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Abstract

In the evidentiality system of Bulgarian, there
are three evidential auxiliaries that form
complex verbal forms. The paper analyzes
their potential to mark non-reliability in
political discourse by using the ParlaMint-BG
corpus of parliamentary debates. The method
of the study includes detection, categorisation
and context analysis of the evidentials formed
with auxiliaries. The results prove that the
evidential auxiliaries function as markers of
non-reliability, especially in argumentative
text type such as political discourse.
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1 Introduction

Evidentiality in Bulgarian is a grammaticalized
category coding the source of information of an
utterance and its classification according to the
speaker’s cognitive states (Nitsolova, 2008: 332).
The category is based on the opposition between
direct and indirect source of information: the
indicative mood is marked for direct (firsthand)
evidence whereas a paradigm of three indirect
(non-firsthand) evidentials, i.e. reportative,
inferential, and dubitative, emerged from the
perfect tense. According to Plungian (2001: 354),
Balkan systems are an example of modalized
evidential systems. He suggests that the evidential
system in Bulgarian is based on the opposition
personal vs. non-personal information rather than
on directly observable vs. non-observable
evidence, and furthermore the speaker’s mental
states are no less personal (and reliable) than their
visual observations. Such interpretations of the
Bulgarian evidential system rely on the fact that
observable evidence is considered more reliable
and mediated information less reliable,
respectively. On the other hand, the dubitative is
the only indirect evidential that includes the value

of reliability in its core semantics, as it expresses
the personal stance of the speaker to a non-
firsthand information which is evaluated as non-
reliable, while the reportative and the inferential
are rather neutral to reliability (Tarpomanova,
2016). However, in certain contexts, such as
media texts, all indirect evidentials can signal
different levels of (non-)reliability (Guentcheva,
1996; Tarpomanova, 2015: 32-33) or even
disinformation (Margova, 2022). Political speech
can also favour the use of indirect evidentials to
mark certain levels of reliability of the
information.

2 Objectives and methodology

This is a corpus-based study whose objective
is to explore three evidential auxiliaries as
markers of non-reliability of the information: 6ux
‘be-evidential’, wsn  ‘will-evidential’  and
naman(o) ‘will not-evidential’. As a grammatical
form, 6ux is the past active participle of the verb
‘be’ and can be incorporated in the (present)
perfect tense as a full verb — com 6un ‘have been’
but in the evidential paradigm it is an auxiliary
that forms different tenses. Similarly, wsz can be
either past active participle of the colloguial verb
wa ‘want’ or future evidential auxiliary, and
naman — either past active participle of the verb
namam ‘don’t have’ or negative future evidential
auxiliary. In fact, waman should function as a
particle and should be used only in neuter as
invariable form — mamano, but in the colloquial
speech it often agrees in gender and number with
the subject. All three evidential auxiliaries are
found both in the paradigm of the reliability-
neutral evidentials, i.e. the inferential and the
reportative, and in the reliability-marked
dubitative. The main hypothesis of the study is
that in political discourse, which can be viewed as
argumentative text type, indirect evidentials are
used to suggest non-reliability of the information
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and the evidential auxiliaries 6ur, wsan and
naman(o) have mostly dubitative value and to a
lower extent reliability-neutral interpretation. To
test this assumption, the occurrences of the
evidential auxiliaries in the ParlaMint-BG corpus
of Bulgarian parliamentary debates have been
automatically extracted, manually classified, and
analyzed in context.
3 Evidentiality and
disambiguation

recognition

In corpora of Bulgarian as a rule evidentiality
is not annotated, but different schemata can be
applied for (automatic) recognition of evidential
forms. The use of the aorist active participle and
especially of the imperfect active participle (the
letter occurs only in indirect evidentials, but not in
the perfect tenses of the indicative) with omission
of the auxiliary cwum ‘be’ is a reliable marker
although it applies for the 3™ person only.
However, the 3 person is the most frequent
grammatical form as compared with the 1°t and the
2" person. The omission of the auxiliary com ‘be’
in the indicative perfect is possible but rare
(Nitsolova, 2008: 296). Additionally, the
evidential auxiliaries 6uz ‘be-evidential’, wsin
‘will-evidential” and  waman(o) ‘will not-
evidential’ are unambiguous markers of
evidentiality.

The main difficulty in evidentiality recognition
is the disambiguation of two types of grammatical
homonymy: between the inferential aorist and the
indicative perfect (cf. Aleksova, 2003), and in the
paradigm of the indirect evidentials. The first type
is not relevant for the study as neither the
inferential aorist, nor the indicative perfect
contain the analyzed auxiliaries, and what is more,
both forms are neutral to reliability. As for the
homonymies of the second type, several of them
should be considered: i. the inferential and the
reportative coincide in the 1% and the 2" person
and differ only in the 3™ person by the presence
and the omission of the auxiliary com ‘be’,
respectively; ii. in all the forms of the dubitative
the auxiliary 6un ‘be-evidential’ can be omitted
and in that case, they coincide with the
reportative; this means that formally the
reportative can express doubt, i.e. non-reliability;
iii. the reportative perfect/pluperfect and the
dubitative aorist are homonymous (6ur uer ‘he
reportedly has/had read’ or ‘he allegedly read’),
i.e. the auxiliary 6uz can function either as a
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temporal marker of the reportative or as a non-
reliability marker in the structure of the dubitative.

4 The corpus

The ParlaMint is a project contributing at the
creation of comparable multilingual corpora of
parliamentary debates with uniform annotation
(Osenova, 2023: 62). The corpora contain
transcriptions of the sessions of the 17 European
national parliaments with half a billion words
(Erjavec et al., 2023: 415). The Bulgarian part
used for this study comprises 20 million words
attributed to 606 speakers and the political parties
and organizations they belong to, collected from
October 2014 to July 2020 (Erjavec et al., 2023:
431). The linguistic annotation of the corpus was
performed automatically by the CLASSLA
pipeline (Ljubesi¢ and Dobrovoljc, 2019). The
ParlaMint corpora are available through Sketch
Engine, a corpus manager and text analysis
software. There are several query types: by word,
lemma, character, phrase, and regular expressions
based on the Corpus Query Language (CQL).

5 Results

To obtain quantitative data for the use of the
evidential auxiliaries 6un ‘be-evidential’, wn
‘will-evidential” and waman(o) ‘will not-evidential’
several regular expressions have been applied. As
one of the purposes is to differentiate between
evidentials that contain and do not contain the
auxiliary cum ‘be’, seven regular expressions have
been set to search the following strings:

(1) 1%, 2" and 3™ person, singular and plural of
the auxiliary cwvm ‘be’ + masculine, feminine,
neuter and plural of the auxiliary 6ur ‘be-
evidential’ + words ending in -z, -1a, -0, -1 (to
cover all grammatical genders and numbers of the
past active participles);

(2) no lemma of the auxiliary cem ‘be’ +
masculine, feminine, neuter and plural of the
auxiliary 6un + words ending in -z, -1a, -10, 7u;

(3) 1%, 2" and 3" person, singular and plural of
the auxiliary cwom ‘be’ + masculine, feminine,
neuter and plural of the auxiliary wsan ‘will-
evidential’ + particle 0a;

(4) no lemma of the auxiliary cem ‘be’+
masculine, feminine, neuter and plural of the
auxiliary wsn ‘will-evidential® + particle oa;

(5) 1%, 2" and 3™ person, singular and plural of
the auxiliary cwom ‘be’ + masculine, feminine,
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neuter and plural of the auxiliary #aman ‘will not-
evidential’ + particle da;

(6) no lemma of the auxiliary com ‘be’+
masculine, feminine, neuter and plural of the
auxiliary #auan ‘will not evidential’ + particle oa;

(7) masculine, feminine, neuter and plural of the
auxiliary wsn  ‘will-evidential’ + masculine,
feminine, neuter and plural of the auxiliary 6ur ‘be-
evidential’.

Strings (1) and (2) present evidentials containing
the auxiliary 6un ‘be-evidential’ which are
ambiguous. Provided that the results are not so
numerous, the disambiguation between non-
dubitatives and dubitatives has been manually
performed. Besides that, as the third element of the
string can be any word ending in -z, -1a, -10, -,
i.e. not necessarily a past active participle, there
were many irrelevant results, usually collocations
of the perfect tense and a masculine noun ending in
the suffix -men, the most frequent among them
being e 6un ceudemen ‘he has been a witness’. The
irrelevant results were significant in string (1) —215
out of 298, and minor in string (2) — only 20 out of
365. Of course, they have been excluded from the
study. The inverted structure, with the auxiliary 6wz
in the first position and the auxiliary cvm in the
second one, has been checked too but only 6
occurrences have been found, 5 of which
irrelevant, that is why it is not taken into account
for the study.

Strings (3) and (4) present positive future
evidentials, and strings (5) and (6) exhibit negative
future evidentials marked by the respective
auxiliaries — wn and waman. Adding to the string
the modal subordinator oa which functions as a
particle linking the future evidential auxiliary and
the full verb in a complex verbal form limits the
output to the future evidentials. The
disambiguation between dubitatives and non-
dubitatives has been manual, considering the
context.

The output of string (7) should be
unambiguously a future dubitative, but it appeared
to be a very rare structure.

The results of the search are presented in the
tables, which contain the evidentials extracted after
disambiguation and elimination of the wrongly
recognized outputs (column 1), further divided into
reliability-neutral evidentials labeled as non-
dubitatives (column 2) and evidentials that express
non-reliability labeled as dubitatives (column 3).

Table 1 displays the evidentials containing the
auxiliary c¢em ‘be’, which allows for person and
number differentiation, and the auxiliary 6un ‘be-

evidential’,

which has

separate

forms for

masculine, feminine, neuter and plural. The most
frequent form is the 3™ person, both singular and
plural, and it is expected to be reliability neutral as
it marks the inferential. However, there are a few
occurrences that have dubitative reading and
express non-reliable information. The 1* and the
2™ person, on the other hand, are grammatically
ambiguous given that the reported and the
inferential may be differentiated in the 3™ person
only. The results show that the 1% and the 2™ person
tend to be interpreted as dubitatives, with one
exception in the 2™ person plural.

Evidentials | Non- Dubitatives
dubitatives
Isgm |7 0 7
Isgf |0 - -
2sgm | 0 - -
2sgf |0 - -
3sgm | 7 7 0
3sgf | 13 9 4
3sgn |9 8 1
1pl 19 0 19
2plm | 0 - -
2plf |0 - -
2 pl 5 1 4
3pl 22 19 3
Total | 82 44 38

Table 1: Auxiliary com ‘be’ + auxiliary 6un ‘be-

evidential’ + -l-participle.

Evidentials | Non- Dubitatives
dubitatives
Msg | 168 1 167
Fsg 48 1 47
N sg 25 0 25
Pl 100 1 99
Total | 341 3 338

Table 2: Auxiliary 6uz ‘be-evidential® + -I-
participle.
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Table 2 presents the occurrences of the strings
containing the evidential auxiliary 6wz and the past
active participle, and excluding the lemma of the
auxiliary c»m ‘be’. With those parameters, the
query can give as an output only 3™ person
evidentials differentiated by gender and number.
There is a clear preference for dubitative
interpretation of that structure, with very few
exceptions that are neutral to reliability and have a
temporal value of perfect or pluperfect.

In Table 3, future evidentials with the auxiliary
com ‘be’ are presented. The total is almost equally
distributed between non-dubitative and dubitative
values, but the preferences for a given value differ
among grammatical persons: the 1% and the 2™
person corelate with dubitative reading, and the 3
person with non-dubitative reading. Similarly to
the structure with 6ur ‘be-evidential’, those
correlations can be explained with the grammatical
ambiguity of the 1t and the 2™ persons: they can be
interpreted either as inferentials or as reportatives
and the letter may have dubitative value. On the
other hand, the 3™ person is expected to have only
inferential reading, but still, some of the contexts
are clearly dubitative. There were no negative
future evidentials containing cwvm ‘be’ in the
corpus.

Three occurrences of negative future evidentials
with the auxiliary cem ‘be’ have been found, all of
them in neuter, one in the 1% person singular with
dubitative reding, and two in the 3™ person singular
which have inferential value.

Table 4 and Table 5 present future evidentials
with omission of the auxiliary cem ‘be’ (which
occurs in the 3" person only), with the positive and
negative future evidential auxiliaries respectively.
In both cases, there is a clear preference for
dubitative interpretation. The negative future
evidential marker is expected to function as a
particle, i.e. to be invariable (in neuter), but in fact
it is often used inflected for gender and number in
the colloquial speech.

In the corpus, there is only one cooccurrence of
the two auxiliaries wesn ‘will-evidential’ and 6un
‘be-evidential’ in neuter — w110 6uno, and none of
the negative future auxiliary usaman ‘will not-
evidential’ and 6wz ‘be-evidential’.

6 Discussion

The results extracted from the ParlaMint-BG
corpus justify the hypothesis that political speech is
a text type that supports the use of the evidential
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Evidentials | Non- Dubitatives
dubitatives
Isgm |3 0 3
Isgf | O - -
2sgm | 1 1 0
2sgf | 0 - -
3sgm | 11 11 0
3sgf |5 3 2
3sgn | 6 5 1
1 pl 12 1 11
2plm | 0 - -
2plf | O - -
2 pl 8 3 5
3pl 8 4
Total | 54 26 26

Table 3: Auxiliary wsn ‘will-evidential® +
auxiliary cvm ‘be’ + particle oa.

Evidentials | Non- Dubitatives
dubitatives
Mg 107 5 102
Fsg 56 3 53
N sg 112 0 112
Pl 140 1 139
Total | 415 9 406

Table 4: Future evidential without auxiliary cem

‘be’.
Evidentials | Non- Dubitatives

dubitatives

Msg | O - -

Fsg 0 - -

N sg 59 2 57

Pl 1 0 1

Total | 60 2 58

Table 5: Negative future evidential without
auxiliary com ‘be’.

auxiliaries as markers of non-reliability but
depending on the cooccurrence with the auxiliary
com ‘be’ and its omission. For all evidential
auxiliaries analyzed here, the structures containing
the auxiliary com ‘be’ in the 1% and the 2™ person
are grammatically ambiguous but tend to be
interpreted as dubitatives. Constructions with the
auxiliary cem ‘be’ in the 3™ person should be
interpreted as inferentials, i.e. reliability-neutral, as
the inferential cannot express dubitativity. They
have temporal value, as in (8).
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(8) Kocamo I'EPK e oowina uma eracm, e oun
énazvn [be-3SgPrind be-EvMSg enter-AAPMSg]*
6 cuna. Taxa nu e? Taxa e. “‘When GERB came to
power, it had (supposedly) been put into effect. Is
that correct? That’s correct.’

Still, 8 out of 42 cooccurrences of com ‘be’ and
oun ‘be-evidential’ and 7 out of 30 of com ‘be-
evidential’ and wsn ‘will-evidential’ in the 3™
person express non-reliability. As compared with
the forms with omission of the auxiliary cem ‘be’,
they are rather stylistically neutral, i.e. do not imply
irony or negative stance.

(9) Ceos u crywam rxonecume om 160, 2onAma
yacm om msx 6sxa oenymamu u npes 2009 e. — cvc
cvuume apeymeHmu 3acmasaxa npeo Hac, 3a 0a
3awumam KomKko 000vp 6w0dcem ca ounu
comeopunu [be-3PIPrind be-EvPI create-AAPPI].
‘I am listening to my colleagues from the left, a
large number of them were MPs in 2009 as well —
they stood before us with the same arguments to
defend what a good budget they had allegedly
created.’

On the contrary, constructions with omitted
auxiliary com ‘be’ in the 3™ person are most often
interpreted as dubitatives, as in (10), with very few
exceptions: in contexts (11) and (12), for example,
the evidentials with omitted auxiliary cum ‘be’
designate tenses of the reportative — perfect in (11)
and future in (12). There were also a few contexts,
in which the evidentials, although with omitted
auxiliary, have inferential reading and do not
express non-reliability — (13) and (14).

(10) Kaxwe e 0o6oovm? J{pyeume ounu npuenu
[be-EVPl accept-AAPPI]. Hue na cvcmesanue iu
ce Hamupame? ‘What is the argument? The others
(allegedly) accepted. Are we in a competition?’

(11) Konxo xopa 6 masu 3ana He ca nOCMaguiu
mackume cu npasuino? Toecm mackama 3Haem, ye
mpsbea 0a nokpuea u Hoca. EOun xoneea xasa, ue
cunom my 6un xooun [be-EvMSg go-AAPMSg]
eOHa ceOMuya Ha yyuIuUWe masu 200UHA.
Yeaoicaemu xoneeu, om omeosoprocmma Ha 6cexu
€O0UH 0T HAC 3A6UCHU KOTIKO 8peme 0eyama HAMA Od
o6voam ¢ xknachume cmau. ‘How many people in
this room didn’t put their masks on correctly? That
is, we know that the mask must also cover the nose.
A colleague said his son has gone to school for a
week this year. Dear colleagues, it is the

! Glosses of the evidentials are provided in square brackets
with the following abbreviations: 1, 2, 3 — 1%, 2", 3" person,
Sg — singular, Pl — plural, M — masculine, F — feminine, N —

responsibility of each of us how long the children
will not be in the classrooms.’

(12) Hewo noseue, cmamam, ue maxa
HApeYyeHOmo OUCTAHYUOHHO UMY  el1eKIMPOHHO
obyyeHue mpabea MHO20 Oa ce BHUMABA U 8
cpepama Ha eucwemo obpazosanue. OH3U OeH
CUHBM MU NOTYYUTL 8 VHUBEPCUMEMA Cbobuyetue,
ue UNUMBIN UM RO PUULECKO WAL 0d ce nposede
[will-EvMSg Part be held-3SgPresPerf] ¢ mecm.
Ilpeononacam, we u3nUMBM UM HO MBPSOBCKO
npaso we ce nposede ¢ auyesu onopu. ‘Moreover,
I think that we should be very careful with the so-
called distance or electronic learning in the field of
higher education as well. The other day, my son
received a message at the university that their PE
exam will be held with a test. I guess their
commercial law exam will be held with push-ups.’

(13) Punu ca maznauvasamu u cayrcumenu Ha
Aeenyuama cpewy nooxyn. [...] Ipecmvnuama
cxema ouna pynkuyuonupana [be-EvFSg function-
AAPFSg], cnopeo pascrnedsawume opeanu, upes
0obpe uszepadena mpedxca om nocpeonuyu. Ilo
6peMe HA NPemvbPCEAHUSMA  PA3CAe08auume
opeanu ca omkpuiu pasHocmourocmma Ha 175
XU 718. 8 pa3UYHA 6anyma 6 ooma Ha L{eemanos,
KAKmo U 3HAUUMEIHA CymMa napu 6 0oMa Ha
Hezoeuss mwvcm. ‘Agency employees were also
appointed for bribes. [...] The criminal scheme
functioned, according to the investigating
authorities, through a well-established network of
intermediaries. During the searches, the
investigating authorities found the equivalent of
175,000 leva in different currencies in Tsvetanov’s
home, as well as a significant amount of money in
his father-in-law’s home.’

(14) Hegeposmnu boese — onucanu ca. Tpemus
OeH — pewasawus, Koeamo mooice ou Jloopuy wian
oa naone [will-EvMSg Part fall-3SgPrPerf],
eenepan Kones cnacsaea epada cvc c6oama KoHHA
ousuzus, kamo pazbusa cpvockama OueuU3Us.
‘Amazing fights — they are described. On the third
day — the decisive one, when perhaps Dobrich was
about to fall, General Kolev saved the town with
his cavalry division, defeating the Serbian
division.’

As already noted, the cooccurrence of the future
evidential auxiliary wsn (or the negative naman)
and the evidential auxiliary 6uz is unambigously
interpeted as future dubitative but the whole verbal

neuter, Pr — present, Ind — indicative, Ev — evidential, AAP —
aorist active participle, Part — particle, Perf — perfective,
Imperf — imperfective, Refl — reflexive
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form becomes overmarked and somehow heavy
and subsequently very rare — there is only one such
case found in the corpus.

(15) ... wsnno 6uno oa nonpeuu [will-EvNSg be-
EvNSg Part hinder-3SgPresPerf] na npogepxama
Ha cOenKume U Ha PesusUsma Ha NOTUMUKama 6
nocneonume 4 w10 200unu. Abcyponu
mevpoenusi! Onpasoanus! it would have
hindered the scrutiny of transactions and the
revision of policy in the last 4 or 10 years. Absurd
claims! Excuses!’

A survey of the evidentials expressing non-
reliability reveals that they occur in specific
contexts that support the dubitative reading. In her
study on the dubitative in Bulgarian, Krasimira
Aleksova argues that as a grammatical form the
dubitative is the core of the dubitativity subfield of
the functional and semantic field of reliability,
whose periphery comprises different lexical
modifiers, such as expressions of general
evaluation of non-reliability, the particle yorc
‘allegedly’, words expressing negative subjective
stance of the speaker towards the reliability of a
non-firsthand information (lie, bullshit,
speculations, etc.), emotive expressions denoting
disapproval (Aleksova 2023: 273-290). The
analysis of the occurrences in the ParlaMint-BG
corpus confirms Aleksova’s observations and adds
some more contexts that are not described by her.

The particle yorc ‘allegedly’ is generally accepted
as one of the most frequent lexical markers of
dubitativity as its main semantics is to explicitly
expresses doubt towards non-firsthand source.
However, its function in dubitative contexts should
not be exaggerated because the evidentials are most
often sufficient to express dubitayivity, even if the
dubitative marker 6un ‘be-evidential’ is omitted.
Indeed, there are 27 cooccurrences of joic
‘allegedly’ and 6un ‘be-evidential’, and only 3 of
yore ‘allegedly’ and wsn ‘will-evidential’ (in a
distance of 0 to 10 tokens). Another marker of
dubitativity and non-reliability with similar
semantics is the expression edea su ne ‘scarcely,
hardly’ which cooccurs 37 times with 6wz ‘be-
evidential’, 7 times with w1 ‘will-evidential’, and
2 times with waman(o) ‘will not-evidential’.

(16) Tyx mpesrcoecogopuswiu NOKA368aXA EOUH
MedHCOUHEeH O0KAA0, KOUMO YHC He CU OUIT CEbPULUITL
[be-EvMSg do-AAPMSg] pabomama, no Kotimo
oun odoxazamencmeo. ‘Here, previous speakers
showed an interim report, which allegedly didn’t
work, but which was proof.’
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(17)  Ilpobremvm,  ysadxcaemu  20CHOOUH
Ilpeoceoamen, e, ue euepa munucmvp Pades
nPOCMOo U3bed YAIAma CmMpana, Kamo 3dsa6u, ye
edsa i _He mou oun nonyuun [be-EvMSg get-
AAPMSg] nooxkpena om 6cuuxu nOAUMUYECKU
cunu — Hewo, koemo He e espro. ‘The problem, Mr.
President, is that yesterday Minister Radev simply
lied to the whole country by stating that he almost
had the support of all political forces — something
that is not true.’

Emotional expressions that convey
contradiction and irony like sudume 1 ‘you see’,
pazoupame au ‘you know’, mons Bu (ce) ‘please’,
uzeunsiearime ‘excuse me’ may also cooccur with
evidentials in a context of non-reliability.

(18) [Tocnooun [lumumpos cu nosgoau oa
obsicusisa, ve He ce Ouno nanpasuno [Refl be-
EvNSg  do-AAPNSg] mewo  Haxkoea  om
npeouwHume ynpaeiagawu. Hzeunssavime, Bue
yHpasnseame ulecm meceya, npeou mosea ¢ Maiku
uskmovenuss  mosu  Munucmepcku  cveem
ynpasnasa owje noaosur 200una. ‘Mr. Dimitrov
dares to explain that once upon a time something
was not done by the previous government. Excuse
me, you govern for six months, before that, with
few exceptions, this Council of Ministers governed
for another half a year.’

(19) Huxoui nama oa 6v0e usnpaser Ha cvo 3a
moea, ue 6un 3amucnan [be-EvMSg plan-
AAPMSg]. Mnoeo Bu mons, mosa e necepuosHo.
‘No one will be prosecuted for planning. Please,
this is not serious.’

(20) Ceea uysam kak, eudume jau, 20CHOOUH
Kupun Ananues, be3cnopro ¢ 0obpa buozpagus u
aemopumem, mexcoy Opy2omo ce 4yos Kax ce e
cvenacun 0a npueme masu NO3UYUS, MOU WA
oa 6voe  [will-EvMSg  Part  be-3SglFut]
cnacumensim. ‘Now | hear that, you see, Mr. Kiril
Ananiev, undoubtedly someone with a good
biography and reputation, by the way, I wonder
how he agreed to accept this position, he will be the
savior.’

Dubitatives are often supported by lexical units
denoting false statement — nouns, adjectives or
verbs with the meaning of ‘lie’ — zworca ‘a lie’,
Cnexynayus ‘speculation’, UHCUHYAYUU
‘insinuations’, nesepen ‘untrue’, ¢anuue ‘false’,
avoica ‘to lie’, mama ‘to lie’, and also “‘softer”
synonyms that suggest non-reliability, such as mum
‘myth’, npuxasku ‘tales’.

(21) Kaza cyma mu avocu no aopec na JI1C, ue,
suoume au, Pawxoe o6un namnecvn [be-EvMSg
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cause-AAPMSg] wemu na /JIIC 3apadu xynewu
eom! [lvnnu javorcu, OOMHU JbIHCU, 20CHOOUH
Ilpedceoamen, om eona nonumuuecka nenepyoxa!
‘He told you a lot of lies about the DPS, that, you
see, Rashkov had caused damage to the DPS
because of a bought vote! Complete lies, vile lies,
Mr. Chairman, from a political butterfly!’

(22) /pyeo mesapuo mewvpoenue e, ue HOBUAM
axyuseH xanenoap wian oa oonexkuu [will-EvMSg
Part relieve-3SgPresPerf] Ha-
esmunume. ‘Another false claim is that the new
excise calendar would relieve the cheapest ones.’

(23) Yemsvpmu mum — canuparemo wiano oa
noOKpenu [will-EvNSg Part support-
3SgPresPerfimecmnust 6usnec. ‘Fourth myth —
remediation will support local businesses.’

The expressions discussed so far are lexical
markers of non-reliability. The context analysis
shows that there are other mechanisms to suggest
or even to intensify the non-reliability of a given
information that function rather on textual level.
When using an evidential with dubitative value to
allude that the reported information is false, the
speaker very often offers their version of the
situation by making the opposite statement. One of
the means to give the opposite information is to use
a negation, usually in the next sentence, as
disclaimer of the previous statement presented as
false (contrariwise, negative evidentials are
followed by confirmative statements).

(24) Aa, ama me nu ounu ocmananu [be-EvPl
lefi-AAPPI] nyna. He, ocmananu ca u usbpossame
xonko ca ocmananu. ‘Yes, but we had zero left. No,
there are some left and we are counting how many
are left.’

(25) Ho moea e uxonomuueckama ¢huirocogpus,
xoamo Bue nponossdeame: Oa He e60ucame
nencuume, 3auWomo WA 0a ce eouzHe |[will-
EvFSg Part Refl raise-3SgPresPerf] ungrayusma.
He, ne cue kasanu mosa. ‘But this is the economic
philosophy you preach: let’s not raise pensions
because inflation would rise. No, we didn’t say
that.’

(26) Tosu, xoumo ce yuyoea, ue He 20 OUN 8UOA
[Neg be-EvMSg see-AAPMSg], we 2o Hamano
pasznewaman. Uma 2o pasneyaman — 3a Nbpeo
yemene e pazneiamaro, Hama npomernu. ‘The one
who is surprised that he had not seen it, that it had
not been printed. It’s printed out — for the first
reading it’s printed out, there are no changes.’

Another frequent mechanism to introduce a
counterstatement is by using adversative

conjunctions or discourse markers: #o ‘but’, camo
ye ‘but, although’, scvwynocm ‘in fact’, ama ‘but’,
amu ‘well’, obaue ‘but’, a ‘and, but’, etc.

(27) Csemoenama 6amnxa ce 6Ouna 3abaeuna
[Refl be-EvFSg be late-AAPFSg]. Amu nanu ms Bu
beuwte ocrosHuam 2ypy, Ha koumo eapeaxme? ‘The
World Bank was too slow. Well, it was the main
guru you trusted, wasn’t it?’

(28) Beue naxonxo uaca om mazu mpubyHa He
BHAM KOAKO HO8EKA pPA3NPOCMpPAHAEam eoHa
nonyucmuna — kak 6 Cmapa 3azopa Hakoti 2u oun
onoxupan [be-EvMSg block-AAPMSg].
Bevwnocm cucmemama e cneonama. ‘For several
hours now, I don’t know how many people have
been spreading a half-truth from this stand — that
someone blocked them in Stara Zagora. In fact, the
system is as follows.’

(29) Uma eoun obwy omeosop, Kak Mmos3u mox
wan oa 6voe usmnacan [will-EvMSg Part be-
3Sglut exported] maxvoe. Ho na ronxpemuus
8bNPOC KbOe MOYHO We 20 u3Hacsime, HA MO3u
svnpoc Hama omeosop. ‘There is a general answer,
how this current would be exported somewhere.
But there is no answer to the specific question of
where exactly you will export it.’

(30) ...3awomo bprokcen oun kazan [be-EvMSg
say-AAPMSg] maxa. Touno obpamuomo, ...
because Brussels said so. Just the opposite, ...’

In the near context of evidentials with dubitative
value, questions can be seen as a rhetoric device
that raises objections to the reliability of the
previous statement.

(31) ...omec uysam, ue HAKOU ce Gun nooeen
[Refl be-EvMSg mislead-AAPMSg]. Kou ce e
noosen? ©...today I hear that someone was allegedly
misled. Who has been misled?’

(32) Kax oa xaoica, uma paskas 3a mosa Kax
U3211eJICOA OCHOGHUSIM U OONbIHUMETHUSIN NAKEm
u mosa wano oa yspeou [will-EvNSg Part
damage-3SgPresPerf], naxoi wan 3a Hewo o0a
nnawa [will-EvMSg Part pay-3SgPresImperf].
Kax 20 pazopaxme? ‘How can I say, there is a story
about what the basic and additional package looked
like, and that would cause damage, someone would
pay for something. How did you find out?’

In addition to introducing a question, wh-words
can be used as intensifiers. In this function, they
frequently co-occur with evidentials with
dubitative  value in repetitive  syntactic
constructions to suggest non-reliability.

(33) Bue mu 206opume myk 3a okabenigare, noo
KaKve vevl wiana oa 6voe [will-EvFSg Part be-
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3SgFut] xamepama, kakeo wiano oa ce 3acrHeme
[will-EvNSg Part Refl shoot-
3SgPresPerf]? ‘You’re talking to me here about
wiring, what angle would the camera be at, what
would be shot?’

As a sign of reaction to the false statement, the
speaker may address the audience thus imitating a
rhetoric dispute. In such context, vocatives or
discourse markers for urging reaction of the
addressee(s) are used introducing the sentence that
follows the evidentials with dubitative meaning.

(34) Moemo npeodnoscenue xom Bac e Oa He
8pvlyame Hewama mam, Kvoemo He Ouea —
CIYIHCEOHOMO NPABUMENCMBO KAKBO OUNI0 KA3ai10
[be-EvNSg say-AAPNSg], xaxeo ne 6uno xazano
[Neg be-EvNSg say-AAPNSg]. Xaiide da euoum
mosu 00K1ad, moti OeUCmBUMenHO ompasaed
cvcmosnuemo Ha apmusma. ‘My proposal to you
is that we should not put things back where they
should not be — the caretaker government, whatever
it said, whatever it did not say. Come on, let’s see
this report, it really reflects the state of the army.’

(35) /Jla ne cosopum 3a mosa, ue Oeuie
cnomenamo 3a Bapha kax wiana oa cmane [will-
EvFSg Part become-3SgPresPerf] noecucmuuen
YeHmvp 3a USHOC HA YKPAUHCKO 3bpHO. A be xopa,
8 cpedume Ha Ov2apCKUMe 3bPHONPOU3EO0UMENU
aKo Kadiceme Hewjo maxoea, me uje ympam om
cmsix... ‘Not to mention that it was said about Varna
that it would become a logistics center for the
export of Ukrainian grain. Come on, people, in the
circles of Bulgarian grain producers, if you say
something like that, they will laugh out loud...’

As it can be seen in the contexts discussed so far,
different markers supporting the non-reliability
interpretation can occur in the same text segment.
On the other hand, there are contexts in which
evidentials with dubitative value are the only
marker of non-reliability.

(36) Kupun I[lemxos oun uznvean [be-EvMSg
lie-AAPMSg] npeo ecuuku 6 3anama — ce kaza no-
pano owec. ‘Kiril Petkov had allegedly lied to
everyone in the hall — it was said earlier today.’

7 Conclusions and applications

The auxiliaries 6ur ‘be-evidential’, wsn “will-
evidential’ and usman(o) ‘will not-evidential’ are
used to form complex evidentials, which in
political discourse are most often interpreted as
dubitatives. The research based on the ParlaMint-
BG corpus reveals that 867 out of 955 occurrences,
or 91% of the complex evidentials have dubitative
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value. The percentage is higher if only the
evidentials with omission of the auxiliary com ‘be’
are considered: 803 out of 819, or 98%. The
analyzed auxiliaries may be seen as a grammatical
means to express non-reliability. As compared with
some lexical means that suggest non-reliability,
they are not less frequent in parliamentary speech:
the evidential auxiliaries altogether have 955
occurrences, the lemma of the noun sworca ‘a
lie’1304, the lemma of the noun marnunynayus
‘manipulation’ 688, the verb uzrvea ‘he/she lied’
88.

The study has twofold application: for
recognition, disambiguation and annotation of
evidential forms in corpora, on one hand, and for
sentiment analysis, on the other.
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