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Abstract: Reached telos as a key concept of perfectivity is difficult to identify due to
the pragmatic (non-semantic) nature of telos. It is evasive with certain expressions across
languages and requires the exclusion of certain entities from perfectivity, e.g., Slavic de-
limitative verbs — like Bulgarian nopasxons ce and the corresponding English have a walk
phrase. These can either be interpreted as involving a reached telos, hence perfective, or
lacking it, hence episodes. Episodes are typically represented by Bulgarian imperfective
aorists — bounded with no reached telos, while perfective aorists are perfective — bounded
with a reached telos. Because of the synonymity of, e.g., mopazxonux ce and pa3Xxoaux ce —
perfective aorists, and pazxoxaax ce — imperfective aorist, all meaning ‘walked’, ascribing
boundedness plus reached telos to all of them blurs the difference between prototypical
perfectivity and episode.

Keywords: reached telos, perfectivity-imperfectivity, aorist-imperfect, boundedness/
non-boundedness

Introduction. On “reached telos”. This paper analyzes the concept of reached
telos, defined as a key element of perfectivity in cross-language terms (Kabakciev
2023a: 51), which lacks a precise definition and its presence is taken for granted. As
a result, difficulties arise when it must be described. In my initial model of composi-
tional aspect, launched in Kabak¢iev (1984) on the basis of Verkuyl’s (1972) discov-
ery of compositional aspect, sophisticated in Kabakc¢iev (2000) and developed for
four decades already, reached telos, previously called “attained goal” (Kabakciev
2000: 19),' is an important and obligatory element of perfectivity, complement-
ing boundedness, the major feature of perfectivity. True perfectivity is thus dis-
tinguished from quasi perfectivity — which incorporates temporal boundedness but

! “Reached telos” is a better term than “attained goal” because an attained goal pre-
supposes control of the agent on what s/he is doing or trying to do, while reached telos is
a more abstract notion and includes situations in which the subject is not an agent but an
affected entity. For example, reach the border can be understood as an attained goal, prede-
termined, whereas realize one’s weakness and come upon a solution contain no predeter-
mined goal.
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with no reached telos. Perfective situations are Vendler’s (1957) accomplishments
and achievements, they are bounded. Conversely, states and activities are imperfec-
tive situations, non-bounded. But these four Vendlerian situations are insufficient
for an adequate description of all possible time schemata, therefore an additional
schema was launched, the episode, not incorporating reached telos, see below.

Theoretical framework, literature review. Despite its large cross-language
presence, reached telos, an indispensable element of perfectivity, appears evasive in
its essence with many verbs, VPs and sentences in different languages and, hence,
it tends to require the exclusion of certain entities from perfectivity. For example,
it is not self-evident that Slavic delimitative verbs, e.g., the Bulgarian perfective
nopasxoos ce ‘walk for a while’ and the equivalent English phrase have a walk,
must be interpreted as comprising a reached telos or as lacking it. Bulgarian perfec-
tive aorists are perfective Vendlerian situations, bounded and with a reached telos.
Imperfective aorists are also bounded situations but without a reached telos. Hence,
must Bulgarian sentences like (1a) below be considered as encoding true perfectivi-
ty with a reached telos due to the presence of a perfective verb? Note that, in view of
the fact that they are synonymous with sentences such as (1b) with an imperfective
aorist, labeling them perfective would blur the difference between perfectivity — in-
cluding a reached telos, and boundedness without a reached telos:

(1) a. Hopasxonnx.Me C€ppypor BUEPA B IIAPKA €/IMH YaC
‘We walked in the park for an hour yesterday’

b. PazxomuaxMe]MpFVAOR ce BUepa B Mapka eIMH yac
‘We walked in the park for an hour yesterday’

Similarly, English (2a) ought to be deemed perfective with the had a walk
phrase (see Kuteva et al. 2019: 343), and (2b) imperfective with the aspectually am-
bivalent walked plus a for-time adverbial, notwithstanding their synonymity. This is
a problem — and the paper is an attempt to outline possible solutions to it.

(2) a. John had a walk in the park for an hour
b. John walked in the park for an hour

What is observed in (2) is not only boundedness of the object NP-referent a
walk and of the whole VP walked in the park! Boundedness in (2a) is mapped farther
back onto the subject NP-referent John — whose boundedness ultimately equals the
temporal boundedness of the object NP-referent a walk, as revealed a long time ago
(Kabakc¢iev 1984; 2000: 212).

So far so good, but what about the reached telos element — possible in the
sentences above, which is obviously pragmatic and broadly conceptualized, i.e., not
subject to a strictly semantic definition?
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The paper tries to make sense of the conceptualization of reached telos —
which within the theoretical framework assumed is key to the understanding of
aspect. Aspect is represented by the cross-language, most probably universal, dis-
tinction between perfectivity and imperfectivity, the two major aspectological no-
tions, whereby perfectivity encodes temporal boundedness plus a reached telos
and imperfectivity temporal non-boundedness only. Three theoretical models are
followed: Vendler’s (1957) with its four situation schemata, Verkuyl’s (1972; 1993;
2022) compositional aspect theory and my own model of compositional aspect
(Kabak¢iev 1984; 2000; 2019; 2023b) in which NP referents are temporal entities.
Compositional aspect is analyzable through Verkuyl’s two aspectual schemata —
the perfective and the imperfective one, operational at the sentence level, not only
at the VP level. My theoretical model of compositional aspect (ibid.), based on
Verkuyl’s but differing in certain respects from it, has been confirmed — theoreti-
cally and on data from a number of languages, in Lindstedt (Jluancret 1986), Leiss
(2000), Vounchev (Bynues 2007) — on Greek, Abraham & Leiss (2012), Bulatovic¢
(2013; 2020; 2022), Dimitrova (2021) — on Greek, Shabashvili (in Shabashvili &
Kabakciev 2021) — on Georgian, Bakardzhieva-Morikang (in Bakardzhieva-Mori-
kang & Kabak¢iev 2024) — on Ukrainian, Haxhillari (forthcoming) — on Albanian,
Kutsarova (forthcoming) — on Turkish.

Perfectivity and imperfectivity in verbal-aspect languages (Slavic, Greek,
Georgian, etc.) are encoded by verbs. In compositional-aspect languages (German-
ic, Romance, Albanian, Finnish, etc.) they are effectuated at the sentence level and
analyzable through Verkuyl’s aspect schemata. Due to the necessity to analyze what
happens to the telos in cases of situations that are perfective but discontinued, an
additional Vendlerian situation, fifth, was introduced, the episode (Kabakciev 2000:
288-307). It is a bounded situation like accomplishments and achievements but
does not incorporate a reached telos (an attained goal). Episodes cannot be regarded
as an exotic situation type because they have huge cross-language presence: sen-
tences with for-time and similar adverbials of limited duration in English, sentences
in Romance languages with atelic verbs in the aorist, Slavic delimitative verbs, Bul-
garian imperfective aorists, Greek aorists and imperfects with for-time and similar
adverbials, etc. If a theoretical model fails to include the episode as a Vendlerian
situation, the difference between English (2a) — outwardly perfective with the have
+ NP phrase, and (2b), an episode with an activity verb walked bounded with a for-
time adverbial but with no reached telos — simply cannot be explained.

Note that in an attempt to identify reached telos, any accomplishment can be
discontinued prior to its natural completion — which leads to a bounded situation
in which, however, no telos is reached, cf. English (3b) and Bulgarian (3c). Thus,
if it is assumed that the perfective-imperfective contrast equals only that between
boundedness and non-boundedness, this would bring about an assumption that as-
pectually English (3a) is equal to (3b) and Bulgarian (3d) is equal to (3e), something
clearly wrong:
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(3) a. Nik drank the beer
b. Nik drank the beer for two hours
c. Huk mu,, . Oupara 1Ba yaca
d. Huk n3nu Oupara

PFVAOR
e. Huk nu Oupara

IMPAOR

Hence, first, the need to employ — wherever possible, the notion of reached
telos; second, the episode as an additional Vendlerian situation. Phrased otherwise,
any approach excluding episodes as a separate situation type is doomed to lead
into a dead-end, failing to provide an explanation of cross-language data like those
above.

Analysis of data involving “reached telos”. If we follow the general tenets
of the compositional aspect theory with the insistence that for-time adverbials im-
part or presuppose imperfectivity of the verb referent, it will appear necessary to
assign an episode meaning to both (2a) and (2b), as well as to the Bulgarian equiv-
alents (4a) and (4b), despite the perfective meaning of the verb in (4a), supposedly
involving a reached telos:

(4) a. JIKOH ce pa3Xxoi, .., ox
b. JI>xoH ce pa3xoxia,

B TIapKa CJIMH Yac
paoravp B TAPKA EIIMH Yac

The same is valid for Bulgarian sentences like (5a) with verbs like xanua ‘eat
a little’ — they are supposed to be assigned a reached telos because of their perfec-
tivity:

(5) a. Xamnaxme,.,, .. puda
b. We ate some fish
c. Slnoxme, ., . puda

But note that the sentence with a perfective aorist (5a) is equal to an episode
(5¢) with an imperfective aorist, despite xanua being a perfective verb. It follows that
we need to assign not an accomplishment meaning but an episodic one to the per-
fective aorist xannaxme, as with ce pazxoou (4a). Such a thesis partially undermines
the theoretical enterprise of assigning a reached telos to perfective expressions — and
this favors a generalization that the concept of reached telos cannot be described in
precise semantic terms but must be considered within a broader perspective, prag-
matic, allowing various and even mutually exclusive interpretations. But in any case,
it is necessary to distinguish between a temporally bounded situation with a reached
telos and a temporally bounded one with no reached telos — and it is not imperative
to follow previously established morphological paradigms forcing verb forms into
preconceived slots such as “delimitative”.
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Let us construct and analyze similar sentences with save phrases (here have a
talk) in which it is not immediately clear whether the save phrase must be interpret-
ed as an episode, i.e. a situation with no reached telos but otherwise bounded, or an
accomplishment, i.e. a truly, prototypically perfective situation with a reached telos:

(6) a. I talked with the lawyer
b. I had a talk with the lawyer
b. I had a talk with the lawyer for an hour

Rendered into Bulgarian (7), these sentences again provide no clue as to
whether the imperfective aorists pazeosapsax ‘talked’ and umax paseosop ‘had a
talk’ must be interpreted as bounded with no telos reached, while, conversely, the
perfective aorist nposedox ‘conducted’ must be interpreted as bounded with a telos
reached. To the Bulgarian native speaker the three sentences are synonymous:

(7) a. PaSFOBapﬂ).(IMP Ao © @IBOKaTa (€1MH vac)
‘I talked with the lawyer’
b. Umax,, ., \n pasroBop ¢ aiBokara (emuH yac)
‘I had a talk with the lawyer’
¢. [IpoBenox, ., oz PA3TOBOP € a/IBOKaTa (€IMH Yac)

‘I conducted a talk with the lawyer’

These issues, including Vendler’s classification, were recently discussed on
Bulgarian and English data in an article (KoeBa 2021) revealing a surprising lack of
knowledge of the aspectological literature and an insufficient command of English
grammar. On the one hand, Vendler’s classification on Bulgarian data was analyzed
two decades earlier in four large publications (KabaxuneB 1998; 1999a; Kabakunen
1999b; Kabakciev 2000: 32 — 34) — explaining at length and in depth this problem
sphere and unaccounted for by the author. Apart from that, as a result, the author
provides a wrong interpretation in aspectological terms of the crucially important
English phrases of the for-time type, erroneously arguing that they equal Bulgarian
phrases of the type om eoun uac (Koeva 2021: 143). It is common knowledge that
the English for an hour type of phrase corresponds aspectologically to Bulgarian
temporal adverbials with no preposition (Kabaxkunes 1998: 243 — 251), as in (8a) =
(8b), and not (8c), while the Bulgarian adverbial phrase om edun uac applies to the
use of the English present perfect, as in the English correspondences in (9a), (9b)
below.

(8) a. Maria sang for an hour

b. Mapust 111 eiuH 4ac
c. *Mapwus 1151 OT eJJuH Yac
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The author argues that state situations can be complemented by temporal ad-
verbials such as for an hour — something true in principle, but translating them into
Bulgarian with the adverbial om eoun uac, wrongly quoting Vendler (1957: 145)
and Dowty (1979: 60)? and maintaining that sentences such as Bulgarian (9a), (9b)
represent part of the for-time vs in-time aspect mechanism (Koesa 2021: 143 — 144):

(9) a. OT 1BATH TOAMHM CHIECTBYBA TIOJBOIHUAT I'pal
‘The underwater city has existed for many years’

b. OT neTHaeceT roMuHI UMaMe CIIECTOBEH BJIOT
‘We have had a savings account for fifteen years’

The author does not understand that her Bulgarian sentences (9a) and (9b)
are related to the use of the present perfect in English, something different from the
aspectological use of the for-time adverbial phrase — whose features are interpreta-
ble through the English past indefinite — along with other finite and non-finite verb
forms. This can be illustrated through sentences such as (10), different from (9):

(10) a. IMonBomHMAT rpaj MPOCHIIECTBYBA, .,  ./CHIIECTBYBA
TO/IMHU

IMPFVAOR ABIrH
‘The underwater city existed for many years’
b. [lerHanecer roguHu UMaxMe CIIECTOBEH BIIOT

K IMPFVAOR
‘We had a savings account for fifteen years’

It is a fundamental difference. In (9) — in both languages, there exists an un-
derwater city today and we have a savings account now. In (10) there exists no un-
derwater city today and we have no savings account now. In English it is impossible
to use the present perfect as a translation correspondence of Bulgarian (10a) and
(10b), as the pastness value of the imperfective aorist in (10a) and (10b) rules out
the present existence or relevance of the situation participants (Kabakciev 2020):

(11) a. *The underwater city has existed for many years [# 10a]
b. *We have had a savings account for fifteen years [# 10b]

If we want to use the Bulgarian perfect in English translation correspond-
ences of (10), this will move the situation participants underwater city and savings
account from the realm of the present into the realm of the past (Kabakc¢iev 2020),
thus requiring the use of the English past indefinite in the translation correspond-
ence (12b) — and not (11a). Note that sentence (11a) is incorrect not in itself but as a
translation correspondence of (12a):

(12) a. [TonBoAHUSAT Tpaj € ChIIECTBYBAN IBJITH TOAUHA
b. The underwater city existed for many years

2 Vendler and Dowty have never analyzed Bulgarian data (to my knowledge).
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Does this comparison between the use of the for-time adverbial phrase with
the present perfect and the past indefinite in English relate to the problem of reached
telos? Yes, it does. Because while the for-time English adverbial phrase used in the
present perfect cannot signify (directly) or explicate (indirectly) a reached telos in
sentences of type (11a), it can in certain specific cases be associated with a reached
telos in other types of sentences, as already explained. For Bulgarian, recall (7)
above: (7c) contains a perfective verb which, by virtue of being perfective and by
definition, involves a reached telos. However, (7¢) is without any doubt synonymous
with the sentences (7a) and (7b) — which contain imperfective aorist verb forms,
i.e., not perfective ones, and a for-time type of adverbial can be added; npogedox
paseosop in (7¢), which contains a reached telos — being a perfective aorist, is at the
same time synonymous with paseosapsax,,, .. and umax, .. .. paseoeop and again a
for-time type of adverbial can be added. This means that (7a) and (7b), not contain-
ing a perfective verb, could nevertheless be assigned a reached telos.

As argued in Kuteva et al. (2019: 343), where my thesis about English col-
locations of the have a fall/swim type is discussed (Kabakc¢iev 2000: 212), these
phrases perform a perfectivizing function. But the issue concerning a reached telos
in them is not considered, as in many other cases. The direct object NP-referent
in have a fall/swim maps its boundedness onto the verb referent, making the latter
bounded, hence perfective. Let us construct sentences with these two phrases — be-
ginning with a perfective one (13a) with a reached telos, where, however, the telos
is beyond the agent’s command: the boy did not intend to break the vase, yet he did.
Such sentences are considered, nevertheless, perfective, not only containing a telos
but also one that is reached. Analogously with (13b): the skater fell — without want-
ing this to happen. Such sentences are definitely considered perfective — containing
some “abstract telos” that is reached.

(13) a. The boy involuntarily broke the vase
b. The skater had a fall
c. The girl had a swim in the pool
d. The girl swam in the pool for some time

But what about sentence (13c)? Must we have it that this sentence is per-
fective because the girl envisioned a telos — to swim some particular distance or
time? As shown on Greek data in Dimitrova & Kabakciev (2021: 201), whether a
sentence depicts a perfective or an imperfective situation, or an episode, depends, in
principle, not solely on the verb or the verb phrase in the sentence but on the whole
sentence. Compare the episode (14a) — bounded with no telos reached — an episode,
to (14b) — bounded with a telos reached:

(14) a. To paidi étrexe, ., ston marathonio
“The child ran [for X time] in the marathon’
b. To paidi étrexe, ,, ton marathonio
“The child ran the marathon’
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In both (14a) and (14b) the verb form is an aorist, encoding temporal bound-
edness, but yielding different results: (14a) is an episode due to the prepositional
phrase ston marathonio ‘in the marathon’ encoding non-boundedness; (14b) is truly
perfective not only because of the aorist form but primarily due to the boundedness
of both NPs — subject and object. Greek is different from Bulgarian: Greek aorists
are used with perfective verbs only, imperfects with imperfective ones only. In Bul-
garian, aorists and imperfects are separately combined with perfective and imper-
fective verbs. The two Greek sentences (14) with the same verb form, aorist, yield
two aspectually different verb forms in Bulgarian, an imperfective aorist in (15a)
and a perfective aorist in (15b).? But the second parts of the VP remain the same in
Bulgarian: a prepositional adverbial phrase in (15a), an object-NP in (15b).

(15) a. lereto Osira, ..\ o
b. [lerero mpobsira

B MapaToHa

prvaor MAPATOHA

Things become really interesting when the subject-NP is pluralized. When
in (16) the verb is invariably perfective (perfective aorist) and both NPs — subject
and object, in (16a) are definite, hence bounded, the sentence is grammatical, there
is a reached telos, hence perfectivity. If the subject-NP is an indefinite plural (16b),
hence nominally non-bounded, this ought to explicate temporal non-boundedness
and imperfectivity of the verb referent. But it does not: because the verb is marked
for perfectivity (perfective aorist) and boundedness is therefore forced onto the bare
NP oeya ‘children’, the boundedness interpreted as temporal. But if a prepositional
phrase ¢ mapamona ‘in the marathon’ is inserted, (16¢), the use of a perfective aorist
is banned, the sentence becomes non-grammatical:

(16) a. lenara npobsiraxa,,,, ,, MaparoHa
b. >kI[eua npodsTraxa,,,, .. Maparona
c. *Jlena npodsraxa, ... . B MapaToHa

Thus the translation correspondence of Bulgarian (15b) is English (17a), and
vice versa. And if we decide to pluralize the definite subject-NP in (17a), the result
is (17b), a sentence remaining perfective with definite (bounded) subject-NPs. But
(17¢) becomes imperfective, with children interpreted as not only indefinite but also
non-bounded:

(17) a. The child ran the marathon
b. The/These children ran the marathon
c. Children ran the marathon

3 This reveals an important circumstance, that in Greek aorists and imperfects as-
pect is often effectuated at the level of the sentence, compositionally (see Dimitrova &
Kabak¢iev 2021), whereas in Bulgarian the four aspecto-temporal preterit forms carry the
aspectual values separately.
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The perfective (14b) in Greek and the perfective Bulgarian (15b) are correctly
rendered in English through (17a). But if we decide to make the subject indefinite
and non-bounded in Bulgarian, as in English (17c), then the literally translated Bul-
garian (18a) will not be a good match — it sounds incomplete, strange, (18b) even
more:

(18) a. ?/Tena mpoOsiraxa
b. 7?[leua 6sraxa, ... ox
c. *]Jlema mpobsiraxa
d. [lena Osraxa

MaparoHa
MaparoHa
pFvAoR B Maparona
B MapaTroHa

PFVAOR

IMPFVAOR

The reason is that English (17¢) is an imperfective sentence with a non-bound-
ed subject NP-referent, matching Verkuyl’s imperfective schema, hence the literal
translation into Bulgarian (18a) is wrong for being perfective — though not entirely
non-grammatical in itself, describing the participation of a bounded set of children
in the marathon. What is at issue is the difference — crucial but usually remaining
beyond the comprehension of aspectologists (see Kabakciev 2019; 2023b) — be-
tween the bounded and the non-bounded interpretation of English children and Bul-
garian oeya. In (17¢) the overtly (grammatically) non-bounded children maps its
non-boundedness onto the aspectually ambivalent verb ran, making the sentence
imperfective (Kabak¢iev 2019; 2023b). However, due to the availability in Bulgar-
ian (unlike in English) of perfective verbs, Bulgarian (18a) demonstrates a subject
NP-referent which is bounded due to the boundedness of npobseaxa,,,, . ‘ran to the
end of” — mapped onto the NP-referent, a phenomenon demonstrated and explained
many times (Kabakc¢iev 1984; 2000; 2019; 2023b) but continuing to baffle much of
the aspectological community. Many researchers fail to see the difference between
aspect at the VP- and the sentence-level and the fact that compositional aspect is a
sentence-level phenomenon.

Note that, as deya ‘children’ here equals usaxonxo deya ‘some children’ — for
reasons already explained, sentence (18a) can be transformed into (19a), and this
sentence is (or at least appears) semantically equivalent to (19b):

(19) a. Haxonko aena npodsraxa
b. Hsxonko nena Osiraxa

PEVAOR MapaTroHa

IMPFVAOR B MapaToHa

Thus the main problem persists: npobseaxa,,, . 1s a true perfective form,
grammatically encoded (a perfective aorist), hence it should be deemed as contain-
ing a reached telos. But 6seaxa, ., ., 1S ot a true perfective. It is an imperfective
aorist and the presence of reached telos here is dubious (at least). Nevertheless,
(19a) and (19b) are semantically equivalent, therefore an aspectologist could as-
cribe a reached telos to (19b) despite its imperfectivity and its status of an episode.
In any case, if this reasoning is adequate (it seems to be), it demonstrates again that
“reached telos” is often a truly evasive thing.
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In Slavic aspectology it has been held that, as delimited perfective verbs signi-
fy activities or states, they are not telic (Altshuler 2016: 116) — which in the present
framework means “not perfective”. This assumption can be accepted but with a
nuance. The perfectivity of (20a) is easily identified. This sentence belongs to Ver-
kuyl’s perfective schema with bounded NPs (subject & object) and a telic verb. But
a reached telos is a little hard to identify in (20b), as John did not aim to fall, much
more so in (20c) where John simply walked. Furthermore, this sentence is equiva-
lent to the clearly imperfective (20d) with no telos:

(20) a. John suffered a fall
b. John had a fall
c. John had a walk
d. John walked

Consider a similar problem with “telos” in Bulgarian grammar. Most Bulgar-
ianists maintain a shockingly wrong idea (refuted in Kabakciev 2022, 2023a) that
perfects are not formed from imperfect participles. Concerning the way these forms
are obtained, Penchev (IlerueB 1987), too, does not follow this wrong understand-
ing, otherwise prevalent in Bulgarianist literature from Andreychin (Anapeitunn
1944) to the present day. Penchev recognizes forms with imperfect participles such
as neenu ca ‘they have sung’ as true perfects. Koeva makes another drastic mistake
here, ascribing to Penchev (ITenuen 1987) the idea that forms with imperfect parti-
ciples like uemsn e ‘he has read/been reading’ are not perfects but inferentials, see
Lakova & Koeva (JlakoBa, Koesa 2021: 130). Actually Penchev not only maintains
exactly the opposite, he actually emphasizes it: neenu ca and all similar forms with
imperfect participles are perfects (IlenueB 1987: 471).

In an earlier analysis of the Bulgarian perfect, Penchev (IlenueB 1976: 219)
uses the following examples, relevant for analyzing “telos”:

(21) a. Tost 40BEK € UMAT, . oo r vaprvaor/ e TOTIEMH TPIOKH. TBpewt €, oo
CHHA CH. XO’HHH ePERFECT—IMPFV—AOR H € pa3HHTBanPERFECT—_IMPFV—AOR/IMP KBAC JIH I—_Ie
“This man had great worries. He looked for his son. He went and in-

quired everywhere’
b. Tos 4doBek e umain rOJIEeMU TPUKH Ta3u CYTpPHUH.

PERFECT-IMPFVAOR/IMP
CcrHa cu. XOAuI € U € pa3nuTBall

PFVAOR

T’BpCHH ePERFECT—IMPF\/AOR

KbJIC JIH HE
“This man had great worries this morning. He looked for his son. He

went and inquired everywhere’

c. Tost yoBek € umain TOJIEMH TPHKM MHUHAJIaTa TOAMHA.

PERFECT-IMPFVAOR/IMP
CHHA cH. XOIem € ¥ € pa3uTBajl

PERFECT-IMPFVAOR PERFECT-IMP-

FV-AOR/IMP

T’cheﬂ e[MPFVIMP
KbJIE JIU HE

PERFECT-IMPFVIMP PERFECT-IMPFVAOR/IMP

“This man had great worries last year. He looked for his son. He went
and inquired everywhere’
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d' TOH 10BCK € I/INIa'nPERFECT—IMPFVAOR/IMP
cuHa cu. Xomaui €

TOJIEMHU I'PYOKU MMHAJIaTa TOAUHA.
Tepenit e oevime U € pasnuTBall

KbJC JIN HC

PERFECT-IMPFVIMP PERFECT-IMPFVAOR/IMP

“This man had great worries last year. He looked for his son. He went
and inquired everywhere’

Sentence (21a) does not contain a time adverbial and the imperfective aorist
perfects mwpcun e/xooun e ‘has been searching/going around’ suggest that within
a bounded temporal interval the man was unsuccessful in his attempts to find his
son, due to the boundedness of the imperfective aorist signifying that the man’s
attempts came to an end with nothing achieved. The same with (21b), which places
even stricter bounds on the time interval. If the imperfective aorist participles are
replaced with imperfective imperfect ones (mwvpcen/xooen e) in a sentence with a
‘last year’ time adverbial, see (21c), the meaning is that the man spent the whole
year looking for his son with no result. Apart from that, the search had no bounds,
it was not restricted to the period of last year. Finally, when in sentence (21d) the
imperfective imperfect participles are replaced with imperfective aorist ones and the
time adverbial remains the same (‘last year’), the notion of reached telos appears
more relevant, as the man’s aim was to look for his son, and he fulfilled this aim.

Judging from (21) too, reached telos could be ascribed to many sentences
otherwise escaping the description of perfectivity. This especially applies to the verb
umam ‘have’, a flexible one with a special semantics, a light verb capable of ex-
plicating perfectivity or imperfectivity — these values being forced on it from the
NP-referent or at the sentence level through the impact of the subject NP-referent
too — as shown in Dimitrova & Kabak¢iev (2021) and observed in sentences such as
(17¢), (18d) and (22c¢):

rossim yeriex B EC
rossiv yeniex B EC
rojsim yeniex B EC

(22) a. Tosn (bHHM ¢ I/IMa'HPERFECT—IMPFVAOR/IMP
b. To3n GpuaM € NOCTUTHAT o ooeo oo

¢. bbirapcku punmu ca uManm, oo o

Despite the verb’s aspectual neutrality in (22a), the singularity and temporal
boundedness of the two NP-referents are mapped onto the verb referent, forcing it
into perfectivity, and in (22b) the boundedness of the verb (perfective) is mapped
onto the NPs. And in (22c) the non-bounded plurality and temporal non-bounded-
ness of the subject NP-referent force imperfectivity onto the aspectually neutral
verb, as demonstrated in Verkuyl (1972; 1993; 2022), Kabakciev (1984; 2000;
2019), Bulatovi¢ (2020; 2022).

Conclusion. A singly cursory glance — necessarily by insightful eyes — at
sentences such as those in (22) suffices to reconfirm the generalization about aspect
as a universal phenomenon made some time ago (Kabak¢iev 2019: 212), namely:
aspect is an all-pervading and perpetual process of mapping temporal features be-
tween different elements of the sentence, mainly NPs and verbs, and it does not
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matter whether aspect is verbal or compositional. As illustrated here on data from
English, Bulgarian and Greek, and although English is a compositional-aspect lan-
guage while the other two are verbal-aspect languages, the article-aspect interplay,
including the (in)definiteness-aspect interplay, is a hugely important cross-language
phenomenon cutting widely across languages. But the major conclusion in this pa-
per is that the concept of reached telos is an integral part of the concept of perfectiv-
ity, indispensable for its identification and detailed description. Yet “reached telos”
escapes — for the time being — proper characterization in many cases and is therefore
definitely in need of future research.
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