SG Ivan
“I think it’s the book that Ivan has bought” (Bg, Rudin 1986: 24)
b. Mislja  ce pravilno ¢ otgovoril
thil’lkwg that COI‘I‘CCﬂy bCAUX_SSG ANSWCIPART.M.SG
na viprosa im adverb
to question their
“I think that he has answered their question correctly” (Bg, Caink 1999)
c Mislja  ce mnogo sum dovolen adverbial modifier
thinkisg that  very beisc  gladu
“I think that ’'m very glad” (Bg, M. Lambova, p.c.)
d.  Razbrax ¢e knigata (Ivan) ja object+subject
ﬁnd—outpASTJgG that book Ivan CL.ACC.F
bese procel (Ivan)

bepastssc  readparrtasc  Ivan
“I had found out that Ivan had read the book indeed”
(Bg, Dimitrova-Vulchanova 1998: 17)
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e. Cudja se (Ivan) na kogo e subject+wh-word
wondetpresisc  cLrep.  lvan  to whom bepresisc
kupil podarik  (Ivan)
bUYPART.M.SG present Ivan

“I wonder for whom Ivan has bought a present”
(Bg, Dimitrova-Vulchanova 1998: 17)

The same observations hold for main clauses, where the clitic auxiliary may be preceded
by many different types of categories as well. In most cases these constituents can be
premodified by another element, which clearly shows that they are XPs.

(62) a.  Mnogo burzo e procel knigata AdvP
very quickly bCPRESjSG rcadpART,M}SG book-the
“He has read the book very quickly” (Bg, S. Marinov p.c.)
b. Pocti  vsicko sme vzjeli ot xladilnika AdvP
almost everything bepresip.  takeparrpr from fridge
“We took almost everything from the fridge” (Bg, V. Tchonova, p.c.)
c. Dovolen  sum Adjective
gladw bepres.isc
“I am glad”
d.  Mnogo sum dovolen? modifier of a predicative adjective
very bepresisc  gladm
“I am very glad” (Bg, Caink: 1999; P. Vitkova p.c.)

In embedded clauses in Serbo-Croatian the auxiliary clitic must be in the second
position, so it always follows the complementizer (cf. the example in footnote 27,
repeated as 03).

(63) a. *lvan kaze da citala je (Marija) Kilezu
Ivan says that readparrrsc bepresssc Marija  Krlezaace
b. Ivan kaze da je (Marija) citala Krlezu

Ivan says that bepresisg Matija  readparrrsc KtleZzaace
“Ivan says that Maty/she has read Krleza” (8-C, Wilder & Cavar 1994: 8)

However, just as in Bulgarian, in main clauses in Serbo-Croatian the auxiliary clitic may
also be preceded by constituents of many different types. This is shown in (64) for the
equivalents of the Bulgarian sentences in (62).

(64) a. Veoma brzo je procitao knjigu
very quickly  beprisssc readpartmsc  bookace

“He has read the book very quickly”

% It is impossible to front the adjective together with its adverbial modifier, as *Muogo dovolen siim
is ungrammatical. I suggest that this is due to a requirement that movement carries as little
material as possible (cf. Chomsky 1995: 264-265) A comparable restriction seems to hold for
preposition stranding in English, in which it is preferred to strand a preposition and raise just a
wh-word (H. Broekhuis, p.c.).

©) a. Who did you talk to?
b. To whom did you talk?
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b. (Skoro) sve smo uzeli iz frizidera
almost  all bCpREs_lpL takepART_pL from frldge
“We took almost everything from the fridge”

c.  (*Mnogo) zadovoljan  sam

very glady bepres.is
“I am glad”
d.  Mnogo sam zadovoljan
very beprps.isc  glad
“I am very glad” (S-C, N. Mili¢evi¢, p.c.)

Summarizing, this section has enumerated a number of categorially unrelated elements
that may be placed in the clause initial position in front of the auxiliary. In the next
section I will investigate whether this means that they all land in the same position as
the Aparticiple.

2.3.4.3 Isit a case of stylistic fronting?

In principle, it might be possible to argue that all the elements preceding the auxiliaries
in (61) and (62) target Spec, TP, just as the subject or the Aparticiple. In fact, this is an
assumption made by Holmberg (2000) in his analysis of stylistic fronting in Icelandic
and Faeroese.

The relevant data are given in (65) through (68). Holmberg argues that each of the
italicized elements in the examples below, such as negation in (65), the sentence adverb
in (60), the PP in (67) and the DP in (68) targets Spec, TP, and that their displacement
does not change the meaning of the clauses in any way.

(65) a. betta er tilbod [sem er ekki heegt 20 hafna]
this is offer that is not possible to reject
“This is an offer that cannot be rejected”
b. Petta er tilbod [sem ekki er t; haegt ad hafna]

(66) a. Hver sagdir pu’ [20 hefdi sennilega skrifad pessa bok]?
who said you that has  probably written this  book
“Who did you say has probably written this book?”
b. Hver sagdir pu’ ad sennilega; hefdi t; skrifad pessa bok?
(67) a. Peir sem hafa verid i Oslé segja ad...
those that have been in Oslo say  that
“Those who have been to Oslo say that...”
b. beir sem 7 Os/g hafa verid t; segja ad. ..
(68) a. Dbeir sem verda ad taka pessa erfidu  dkvoérdun

those that have to take this difficult decision
“Those who have to take this difficult decision...”
b.  Deir sem pessa erfidu dkvirdnn verda t; ad taka
(Icelandic, Holmberg 2000: 448-449)

The movement is assumed by Holmberg to be triggered by a variant of the EPP
feature, which requires that Spec, TP be filled by some phonological material. The exact
grammatical category of the element that undergoes movement is irrelevant, because it
functions as a pure expletive, and only the phonological feature matrix lands in this
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position, whereas the semantic and formal features can be left in situ. In most cases it is
the subject that raises to Spec, TP. If for some reason the subject is not available for the
movement, the closest phonologically overt category must raise. In this way any
element may function as an expletive, whose sole role is to fill in Spec, TP.

Holmberg (2006) suggests that this analysis might potentially be extended to
participle fronting in the Slavic languages, given that the constructions have several
properties in common, such as clause boundedness and lack of semantic effects on the
sentence interpretation. In spite of these similarities, I reject this option, and I argue
that only those elements that have the appropriate g-features, that is the subject or the
Lparticiple, can target Spec, TP. Even though all the preposed elements in examples
(61) through (64) uniformly precede the auxiliary, they will be argued to be located
higher than Spec, TP. Let me consider some motivations for this claim.

In the Bulgarian examples in (61) and (62) the auxiliary verb is immediately
preceded by adverbials, prepositional phrases, and other categories. Their placement
with respect to the auxiliary does not necessarily imply that they are hosted in Spec, TP,
though. First of all, they do not agree with the subject, so they are not eligible
candidates for checking the @-features of T. Secondly, in certain marked contexts they
can precede the subject (cf. 69a) or the fronted participle (cf. 69b and c), which
indicates that they are located higher than Spec, TP.40

(69) a. (Burzo) Ivan e procel knigata
quickly Ivan bepREsgs(; readpl\RT,M,gG book-the
“Ivan has read the book (really) quickly” (Bg, S. Marinov p.c.)
b. Tukmo polucil bese izvestieto
just—then TECEIVEPART M.SG beP/\ST,f\UX.BPL letter-the
“Just then he had received the letter” (Bg, Lambova 2004: 254)
c. Za  izpita cel e bil Ivan

for  exam readparrMmsc beauxssc beparrasc Ivan
“Concerning the exam, Ivan has supposedly studied for it”
(Bg, M. Lambova p.c.)

In Serbo-Croatian, the evidence is harder to find, because the present tense auxiliary is a
Wackernagel clitic, which can be preceded by at most one constituent (cf. 70a).
However, the past tense auxiliary is not a clitic, so it does not have to appear in the
second position. In this context either the subject (cf. 70b) or the /Zparticiple (cf. 70c)
may be preposed over the auxiliary.

(70) a. *Brzo  Jovan je citao knjigu
quickly Jovan  beauxssc readparrmsc  bookacc
“Jovan read the book quickly”
b.  Brzo  Jovan bjese citao knjigu
quickly ]ovan bepast.auxssc teadpartmsc  bookacc
“Jovan had read the book (really) quickly”
c. Brzo citao bjese Jovan knjigu (S-C, N. Milic¢evi¢ p.c.)

The items that occur in front of the ~participle or the subject always receive a focused
or topicalized interpretation. This type of interpretation is not associated with the TP
layer, but is rather typical of the left periphery. Therefore, it is likely that these elements

40 The sentence in (69¢c) exemplifies a double participle construction. See section 2.3.5.2 for an
analysis.
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are in a Topic or Focus projection above TP. The issue will be addressed more
thoroughly in the subsequent section, where I describe types of foci associated with
different word orders in Slavic.

2.3.4.4 Focus and word order

Stjepanovi¢ (1999 ch. 3) provides a detailed account of focus effects triggered by
placement of different constituents in front of the auxiliary in Serbo-Croatian.*! She
distinguishes among three types of foci: new information, contrastive and emphatic
foci.

New information focus obtains in out-of-the-blue contexts. For instance, in an
answer to the question What happened? — Jobn saw Mary the whole clause is new
information. Example (71) shows that new information focus (given in capitals) may
also constitute the answer to a wh-question.*?

(71) A: Ko je kupio knjigu?
who  beauxssc buypartmsc bookace

“Who bought a book?”

B: Knjigu  je kupio PETAR
bookacc beauxssc  buyparrmsg —Petar
“The book was bought by Petar” (S-C, N. Milicevi¢ p.c.)

New information focus is always in the clause final position. Stjepanovi¢ argues that it
is assigned prosodically and that it is not the result of syntactic movement.

Contrastive focus is related to the negation of a presupposition (as in PETER
bonght a pen, not Mary), whetreas emphatic focus is associated with an assertion of a

41 T will discuss only Serbo-Croatian here, because Bulgarian seems to pattern in a very similar
way (cf. Arnaudova 2003 ch. 7). I extend Stjepanovi¢’s analysis by studying discourse effects
triggered by placement of manner, sentential, and temporal adverbs in front of the auxiliaries. For
a detailed investigation of topic and focus in South Slavic see Arnaudova (2003) and Lambova
(2001, 2003) on Bulgarian; Camdzi¢ (1999) on Serbo-Croatian; and Tomié¢ (1996b) on Bulgarian,
Macedonian, and Serbo-Croatian.

42 All the examples in this section contain clitic auxiliaries. However, with the exception of the /
participle, the interpretation of the elements preceding the auxiliary does not depend on its clitic
or non-clitic status. This is illustrated for (i), which is the equivalent of (71) in the pluperfect, and
contains the non-clitic form Jese.

6) A: Ko  Dbjese kupio knjigu?
who bepast.auxssc bUYPART.M.SG bookacc
“Who had bought a book?”
B: Knjigu bjese kupio PETAR
bookacc  bepastauxssc  buyparramsc Petar
“The book had been bought by Petar” (§-C, N. Milicevi¢ p.c.)

The ordering of all the constituents in (i) is the same as in (71), and the subject Pezar has the new
information focus reading. The only semantic difference between (i) and (71) is temporal: the
former is in the pluperfect, whereas the latter is in the past tense. This is to be expected, and
shows once again that the movement of constituents in the structure is related only to the
semantic interpretation of the clause, and never occurs in order to provide phonological support
for the auxiliary clitic. Since the choice of the clitic versus non-clitic auxiliary does not have any
bearing on the clause information structure, all the examples discusses in this section will contain
the clitic forms.
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presupposition (as in Yes, JOHN did ). According to Stjepanovié, in Serbo-Croatian
contrastive focus is licensed in a preverbal position. For instance, the direct object
Marijjn may be interpreted as contrastively focused in (72a), where it precedes the
auxiliary; as well as in (72b), where it precedes the /~participle. However, this reading is
unavailable when the object is located at the end of the clause (cf. 72c), because this
position is associated with new information focus. Stjepanovi¢ claims that the elements
that are contrastively focused move to one of the Focus projections (cf. Stjepanovi¢
1999: 188ff), but since they also carry heavy stress, they are licensed prosodically as
well. In the examples below new information focus is capitalized; contrastive/emphatic
focus is bold-faced.

(72) . Mariju je Petar zagtlio
MafiiaAcc beauxasc Petar hugPART.M.SG
“It was Marija that Petar hugged”

b.  Petar je Mariju zagtlio
Petar beauxssc  Marija  hugparrasc
c. ??Petar je zagrlio Mariju
Petar beauxasc hugpartasc  Marija (S-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999:73)

With these generalizations in mind, let me consider sentences that contain categories
other than the Aparticiple or the subject in front of the auxiliary. The canonical pattern
for transitive sentences in Serbo-Croatian, as well as all other Slavic languages is SVO.
Hence, the sentence in (73b) is the most natural answer to the question in (73a).

(73) a. Sta  se desilo?

what rer. happenparrnsc

“What happened?”
b. Macka je uhvatila misa
cat beauxssc catchparrrse mouse
“A cat caught a mouse”
c.  #Misa je uhvatila macka (§-C, N. Milicevi¢ p.c.)

The SVO otder is felicitous when the whole sentence is a new information focus.
Recall, though, that since Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian are pro-drop languages, the
subject is preferably omitted. However, Stjepanovi¢ (1999: 94) claims that the subject
must appear clause-initially when it is presupposed. Therefore, the sentence in (73b) is
also the most felicitous reply to the question What bas the cat done?

The OVS order is found less often and always occurs in semantically marked
contexts. According to Stjepanovi¢ (1999: 92, 97), it may arise when both the verb and
the object are presupposed, and when the subject receives the main sentence stress.
This is exemplified in (74b), where the subject Marko appears at the end of the clause,
because it constitutes new information focus.

(74) a. Ko je udario Petra?
who  beauxssc  hitpartmsc Peteracc
“Who hit Peter?”
b.  Petra je udario MARKO
Peteracc beauxssc  hitparrarse Marko

“Marko hit Peter” (8-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 97)
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Furthermore, the OVS order may also correlate with the contexts in which only the
object, such as Pezer in (75b), is presupposed, and the remaining part of the sentence
represents new information focus.

(75) a. Sta  se desilo Petru?
what grerp. happenparransc Peterpar
“What happened to Peter?
b. Petra JE UDARIO AUTO
Peteracc  beauxssc  hitpartasc car
“A car hit Peter” (S-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 98)

Let us turn to examples with clause-initial adverbs. Just as the other elements that are
placed at the beginning of a sentence, they represent old information. Thus, the
sentence in (76b) is a felicitous reply to the question What happened yesterday?

(76)  a.  Sta  se  desilo juce?
what grep.  happenparrnsc yesterday
“What happened yesterday?”
b.  Juce JE PETAR KUPIO KNJIGU
yesterday beauxssg  Peter buYPART.M.SG book
“Yesterday Peter bought a book” (§-C, N. Milicevi¢ p.c.)

The event time of the predicate in (76b) is presupposed, so the temporal adverb juce
‘yesterday’ appears at the beginning of the clause. However, the string that follows it
constitutes “new information” and correspondingly receives new information focus.

As far as manner (cf. 77b, c) and sentential adverbs (cf. 77d) are concerned, native
speakers report that they are usually positioned at the beginning of a clause. The
remaining parts of the sentences following the adverbials in (77) are new information
foci.

(77) a. Sta se desilo?
what REFL happenl’z\RT.N.SG
“What happened?”
b. Brzo je Petar bacio knjigu

quickly beA[ijs(“, Peter packedpART_M_gG bOOk
“Peter packed the book quickly”

c Potpuno  smo ispraznili frizider
completely bCAUX_]PL ernpqrpART,MpL refrigcrator
“We emptied the refrigerator completely”

d.  Neocekivano smo dobili pismo
unexpectedly beauxipr.  receiveparrapr letter
“We received a letter unexpectedly” (8-C, N. Milicevi¢ p.c.)

Hence, a clause containing a manner or a sentential adverb in which a subject or an /
participle occurs in the initial position will not be the most felicitous answer to the
question What happened?, because it will put the adverb in the new information focus
position.
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(78) Petar je bacio knjigu BRZO
Peter bCA[Jx_3SG packedpART_M_gG book quickly

“Peter packed the book really quickly” (S-C, N. Milicevi¢ p.c.)

To summarize, we have seen that in Serbo-Croatian the constituents whose referents
are presupposed are placed at the beginning of a clause, while the new information foci
are located in the right periphery. This pattern is not surprising, because it has been
known since Mathesius’ work in the early 20% century (see Mathesius 1975 for an
English version of his publications) that the ordering of sentence constituents in Slavic
generally reflects the theme-rheme distinction: the elements representing old
information are followed by those carrying new information.

Finally, consider the contexts in which the /participle or the subject occurs at the
beginning of the clause. They involve the most neutral word orders, but it is the
discourse information structure that decides whether the subject or the Aparticiple is
preposed. For example, (79a) is the most felicitous reply to the question What happened?,
that is, in the context when the whole sentence constitutes new information focus. If
the subject Pefar has been previously mentioned and hence its referent is presupposed,
there is no need to repeat it, which may result in fronting of the participle to the initial
position, as in (79b). Placement of the subject towards the right periphery of the clause
gives rise to special discourse effects. For instance, in the VSO pattern in (79¢) the
fronted participle is understood as emphatically focused: the event of buying the book
has been presupposed and is reasserted.

(79) a. Petar  je kupio knjigu

Peter  beauxssc buypartmsc  bookacc
“Peter has bought a book”

b. Kupio je knjigu  (juce)
buYPARTM.SG beauxsc book (yestcrday)
“He bought the book (yesterday)”

C. Kupio je Petar knjiguacc
buyparramsc  beauxssc  Peter bookacc
“Oh yes, Peter did buy the book” (S-C, N. Milicevi¢, p.c.)

Stjepanovi¢ (1999) does not discuss transitive examples like the ones in (79). However,
she mentions sentences with unaccusative participles, such as uro ‘die’, and argues that
the sentence in (80a), with the subject Truman in the initial position would be uttered in
a situation where people had been aware of Truman and his illness before his death. In
this way his death is interpreted as new information. Conversely, if Johnson’s death
came unexpectedly, the only way to express the information under neutral focus is to
put the subject in the final position, as in (80b).

However, if the subject Johnson is preposed to the initial position and receives
stress, as in (80c), it is interpreted as contrastively focused. That is, the meaning of the
sentence is that it is Johnson and not anybody else who died.

(80) a. Truman je UMRO
Truman beauxssc diepartase
“Truman died”
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b.  Umro je JOHNSON
dieparramsc beauxssc Johnson
“Johnson died”
c.  Johnson je umro
Johnson beavxssc dieparrarsc
“Johnson died” (S-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 89)

Summarizing, the preceding sections have shown that although the Slavic languages
have very free word order, the most natural one is SVO. As a rule, placement of
temporal adverbs or objects at the beginning of a sentence requires special information
structure contexts, which indicates that these elements are located in the Topic/Focus
domain, above the TP layer. By contrast, movement of the subject or the ~participle to
the initial position usually does not result in a focused interpretation of a clause.®? This
fact suggests that only these two elements may raise to Spec, TP.

2.3.5 L-participle fronting as XP movement -
elaboration

The preceding parts of this chapter have demonstrated that only the subject or the /~
participle may target Spec, TP. The following sections will provide more arguments for
the analysis of participle fronting in terms of XP-movement. In particular, more
evidence will drawn from the properties of short participle movement discussed in
section 2.3.5.1. The operation will be shown to be obligatory in Bulgarian (cf. section
2.3.5.1.2), but not in Serbo-Croatian (cf. section 2.3.5.1.1). The conclusions reached
there will be confirmed by patterns of double participle constructions investigated in
section 2.3.5.2. Finally, participle fronting will be juxtaposed with finite verb movement
in the contexts of future tense constructions in section 2.3.5.3 and negation in section
2.3.6.

2.3.5.1 Auxiliary-participle adjacency

The following section will point out some differences between participle movement in
Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian concerning the adjacency between the auxiliary and the
participle. The contrast between the two languages will be argued to be related to the
richness of aspectual marking in Bulgarian.

The Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian examples in (81a) and (81b) indicate that the
fronted participle must always be left-adjacent to the auxiliary.

(81) a. Cel (*burzo) e/bese knigata (buirzo)
readpA\RT,M}gG quickly bepREs / PAST.3SG book-the quickly
“He has/had read the book (quickly)” (Bg, cf. Lambova 2003)
b.  Zaboravio (*potpuno) je/bjese Petra potpuno
forgetPART.M.SG completely bePRES/PAST.}SG Peter completely
“Jovan has/had completely forgot Peter” (§-C, cf. Boskovi¢ 1995)

43 Note, though, that the exact discourse function of the clause-initial ~participle also depends on
the position of the constituents in the right petiphery, as in (79¢).



Towards an alternative analysis 93

This is expected on the assumption that the fronted participle is in Spec, TP, whereas
the auxiliary lands in T, therefore no phrasal material may intervene between the two
constituents.* Thus, the only elements that may occur between the fronted participle
and the present tense auxiliary are clitics forming a clitic cluster.

(82) Dal mu go e
giveparrmsc  himerpar  himerace bepressse
“He has given it to him” (Bg)

However, Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian exhibit divergent adjacency patterns when the
Lparticiple follows the auxiliary. Namely, Bulgarian requires the auxiliary to be adjacent
to the participle in such contexts, and neither an adverb (cf. 83a) nor an object (cf. 83b)
may split their sequence.*

(83) a. Ivan e/bese (*burzo) cel burzo  knigata
Ivan  bepres/pastasc  quickly  readpartmsc  quickly  book
“Ivan has/had the book quickly”
b.  Ivan e/bese (*knigata) el knigata
Ivan  bepres/pastssc  book-the  readparrtasc  book

(Bg, cf. Lambova 2003)

The fact that the intervening elements birzo and Anigata are of different categories
implies that the constraint is related to movement of the main verb, rather than object
shift or a restriction on adverb placement in this position. Therefore, I will refer to the
operation as ‘short verb/participle movement’.

In contrast to Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian does not impose any adjacency
restrictions in the auxiliary-participle contexts and allows both adverbs (cf. 84a) and
objects (cf. 84b) to intervene between the two constituents.

(84) a. Jovan je (potpuno) zaboravio (potpuno) Petra
Jovan  beauxssc completely forgetparrmsc —completely — Peter
“Jovan completely forgot Peter”

b.  Petar je (Mariju)  zagtlio (Mariju)
Petar beauxssg Marijaxcc  hugpartmsc  Matijasce
“Petar hugged Marija” (S-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999:73)

Importantly, the adjacency patterns do not hold exclusively for the /Aparticiple. The
same variation is observed with infinitives (cf. 85a) and finite verbs (cf. 85b), which may
be followed or preceded by an adverb in Serbo-Croatian, although the latter option is
strongly preferred by native speakers with all types of verbs.

44 The option with the clitic auxiliary in (81b) is also ruled out, because clitics must follow the
first constituent in Serbo-Croatian (cf. chapter 4).

45 Some native speakers require only the present tense auxiliary to be left-adjacent to the £
participle and allow the past tense vatiant to be separated from the patticiple by some material.
See Krapova (1999a) for details.
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(85) a. Jovan  ¢e (potpuno) zaboraviti  (potpuno) Petratt
Jovan  willcssg completely forgeting completely  Petar
“Jovan will forget Petar completely”
b. Petar (ludo)  voli (ludo)  Mariju
Petar madly lovessg madly  Marija
“Petar loves Marija madly” (S-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 39)

Correspondingly, it has been observed in the literature that finite verbs must move
across VP adverbs in Bulgarian (cf. Lambova 2003: 7-8). This indicates that the
requirement of short verb movement concerns not only ~participles (cf. 86), but finite
verbs in the past and the present tense (cf. 87) as well. Moreover, this suggests that the
movement is motivated by the same feature irrespectively of whether it is phrasal
movement in the case of ~participles, or head movement in the case of finite verbs.*’

(86) Ivan e/bese (*Cesto) navestjaval ~ (Cesto) roditelite  si

Ivan bepR].;s/p,\STQSG often ViSitp,\RT,MVSG often parents selfa‘

“Ivan has/had often visited his parents” (Bg, Lambova 2003: 7-8)
(87) a. Ivan (*Cesto) navestjava (Cesto) roditelite si

Ivan often visitspresssc ~ often  parents  selfce

“Ivan often visits his parents”

b. Ivan (*obiknoveno) e (obiknoveno) v kabineta si
Ivan usually bepresssg  usually in office selfcr,

po tova vteme
at this  time
“Ivan is usually in his office at this time” (Bg, Lambova 2003: 7-8)

It is plausible that the short participle movement is an intermediate step in “long”
participle fronting in Bulgarian discussed in the previous sections. Since “long”
participle fronting targets an argument position, it represents A-movement. This
implies that short participle movement must be of the A-type, too. If the landing site of
the short participle movement were an A’-position, the “long” participle fronting would
be illicit as a case of improper movement, because it would then involve raising from an
A’ to an A-position.

To summarize, 1 have presented evidence for an intermediate step in the
movement of the Aparticiple and verbal heads, which is obligatory in Bulgarian. In the
next section I will try to determine the trigger of the operation in both languages.

2.3.5.1.1 Short verb/participle movement in Serbo-Croatian

This section will argue that in spite of some superficial similarities between the short
participle fronting in Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, these movements are of different
types and occur for a different reason. The difference is related not only to the apparent
“optionality” of the movement in Serbo-Croatian, but also to divergent semantic effects
that the reordering brings about.

46 The future auxiliary & nay not be preceded by the adverb pospuno, because it is a second
position clitic.

47 This feature will be identified in section 2.3.5.1.2. Movement of finite verbs will be contrasted
with /Zparticiple fronting in sections 2.3.5.3 and 2.3.6.
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Native speakers report that in neutral contexts the participle follows the adverb in
Serbo-Croatian, as in (88a) and (89a). They also state that movement of the participle in
front of the adverb gives rise to a somewhat focused interpretation of the adverb (N.
Milicevi¢, p.c.).

(88) a. Jovan  je potpuno  zaboravio Petra
Jovan  beauxssc completely forgetpartmsc —Peter
“Jovan completely forgot Peter”
b. #Jovan je zaboravio potpuno Petra S-6

Progovac (2005a: 31) states that the string in (89b) neatly requires a comma intonation
before and after the adverb. This suggests that even though the verb movement is
possible, it is dispreferred, and occurs only for special discourse effects.

(89) a. Petar ludo voli Mariju
Petar madly lovesss Marija
“Petar loves Marija madly”
b.  #Petar voli ludo Matiju (8-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999: 39)

Correspondingly, given that Serbo-Croatian has SVO as the basic word order, the
object follows the participle in neutral contexts. Preposing of the object in front of the
participle leads to a contrastive focus reading, which was claimed to be licensed in
preverbal positions (cf. section 2.3.4.4).

(90) a. Petar je zagrlio Mariju
Petar beauxssc hugearrmsc  Marijaace
“Petar hugged Marija”
b.  Petar je Mariju  zagrlio
Petar  beauxssc  Marija  hugpartmsc
“It was Marija that Peter hugged” (S-C, Stjepanovi¢ 1999:73)

Thus, it seems that short participle movement in Serbo-Croatian is related to the
information structure of the clause, and requires a special context to be (marginally)
acceptable. This suggests that the operation is not necessarily an intermediate step in
the “long” participle fronting to Spec, TP. By contrast, as shown by (87), in Bulgarian
the movement is not related to topic or focus considerations, because the lack of it
always leads to ungrammaticality. This means that it is triggered by the necessity to
establish some required feature checking configuration, as I will argue in the next
section.

2.3.5.1.2 Short verb/participle movement in Bulgarian

Example (86) shows that in Bulgarian participles must be adjacent to the auxiliary. This
fact is regarded here as an indication of short verb movement. However, there is an
exception to this requirement. Krapova (1999a and b), Billings (2002), and Franks
(forthcoming) observe that when the Aparticiple follows the auxiliary (or the cluster
formed by the auxiliary together with pronominal clitics), the two elements may be
separated from each other by aspectual adverbs, such as () 0% ‘still” and ve ‘already’,
as in (91).
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1) a. Ivanne mu go e [vse oste] virnal
Ivanxre himcrpar  itcracc beavxsse  still FETUINPART.MSG
“Ivan still has not returned it to him” (Bg, Franks, forthcoming)
b. Ivana ne e [oSte] napisala domasnoto si

Ivana ~gg beauxssg still  writepartrsg homework-the her
“Ivana has not finished her homework yet”

c. Da utre Ste  sum gi [vece]  pratila
by tomorrow rur beauxisc themcracc already  sendparrrsc
“By tomorrow I will have already sent them” (Bg, Krapova 1999b)

By contrast, when the participle is fronted, the aspectual adverb et may not occur
between the preposed participle and the auxiliary. Instead, it follows the clitic cluster
that contains the auxiliary.

92) Dala (*vece) sum ti ja vece
giveparrrsc  already  beauxisc youcLpar itcracc  already
“I have already given it to you!” (Bg, Franks, forthcoming)

Boskovi¢ (2001: 181) claims that these adverbs might be incorporated into the verb, on
a par with adverbial clitics in some other languages (cf. Dobrovie-Sorin 1994 for
Romanian).*® However, Billings (2002) remarks that the explanation is incorrect,
because adverbs are always stressed in this position. Moreover, in (91a) the adverb
consists of two separate words, so it cannot be a clitic.

The fact that the only elements that may intervene between the auxiliary and the
participle are aspectual adverbs suggests to me that the short verb movement takes
place in order to check an aspect feature in a projection I will dub AspP. A similar
proposal has already been made for Bulgarian by Krapova (1999a), who follows Giorgi
& Pianesi’s (1997) hypothesis of splitting TP into separate Tense- and Aspect-related
projections.* Krapova claims that Bulgarian has two Tense projections: T1P, which
dominates T2/AspP. T1 relates the refetence time to the moment of speech, wheteas
T2/AspP relates the reference time to the event time. Following these insights, I
suggest that aspect can be checked in two ways in Bulgarian: either by verb movement
into Asp, or by merging an aspectual adverb in this position, as in (91).

The proposal gains additional support if we consider adjacency conditions outside
the compound tenses formed with the /~participle. Lambova (2003: 179-180) observes
that in copular constructions the verb ‘to be’ does not have to be adjacent to the
subject or the nominal or adjectival predicate. Both clitic (cf. 93a) and non-clitic (cf.
93b) forms of the copula may be separated from the subject or the predicate by any
type of adverb, not necessarily an aspectual one. This indicates that neither of these
constituents must raise to the position immediately to the right of the copula.

48 Alexandra Cornilescu (p.c.) points out to me that all adverbial clitics in Romanian express
aspectual meanings, which makes a correlation between the Bulgarian and the Romanian patterns
even stronger.

49 The idea that verbs may move to check an aspect feature is not new. For example, Bok-
Bennema (2001) suggests that verbs in French and Spanish may undergo short movement, which
is triggered by an Aspect feature. She argues that the projection termed Agr by Pollock (1989),
which is targeted by finite verbs in French, encodes an aspectual feature. Furthermore, see
Svenonius (2004) for a claim that the locus of the aspectual tenses in Bulgatian is immediately
below T.
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93) a. Ivan (vece) e (ve¢e)  doktor na fiziCeskite nauki
Ivan already bepresssc  already  doctor of physics
“Ivan is already a doctor of physics”

a’.  Doktor na fiziceskite nauki (vece) e Ivan
b.  Ivan (opredelno) bese (opredelno)  dovolen
Ivan certainly bepasrasg  certainly satisfiedy
“Ivan was certainly satisfied”
b’ Dovolen (opredelno) bese Ivan (Bg, Lambova 2003: 179-180; p.c.)

I would like to argue that the lack of adjacency between the copula and the predicative
elements in (93) is due to the fact that the AspP projection is accessible only to
categories that are specified for aspect, such as finite verbs and participles. Since
adjectives and nouns do not mark aspectual distinctions, they do not pass through
AspP. Consequently, they do not have to be right-adjacent to the copulas ¢ and bese,
which reside in T, immediately above AspP. They may move directly to Spec, TP,
where they check the ¢-features of T.

The postulation of AspP below TP is also relevant for the position of the subject
with respect to the auxiliary. In (93) the subject may be split from the copula with an
adverb. This is possible not only in copula constructions, but also in compound tenses
formed with the /participle, but only when the subject precedes the auxiliary (cf. 94a).
If the /Aparticiple is fronted, it must be adjacent to the auxiliary (cf. 94b).

(%94) a. (Nestumneno) Ivan  (nesumneno) e procel knigata
undoubtedly Ivan undoubtedly beauxssc teadparrmsc book-the
“Ivan has undoubtedly read the book”
b.  (*Nesumneno) procel (*nesimneno) e knigata (Bg, S. Marinov, p.c.)

The data in (94) indicate that unlike the /~participle, the subject can be topicalized and
raise across sentential adverbs, such as zesimmneno ‘undoubtedly’. Alexandra Cornilescu
(p.c.) informs me that the impossibility of Aparticiple movement in this context might
be related to the fact that verbs are the only grammatical category that may never be
topicalized, but only focused (cf. also Cinque 1993).50

Furthermore, the examples in (94) also indicate that the Aparticiple in Bulgarian
must always first move to Spec, AspP, and only then may it raise further to Spec, TP.
By contrast, the subject does not need to target this intermediate landing site, and it
may raise directly to Spec, TP. In Migdalski (2005) I suggested that the difference is
related to g-feature specification: the subject is marked for a full set of y-features,
whereas the Aparticiple carries only the gender and number features.

(95) [rp T +Person/Number/Gender] -+ [AspP PAIti+Number/Gender] -+ [vP SUDjECt[+Person/Number/Gender] |]]

50 Boskovi¢ (1997: 144-146) shows that the subject is able to move higher than the Aparticiple in
Serbo-Croatian as well. For instance, in contrast to the /participle, the subject may cross
sentential adverbs.

@ a. Jovan je nesumnjivo istukao Petra
]ovan bCAUX.SSG undoubtcdly bcatpART_M_sc, PCtCr‘\cc
“Jovan undoubtedly beat Peter”
b.  *Istukao je nesumnjivo Petra (S-C, cf. Boskovi¢ 1997: 144ff)
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Assuming with Chomsky (2001) that T is specified for a full set of ¢-features, I argued
that the subject is raised when the feature [Person] is selected as the attractor. When
[Gender| or [Number] are the attractors on T, the ~participle moves.

However, the claim makes use of a rather mechanical solution, which is ad hoc
related to the richness of g-features. It seems more reasonable to argue that the subject
may not raise via AspP, because it does not have the aspectual morphology that is
eligible for checking the feature of Asp.

The proposal developed here, which relates short participle movement to the
presence of AspP receives typological support. Recall from chapter 1 that Bulgarian has
retained the aspectual tenses inherited from Old Church Slavonic, imperfectum and
aorist. Thus, it has two options of marking aspectual distinctions: via aspectual
morphemes (usually prefixes) and via tense morphology. By contrast, Serbo-Croatian
has lost the aspectual tenses, which in syntactic terms may mean that it does not project
AspP or that this projection is weak. Consequently, there is no requirement of short
verb movement in Serbo-Croatian. If a comparable movement does occur in this
language, it is triggered by information structure considerations, rather than the
necessity to check the aspect feature in Spec, Asp.

2.3.5.2 Double participle constructions

This section will analyze complex structures formed with a present tense form of the
verb ‘be’, the Aparticiple of the verb ‘be’, and the Aparticiple of the main (thematic)
verb. These structures will provide additional arguments for the existence of the AspP
projection in the phrase structure, which is the target of the short participle movement.

The sentences in (96a and b) exemplify the double participle construction for
Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian, respectively. It is formed in the same way in both
languages, but has a different meaning. In Bulgarian, it expresses the renarrated mood
(cf. chapter 1, section 1.3.4.5.1), whereas in Serbo-Croatian it functions as the
pluperfect tense (cf. chapter 1, section 1.3.4.3.1).

(96) a. Az suim bil Cetjal knigata
I beprisisc  bepartmsc readpartmsc  book-the
“I am said to have been reading the book” (Bg)
b. Ja sam bio procitao knjigu

1 bePRES.lSG bePART.M.SG readPART.I\’I.SG bOOkr\CC

“I had finished reading the book” (8-C, cf. Tomi¢ 1996a: 853-854)

Both participles agree in p-features with the subject and either of them may be moved
to the clause-initial position in Bulgarian (cf. 97) and Serbo-Croatian (cf. 98).5!

51 There is some discrepancy among native speakers concerning acceptability of fronting the
thematic participle. According to Lema & Rivero (1989), the movement is excluded, but the
judgments are disconfirmed by Rivero herself in her later work (1991), as well as by Embick and
Izvorski (1995) and Lambova (2003). Tomi¢ (1996a: 853) marks (97b) as ?’. Correspondingly,
Embick and Izvorski (1995) reject a Serbo-Croatian example that is similar to the one in (98b),
but their data are contested by Boskovi¢ (1995). What this suggests to me is that fronting of the
thematic participle requires extra focusing, which is not accepted by all native speakers. This is
confirmed by Lambova’s (2003: 174) observation that in the absence of the subject the most
neutral pattern is Bepart-Beaux-Vpart, while the ordering Vparr-Beaux-Bepart requires “non-
neutral” intonational contours. The generalization is expected from a syntactic point of view:
since the Aparticiple form of the verb ‘be’ is generated higher in the structure, it should be easier
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97) a. Bil; sim Cetjal t;  knigata
beparrmsc bepresisc  readparrasc book-the
b.  Cetjal; sim bil t; knigata (Bg, cf. Tomi¢ 1996a: 853-854)
(98) a. Bio; sam t;  procitao knjigu
bepartmsc beprrsisc  readparrmsc  bookace
b. Procitao; sam bio t;knjigu (§-C, cf. Tomi¢ 1996a: 853-854)

However, it is impossible to move the two participles at the same time, as indicated in
(99) for Bulgarian and in (100) for Serbo-Croatian.

©99)  a.  *Cetjal bil sim knigata
readpartMsG  beparTMsG beprrsisc  book-the
b. **Bil ¢etjal sum knigata (Bg)
(100) a. *Procitao bio sam knjigu

readpartMmsG  beparrasc bepresisc  bookacc

b. **Bio procitao sam knjigu (§-C, cf. , Boskovic¢ 1997: 159-160)

As shown in (101), the direct object may follow two participles in Serbo-Croatian.
Neither the object (cf. 101b) nor the subject may intervene between the two participles
when they are preceded by the auxiliary.

(101)  a. Vas dvoje  ste bili cekali Marijinu prijateljicu
you two beauxazpr, bepartvpr, waitparrapr  Matia’s  friend
b.  *Vas dvoje ste bili Marijinu prijateljicu; ¢ekali t;
¢ *Marijinu prijateljicu;ste bili vas dvoje ¢ekali t;  (S-C, cf. Boskovi¢ 1997: 157)

However, the two participles may be separated by an auxiliary (cf. 98). This leads
Boskovi¢ (1997: 157) to conclude that they are head-adjoined to the auxiliary verb. One
of them is adjoined to the left of it, whereas the other one is adjoined to the right.
Boskovi¢ suggests that fronting of the thematic participle cekali across the auxiliary in a
double patticiple construction proceeds as in (102).

(102) Cekali ste bili Marijinu prijateljicu
waitparTMmpL  beauxopL beparracen Maria’s  friend
a. [AuxP ste [Vp bili [vp cekali Marijinu prijateljicu]]]

beauxopr. bepartmpr, waitparrapr  Matia’s  friend
[Ausp [Aux [Aux ste] bilii | [ve ti [ve Cekali Marijinu prijateljicu]]
C. [AuxP [Aux éekalij [Aux [Aux ste] bili; ]] [Vp t [vp t Marijinu prijateljicu]]]

First, bili right-adjoins to the auxiliary and checks the [+aux] feature (cf. 102b). Next,
lekali, crosses over the trace of bili and adjoin to the left of the auxiliary sz (cf. 102c).>
In principle, the direct adjunction of lekali to ste violates the Minimize Chain Link

to raise it. See also Camdzié¢ (2004 ch. 1) for an overview of double participle constructions
across Slavic.

52 Boskovic is awate that his account is against Kayne’s (1994) claim that rightward adjunction is
disallowed. However, since he analyses participle fronting as head adjunction, his proposal is in
line with Chomsky’s (1995) suggestion, which excludes rightward adjunction only in the case of
XP-movement.
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Principle, but Boskovi¢ argues that this is a licit operation, because the trace t; in (102c)
and the landing site of ¢kali, which is a position adjoined to sz, belong to the same
minimal domain of the chain (i, t). Hence, they are equidistant from the base
position of fekali, and the direct adjunction of cekali to ste does not lead to a violation of
the locality conditions.

Basi¢ (2003) points out that Boskovié’s adjunction account is empitically
inadequate, because an adverb, such as pospuno in (103a), may be inserted between the
auxiliary verb and a thematic participle, such as zaboravio in (103). This demonstrates
that the participle does not need to immediately follow the auxiliary, so it may not be
right-adjoined to it.

a. 10 S otpuno zaboravio na sastana

103 Bi j potp boravi k
bepartMsG beauxasc COl’IlplCtCly fOI'gCtpARTAM.SG about rnecting
“He had completely forgotten about the meeting” (S-C, Basi¢ 2003)

Furthermore, Basi¢ remarks that only a thematic participle may be preceded by an
adverb in this position. The FAparticiple of the verb ‘be’ does not allow adverb
premodification (cf. 104). I suggest that the restriction is syntactic in nature, and I will
account for it later in this section.

(104) P*Zaboravio je potpuno  bio na sastanak
fO]fgCtpARTAM.SG beauxssc COl’IlplCtCly beparrarsg about rnecting

(S-C, Basi¢ 2003)

In Bulgarian the adjacency requirements related to the position of the auxiliary and the
participles are stricter that in Serbo-Croatian. As the data in (105) illustrates, both the
thematic and non-thematic participle must always be adjacent to the auxiliary, whether
they follow or precede it.

(105) a.  Cel (FIvan) e (*Ivan)  bil (Ivan) za izpita

rcadpART,M}SG Ivan bC3SG Ivan bCpART_M,S(; Ivan for exam
“Supposedly, Ivan must have STUDIED for the exam”

2. Bil (*Ivan) e (*Ivan) cel (Ivan) za izpita

b.  Cel (fintenzivno) e (*intenzivno)
readpartMsc  hard beauxsc hard
bil (intenzivno) za izpita
bCPART,MSG hard for exam
“He must have studied hard for the exam”

b’  Bil (*intenzivno) e (*intenzivno) ¢el (intenzivno) za izpita

(Bg, cf. Lambova 2003; p.c.)

To summarize the observations that have been made so far, let me enumerate the
possible patterns of double participle constructions. The auxiliary clitic cannot be
clause-initial (cf. 106a), but must be preceded by one of the Apatticiples (cf. 106b/c).
However, fronting of both participles at the same time is excluded (cf. 106d/e).
Furthermore, Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian differ in that in the former the non-fronted
participle must be right-adjacent to the auxiliary, whereas in the latter the thematic
participle may be separated from it by an adverb.
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*Beavx-Bepart-Vearr
Bepart-Beaux-Vparr
Vearr-Beavx-Beparr

(106)

*Vpart-Bepart-Beavx
**Bepart-Veart-Beaux

oo oe

The analysis of participle fronting developed in this chapter presupposes that the
double participle constructions are also formed by means of locative inversion. For this
reason I will assume that the /participle form of the verb ‘be’ is a copula that makes
locative inversion possible. I propose it occupies the specifier of the phrase I label BioP
for convenience. Bearing this in mind, the clause in (107a) will have the base structure
given in (107b).

(107)  a. Az sum bil Cetjal knigata
I bepresisc  beparrtasc readpartarsc book-the Bg)
b [rp [rrel [aspP [AgroP [Aux SUM [Biop biljsy) [vp aZrg) [V [parep Cetjalsy knigatal]]]]]]]]

The subject and both of the participles carry ¢-features, so each of them can be
attracted by T and move into Spec, TP. However, since the copula participle 44/ is
generated in the closest proximity to T, it is the most suitable candidate for the
operation. Still, 4/ does not carry any aspectual morphology, so it may not check the
aspect feature of Asp. This can be only done by the thematic participle, which always
specifies aspectual distinctions. For instance, it may appear in aspectual pairs (cf. e/
‘readmver” and prodel/ ‘readpry” in Bulgarian).

Assuming these generalizations, let us consider two cases of participle fronting.
The default ordering is “Bepart-Beavx-Vparr’, which I suggest is derived in the
following way. As in the constructions with a single participle, the object must be
evacuated from the PartP prior to the movement of the thematic participle. I posit that
it raises to Spec, AgrOP, where it checks case. The thematic participle raises via XP-
movement across the copula participle and lands in Spec, AspP, where it checks
Aspect, while the finite auxiliaty sz targets T and checks Tense. As was noted above,
Spec, AspP is inaccessible for b7/, which may only check the ¢-features of T by raising
into Spec, TP. The derivation is schematized in (108).

(108) Bil sim cetjal knigata
bepartasc bepresisc  teadpartmsc  book-the (Bg)
a. e [1prgl [Aspp [awx SUM [Biop biljrg [agrop [vp [pare Cetjaliry) knigatal]]]]]]]
b. [1p [Biop bil] [r stimy [aspp [parep Cetjal t] [agrop knigata; [aus te [tsip [vp [trawp

a1}

The other instance of participle fronting involves movement of the thematic participle.
It always gives rise to a focused interpretation of this element. I suggest that this means
that the operation is triggered by a Focus feature and occurs successive-cyclically via
Spec, AspP, where the participle checks the Aspect feature; Spec, TP, where the ¢-
features of T are checked, and ends up in Spec, FocP.
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(109) Cetjal sim bil knigata
readpartMmsG bepresisc  bepartamsc book-the (Bg)
a. [rp [1r+) [AspP [Aux SUM [Biop biljrg) [agrop [vp [parep Cetjaljry knigata]]]]]]]]
b. [FocP [Paree Cetjal t] [1p [tpazpt] [T SUM [Aspp [tPamp t] [agroP knigata; [aux te [Biop bil

[ [tpar e ]1TII]

The templates in (108) and (109) provide derivations of double participle constructions
in Bulgarian. In Serbo-Croatian they proceed in a similar way, and the main difference
concerns the intermediate movement of the thematic participle to AspP, which is not
obligatory in this language, the way it is also not required in the case of short participle
movement (cf. section 2.3.5.1.1). Hence, the thematic participle does not have to be
right-adjacent to the auxiliary, and may be preceded by some lexical material, such as
the adverb pospuno ‘completely’ in (103).

Summarizing, this section has overviewed the double participle construction in
Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian. It has been demonstrated that even though it is formed
in a similar way in both languages, Bulgarian requires the thematic participle to move
via Spec, AspP, where the aspect feature is checked. This is related to the richness of
aspectual specifications in this language, which in this way has been shown to be
relevant for both the short patticiple movement and the double patticiple formations.

2.3.5.3 The future auxiliary ste in Bulgarian

This section will briefly examine the behaviour of the future auxiliary % in Bulgarian. It
occurs both with finite verbs and the Aparticiple, but with divergent patterns. It will be
shown that its distribution may be straightforwardly explained on the assumption that
whereas /Aparticiples move as phrases, finite verbs undergo head movement