Roger Gyllin

THE ROLE OF UNCONSCIOUS ASSUMPTIONS: A CONCRETE CASE

1. The existence of a formally expressed definite article is
one of the most characteristic features of modern Bulgarian
grammar. This is remarxable, since, among other features,
the Slavonic languages are generally characterized by a lack
of formally expressed articles. As a matter of fact, within
the Slavonic group only Bulgarian and the very closely
felated Macedonian have a definite article,l which clearly
distinguishes these two from the languages to which they

are genetically most closely related.2

2. Despite the fact that the use and function of the defi-
nite article (hereafter referred to as DA) in modern Bulga-
rian are fully developed, it was not until the middle of
this century that the DA was subjected to more detailed
studies from a synchronic point of view. This- lack of
serious studies was explicitly acknowledged and deplored

in a paper by Andrej€in in 1958. He said (p. 3):

"TpAaGBa Ja Ce NPpH3IHaAe, 4e BbIPOCHTE OKOJIO 4JeHyBaHeTO
Ha HMeHaTa ca OHJHM HO cera e€IHH OT Hal-cnato npoyvieHHTe
BLIOPOCH M3 CpaMaTHKaTa HA Hamudg e34K. JeceTuneTus Hapem
Yy Hac HaMaue no—cepnoéﬂn IPOYyYBaHKA HHTO BLPXY OCHOB-
HETE T'PaMaTHYSCKH Opo6seMH Ha 4YJIeHYBaHeTO, HUTO BbhDXY
pPasAMYHETEe KOHKDPEeTHH cnyqén Ha HeToRaTa NpaBOI'OBOPHA

¥ CTUAHCTHYECKa cTpaHa."

Since the early 1950's, this situation has to a certain
extent been remedied, particularly through works by Stojan
Stojanov and Svetomir IvanCev. The latter published his

first paper on the DA in 1955, treating some cases with and

- without the article in the vocative. In a thought-provoking

paper two years later, Ivanlev attacked the problem of the
usage of the DA in Bulgarian, applying functional sentence
analysis. In 1958 he returned to the same subject on a some-

what broader basis, using the same method also on other



kinds of senterces. However, the most voluminous work on

the subject so far is Stojanov’™s study published in two
parts in 1959 and 1963, In this work, which is both de-
scriptive and - to an unfortunate extent - normative, Stoja-
nov treated both phonetical-morphological, syntactic, and
semantic aspects. Despite several weaknesses (one being the
subject of the present study), this must ke considered the
standard work on the Bulgarian DA because of the rich mate-
rial collected there. A more popular and condensed version
intended for the general public appeared a few years later
(Stojanov 1965). The impact of Stojanov™s two-part mono-
graph has also been considerable because he included several
sections of it in his university grammar published in 1964,
which is still (1978) the one in use. Stojanov (1968a) has
also made an interesting comparative analysis of the gram-—
matical category of 'definiteness' in Bulgarian and other
Slavonic languages. In the 1970's, Stojanov and Ivanéev
again returned to the subject of the DA in Bulgarian (e.qg.
Stojanov 1972, 1973, Ivanfev 1974), but Stojanov™s studies

are mainly repetitive.

3. Stojanov and Ivanlev approach the problem of how the
usage of the DA in Bulgarian should best be understood and
described in very different ways. Stojanov s analysis in
his two-part monograph (1959, 1963) is based largely on
traditional syntactic criteria, i.e. he analysed every
sentence as a separate entity without taking account of a
wider context, and his notion of semantics was rather re-
‘stricted. This means that Stojanov clasgsified his material
in the following way: Does the subject, the direct object,
the indirect object, the temporal adverbial etc. take or
not take the DA? Ivanfev, on the other hand, meant that the
usage of the'DA could not be studied satisfactorily outside
a wide linguistic and factual context. Therefore, he used
functional sentence analysis, taking the communicative load
of the different parts of the sentences as the main crite-
rium for his classification and analysis (e.g. Ivanlev
1957). Naturally, their different conceptions of how the
problem sho?ld Qest be handled led to widely different re-

sults and in due time also to a heated argument between



them (Ivandev 1967, Stojanov 1968b). In the present study,
Stojanov”s point of departure in his large and influential
monograph will be critically examined from a methodological

point of view.

According to Stojanov himself, his two-part monograph is
the result of a study in which he used the inductive
method. The clasgifications are presented as though they
are the only possible ones and the natural consequence of
the inductive method Stojanov claims to have used. Thus,
in his introduction to the second part of this large work

he says:

"MeTOIObT HA K3ICHeIBaHe H B Ta3H¥ YaCT € TaKbB, KaKbBTO
e B ITbpB&a&Ta 4YacT — H H OV K T H B € H. H3m3a ce
BUHATH OT $AaxkTHTE Ha TOBOPHMHSA ¥ NHCMEHHA KHMXOBEH
e3uk. Crnern OONHCBaHeTo, KracHPHKAIKATA ¥ aHalMsza Ha
oocTaThvIeH OpOo¥ IHIpHUMEepH Cce: NpapRaT o000meHHA U Cce pasaT
GOpPMY JMPOBKH HAa YCTAHOEEHHTE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH IpPH YIo—
TpefaTa Ha uJeHYBaHH W HedJieHyBaHu (OpMH" {Stojanov
1963, p. 627).

This point of view was again repeated by Stojanov in his
argument with IvanCev. There he refused to accept that one
could work according to a particular hypothesis or theory,
as Ivanfev explicitly stated that he had done, and de-

clared:

"EQWHCTREHO MNPABHIHNAT MEeTOI, 4Ype3 KOHTO MOXe H
TpE6Ba a ce HI3ICJelRa npobreMaTa 34 3aKOHOMEepHOCTHTE
npH yvoorpebara Ha onpelelUTesiHHA YJieH B Obh JITAPCKHA
e3MK, a4 ¥ BbB BCEKH IpPYI €3HMK, € ¥ H OV K T H B-
HU AT Me T O IO I'PEHXIHMBOTO CbOHpaHe Ha daxTHUTe
OT e3WKOoBaTa NpaKTHKa, OMIHCBaAHeTO Ha Te3k QaxTH u
TaxHaTa KNacuduKalus me HH Lane Bb3MOXHOCT Ha ycTa-
HOBHM 3aKOHOMEPHOCTHTE, N0 KOHTO Ce DPbKOBOOH yHOw
TpebaTa Ha ONpPENeNUTEJsHEA 4JNeH B Hamua esux" (Stoja-
nov 1968b, p, 61).

But then one has to ask: Is there, or can there be, a pure

inductive method, and 4did Stojanov in fact use such a method?



Is it not so that the very way in which one gathers, classi-
fies, and analyses one”s material to a certain, often consi-
derable extent is dependent on the views - conscious and/or
unconscious - which one held in advance and which might
easily hinder one from seeing things from a new angle and
from making a more satisfactory analysis? Might not Stoja-
nov's study of 1959 and 1963 be characterized by preconceived
notions which influenced his classification and analysis,
even though these notions are not openly declared due to the
fact that the author was not aware of them? Stojanov™s
classification was presented above. Let us guote some passages
from the first part of his monograph (1959) in order to see

what results his method, claimed to be inductive, yielded.

On p. 45, where he treats nouns functicning as the subject

in sentences with transitive verbs, Stojanov says:

" .. ChHECTBHUTEJIHHTE-IOIJIOZH KAaTC HAZBAHHA HAa IJIAT'OJHOTO

JTHUDe HOpH npexonHd raaroJii MoraTr oa 6bIaT Y J e HYy B a—
HH H OJOH H ey lle HY BaHH B 3aBHCHMOCT OT ODmOTO
IOJIOKEeHHS ¢ TaJId O3HAYaRaT OoHpeliletJieHH, WM HeQOlpelelJicHH

OB6eKTH."

On p. 46, where he treats nouns functioning as the subject

in sentences with intransitive wverbs, Stojanov says:

"ChMeCTBHTSJHUTE-NIOLJIO3H KaTo HasBAHHA Ha HaATrOoJHOTC

JHIIe IIpH HelpeXOXHM 1Jjal'cJil MoraT Oa GbﬂaT T Jg e H y-
BaH¥E HJIJH HeYWneHY BaHH B 3aBUCHMOCT OT
O6IMOTO MMONOXeHHEe * JaJM O3HadvabBaT OINpeleNleHH HMIIH Heolpe-—

e neHy obexTH."

On p. 53, where he treats nouns functioning as the direct

object in the sentence, Stojanov says:

"L .. yInoTpebaTa HA Y N e HYy Ba B a HJHU He Y J e-

By BaHa JdopMa Ha CbHUECTBHTENHOTO KATO HPAKO OOIb JI-
HeHHe e OoByCcnoBeHa OT CHTyalHsaTa ¥ e IOLNUMHeHa uHa obmaTa
3aKOHOMEPHOCT 3a 'JIeHYyBaHe Ha HMMeHATa B CbBPeMedHUS
 BpATapCKE e3UK. CbmeCTsxieﬂHOTo HMe B CJIyxBa Ha TIpAKO

OOWb JIHEHU e e T Joe H“y Ba M JHA He B 3aBHCHMOCT



OT TOBa, NaiK oO6exThbT Ha IJaroJHOTO AeH#CTBHE Cce ABABA
KaTo ONpeleyied MJM KaTo HeompelnesieH 3a ToBOpemHA H 34
Pb3IpHEeMamusl B MOMEHT& Ha H3KAa3BAHETO HA HaNeHO H3pe-

yeHpe,"

On p. 58, where he treats nouns functioning as indirect

objects at intransitiv= verbs, Stojanov says:

"ChmecTBUTENIHHTE HMMeHa KaTO HENpPEeKH OONbJIHeHHSA NIPH
HenpexonHHM IVIaroJjid MoraT Ha 6hhgaT Y Jj e HYy B a H M

UHn1Hw HeuwsleHYBaHsu."

On p. 59, where he treats nouns functioning as indirect

objects at transitive verbs, Stojanov says:

" ChmeCTRBUTENHHUTE KaTO HelpeKH OOIbJIHEeHWA Ha NpexXoIHu
TAATOYM MOTAT @a 6bpaT YW 1 e H Yy B a HH H IU H e-
YyJeHY B AaHHX B 3aBUCHMOCT OT OOMOTO IOJIORSHHE -

mary o3HavuaBaT ONpedeNeHO JHie HIH IpeiMeT HJK He.,"

On p. 61, where he treats nouns functioning as part of pre-

positional attributes in general, Stojanov says:

"OnpemefeHuATa, H3IPaA3€HH CbC ChbueTaHWe OT NpenJyor +
ChbmMeCTBUTESNHO HMe, MOraT Ha 6baT Y JdJ e HY B a HH

MMM H e ¥y e HYy B aH K"

On p. 83, where he treats nouns functioning as place adver-

bials together with the preposition B, Stojanov says:

"ChmeCTBUTENHHTE B CbueTaHue C NIPenijor 6 KaTro OOCToA-
TeJICTBeHH IOSACHEHHA 3a MACTO Ha TJaroam ¢ oI p A K O
3 Ha4de HU e MeoraT nHa ObpaT YW N e HY B a HH

M ITU HeYsne HY BaHH B 32aBUCHMOCT OT 00HOTO
HOJIOKEeHHe — DaiK O3HaYaBaT OIpelelleH HJiM HeolpelleneH

odexT."

Thus, Séajanov says the same thing about 1) the subject in

sentences with transitive verbs, 2) the subject in sentences
with intransitive verbs, 3) the indirect object in sentences
with %ntransitive verbs, 4) the indirect object in sentences

@ith fransitive verbs, 5) the direct object, 6) prepositional



attributes in general, and 7) the place adverbial when con-
structed with B + a noun. As a matter of fact, he has to
repeat the very same statement over and over again through-
out the entire work. There can only be one conclusion. If

in every main syntactic position the noun may or may not
take the DA, and this depends on nom-syntactic criteria,
then the syntactic fun tion of the element to which the DA
is added is obviously not a reasonable basis for classifica-
tion in a work which aims at giving a satisfactory treatment
of the usage of the DA. |

Why, then, did Stojanov use the kind of classification he
actually did? The answer may be found in a statement in the
same paper in which he categorically stated that the only
possible and admissible method in this kind of study of any
language is the inductive one (Stojanov 1968b). In this paper
he also declared:

" cofedOo BHHMaHNe OBhpHAX Ha CHHTaAKTHYHOTO I'JeJunie,
T.c. MOMBYHX Ce ja yCTaHOBA ODmHUTE H YacTHHTE 3aKOHO—
MEepHOCTH NpH yhnoTpebaTa Ha WIeHYBAHM M HeUJIeHYBaHHU
GOpMH Ha HMMEHBaTa B 34aBMCHMOCT OT CHHTAKTHYHATA UM

cayx6a B uspeuenHuero"” (p. 57).

From this statement it is clear that from the beginning of
his study Stojanov was inclined towards a classification
based on syntactic criteria, that from the very outset he
collected and classified his material according to this
preconceived notion of the best way of doing it. He never
changed his classificational criteria later in spite of the
fact that they proved to be not very satisfactory. Thus,
contrary to what he claimed, Stojanov”s method was not in-
ductive. But as he was not aware of this, he could not exer-
cise caution or examine and discuss his expectations and
preconceived assumptions. The result of this lack of methodo-
logical awareness was rather devastating and Stojanov’s

work therefore became highly repetitive and unnecessarily

lengthy.3

i& The problem of preconceived notions and their role in



scientific research is naturally not a new one and the aware-
ness of its importance in linguistics and other fields has
increased in recent years. For instance, Lyons (1970, p. 8)

has remarked that

... One may argue that certain theoretical assumptions,
however inchoate and inexplicit, must of necessity accom-
pany the selection and description of the events held
under observaticn; and that there is no reason why these
assumptions and expectations should not be given full

theoretical recognition from the outset ... .

Tinell (1974, p. 156) expresses basically the same idea,
although he formulates it differently:

"I+ should be obvious that all scientific thecries are
necessarily based on some metaphysical presuppositions,
and that metaphysics plafs an important role in deter-
mining the ways of scientific thinking ... Scientists
should not leave their metaphysics unconscious and un-
clear, for if they do, their ‘'empirical' theories and

‘results will rest on unclear assumptions.”

It seems clear to me, however, that the role unconscious
assumptions and expectations play in scientific research
has not been sufficiently observed, at least not among sla—
vists. In the present paper, my intention has been to point
out one concrete and illuminating case of this. In summary,
Stojanov in his two-part monograph may be said to represent
a typical example of a researcher who has classified a vast
body of materials according to a preconceived notion without
noticing either that he had it or that it was not very
suitable for classifying and analysing the kind of material
he was gathering.4 The value of Stojanov”™s long study would
undoubtédly have been much enhanced if the author, instead
of maintaining that presuppositions on the part-of the
researcher are inadmissible and fervently denying that he
himself held any, had openly declared and discussed his ex-

pectations.
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NOTES

1. For political and emotional reasons, Macedonian is not
even now, more than three decades after it was formed as a
literary language, accepted as such by many Bulgarian
linguists. This is why even in such a recent paper as
Ivanova®s (1974, p. 91) one can read that "Bulgarian is

the only Slavonic language which has a definite article".

2. The existence of a definite article, or something strongly
reminiscent of a definite article, is also attested in seven-—
teenth-century vernacular Russian, mainly through the

writings of Avvakum (see e.g. Voge 1958).

3. Stojanov also used another classificatiocnal criterium,
still more fundamental than the syntactic one. Thus, without
ever motivating it, he divided his entire work into two
parts depending on whether the DA within the nominal phrase
was added, on the one hand, to a noun or, on the other, to
an adjective, a numeral, a pronoun, or a participle. The
reasonableness of this division will be brought up in

another context (Gyllin in prep.).

4. In fact, Stojanov had an additional preconceived notion
of considerable importance, namely that it is both possible
and reasonable to treat 'definiteness' in language without
taking any account of the other means of expressing this
feature, apart from the DA, and the relationship between
these different means. This point was never discussed by

Stojanov, although it can in no way be taken for granted.
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