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Abstract

The article discusses the problem of ambiguity of the exponents of logical existen-
tial quantification occurring in the verbal group of Bulgarian, Polish and Russian
sentences: Bulg. omsepeme nasepeme, nonaxoza, Pol. od czasu do czasu, czasem,
czasami, Rus. epemsa om epemeru, unozda. This ambiguity can be explained by
strong and weak existential quantification. Lexical semantics did not distinguish
between these two types of existentiality. Here we present a description of selected
exponents of logical existential quantification in Bulgarian, Polish and Russian.
Keywords: Quantification, quantifier, existentiality, universality, uniqueness,
strong and weak quantificational meaning, verbal group, semantic structure of
the sentence, state, event.

The problem will be presented based on selected examples. Of course, it concerns
more general issues connected with the contemporary understanding of language
semantics, and is well worth attention.

1. As stated already in Volume 2 of Bulgarian-Polish contrastive grammar, and
confirmed in its Volume 7 (Koseska, Gargov 1990), (Koseska 2006), the Polish ex-
pressions od czasu do czasu, czasem, czasami and the corresponding Bulgarian
omepeme Haspeme, norakroza are expressions of existential quantification, and oc-
cur next to verbal forms in sentences with incomplete quantification in the verbal
phrase. In Russian, their analogues are the expressions spems om epemenu, uHo-

20a, epemenamu’ .

'In Russian dictionaries, these expressions are usually treated as unambiguous ones. As an
aside, we can also note that in the dictionaries the said expressions are most often defined mutu-
ally through each other. For example, in ,Pycckuii cemanTuaeckuit ciosapn” (editor: évedova)7
uroz0a is defined as ‘Bpemsi or BpeMenu, unoit pa3’ (RSS 1998, the unoada entry, p. 34), and
epems om epemenu — as ‘mnorna’ (RSS 2003, the epemas entry, p. 45). Similarly also at
Jefremova: unozda is an unambiguous lexem, meaning the same as ‘Bpems OT BpeMmeHu, mopoit’
(Jefremova 2000).



52 V. Koseska-Toszewa, M. Duszkin

1.1. Bulgarian expressions of the type: nowsaxoza P, omepeme -naspeme P and
the corresponding Polish expressions czasem P, czasami P, od czasu do czasu P, as
well as Russian unozda P, spemenamu P, epems om epemenu P, have the contents
which can be explicated using the existential quantifier, though the picture is much
more complicated. Hence we will consider it in more detail.

1.2. In all the three Slavic languages discussed here, quantifying expressions can
have different meanings within the same quantification: universal, existential, or
unique. For example, the expressions of universality Bulg. sunaeu // Pol. zawsze
// Rus. ecezda have at least two meanings.

In the FIRST meaning, Bulg. euwnazu // Pol. zawsze // Rus. ecezda can
be explicated using the universality quantifier ranging over a sets of given cases
(conditions).

For example: Bulg. Tow eunaeu csnysa kowmapu, i.e. BUHATHA, KOTATO CIIH,
cbHyBa Kommapu // Pol. Jemu zawsze $nig sie koszmary, i.e. Jemu, zawsze, kiedy
$pi, $nig sie koszmary // Rus. Fwmy scezda cuamcs xowmapw, i.e. Emy Beerma,
KOrJia OH cruT, cHATcs KomMapbl. Most generally, this meaning can be explicated
as: ,,Always when A, then B.” Here condition A specifies the set of cases (states)
that are referred to in the sentence. Those cases need not be only states — they can
also be events. (For the distinction between a state and an event, see (Mazurkiewicz
1986)).

In the SECOND meaning, the lexems Bulg. sunaeu // Pol. zawsze // Rus.
6cezda express universality, but within a given case, for example, within a given
state. This meaning can be represented as the meaning of a ,continuous state —
state without breaks.”

For example: Bulg. Tot e 6ua sunazu mozorc na Mapus // Pol. On zawsze byt
mezem Marii // Rus. On ecezda Ovin myosicem Mapuu, where the state msorc na
Mapus /| mezem Marii /| myorcem Mapuu is unique, but the universality expres-
sions Bulg. sunazu // Pol. zawsze // Rus. eceeda tell us that the state continues
without any breaks.

In turn, the first meaning nonaxoea // czasem (niekiedy) // unoeda (uspedxa) is
analogous to the meaning of zawsze // eunazu // 6cezda, when such zawsze // eéunazu
/| 6cezda are quantifiers ranging over the set of appropriate cases (conditions). In
this meaning, the expressions nonaxoza // czasem, czasami // unozda are quantifiers
ranging over the set of conditions (states) that are referred to in the sentence, e.g.
Bulg. Tot nowsxoea s cenysa // Pol. On $ni czasem (czasami) o niej // Rus.
On unozda eudum ee 6o cHe, or: “Sometimes, when he sleeps, he sees her in his
dreams.”

This meaning of nonsxoea // czasem, czasami // unozda can be explicated as “It
happens that when A, then B”, where condition A specifies the set of appropriate
cases. In this meaning, nowaxoza // czasem, czasami // unoeda have a meaning
close to Bulg. none edun nsm, no nakxoe epeme, 6 nakou cayuau, and — similarly
as the Bulgarian exponent of universality sunaeu — never occur with the aorist
of perfect verbs. However, we encounter it next to the forms of imperfectum and
praesens of imperfect verbs.
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See the impossibility of building a Bulgarian sentence with nownsaxoza next to
the aorist of perfect verbs, or * Tot nonaxoza omude wa paboma. (See Koseska-
Toszewa, 1985: 195-201). The above semantic limitation is of the same character as
the semantic limitations in the examples given by Paduceva: * Hean ecezda 2ayzoi,
* Kum eceeda maexonumarowee, according to whom Rus. ecezda does not occur in
the context of constant properties, i.e. in a situation without temporal localization.
(See Paduceva, 1985: 226-227).

The second quantificational meaning of the expressions nowsaxoea // czasem,
czasami /| unoeda is also existential, but within a given case, e.g. within a given
state. Then it has the paraphrases “with breaks”, “not all the time”. In that
case, nonakoea, similarly as Bulg. omsepeme-naspeme, Pol. od czasu do czasu,
Rus. epemsa om epemenu, is a quantifying expression ranging over a multiplicity
of states and events, e.g. Bulg. Tot nonaxoea (omepeme-naspeme) bewe 0o6sp
kom nes /| Pol. On czasami (od czasu do czasu) bywat dobry dla niej // Rus. On
unozda (epems om epemenu) 6wsans x Het doop.

The quantifying expressions nonaxoza // czasami // unoeda occur in this mean-
ing only when they can be replaced by the expressions: nie bez przerwy, z przer-
wami without changing the meaning of the sentence. In this meaning, nonsaxoza /
/ czasami /| unoeda come close to the meaning of the expressions Bulg. omepe-
me-Haspeme, cezud-moaud, wac no wac // Pol. od czasu do czasu // Rus. epems
om epemenu, which have not only an existential quantificational meaning, but also
posses a quantitative shade of meaning, connected with the signal of interruptability
within a given state.

2. In the second volume of Bulgarian-Polish Contrastive Grammar, Violetta Kose-
ska-Toszewa and Georgi Gargov proposed distinguishing the above differences in
meaning within the same quantification with the labels of strong and weak quan-
tificational meaning, singled out based on secondary semantic properties of ex-
pressions. We are of the opinion that this phenomenon is worth reminding about,
among others, because of the various misunderstandings occurring at present in the
so-called subject literature.

2.1. The strength of a quantificational meaning is determined by the position of
the quantifier in the semantic structure of the sentence (Not to be mistaken for the
formal structure of the sentence!)

If the quantifier has the broadest scope in the semantic structure of the sentence,
i.e. if it encompasses with its scope all other quantifiers present in the semantic
structure of the sentence, then we speak about a strong quantifying meaning.

If the position of the quantifier is within the scope of other quantifiers present in
the semantic structure of the sentence, then the quantificational meaning is weak.

Hence in case of the sentence: Bcuuku 6azme anzasicupany 6 edna (Haxarxsa)
paboma, KoAMO Hu omuemawe uyasomo epeme. /| Wszyscy bylismy zaangazowani
w pewnej sprawie, ktéra nam zabierata bardzo duzo czasu. // Bee mol 6biau 3aHAMbL
o0nuM desom, KOmopoe 3GHUMAAO Y HAC OYeHb MH020 epemeny. we have the
following interpretation: “There is a certain object (some work!), for which it is true
that for a unique set (we — us) there was a state in the past (byliSmy zaangazowani
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— we were engaged), and that for each of us it is true that he/she was engaged in
the same object, i.e. the work was the same!”

The existential expression pewna praca // edna paboma // odno deao has the
broadest scope of quantification in the semantic structure of the sentence, and
encompasses with its scope all other quantifiers, i.e. the unique quantifier (us all)
and the existential quantifier (there was a state of “being engaged”). The expression
pewna praca /| edna paboma // odno deso has a strong existential meaning.

However, in case of the sentence: Bcuuku 6axme anzascupany 6 edna (HaKos)
paboma, koamo Hu omuemawe usromo epeme /| Wszyscy bylismy zaangazZowani
w (jakiejs) sprawie, zabierajgcej nam bardzo duzo czasu // Bce muvi Gviau 3anamol
(KaKuM-2u60) denOM, 3AHUMAOUUM Y HAC MHO20 8pement., we have the following
interpretation: “For a unique set (we — us), it is true that there was a state in
the past (byliSmy zaangazowani — we were engaged), and that for each of us it is
true that there was an object (here work!) that engaged us. However, that object
(work) could have been different for all of us.”

In this case, the expression: edna paboma — naxos paboma // praca — jakas
praca /| paboma — kaxas-aubo paboma has a weak existential meaning, since it
occurs within the scope of two quantifiers: the unique quantifier (us all) and the
existential quantifier (there was a state of “being engaged”).

In this case, the most important factor for the semantic structure of the sentence
is the information about the work that we all performed. In the second — about
the work performed by each of us. There is no doubt that the distinction between
strong and weak quantifying meanings reflects in a precise way what cannot be
reflected by the theory of the thematic — rhematic structure of the sentence.

The quantifying expressions nowsaxoza // czasem, czasami /| unoezda occurring
in the sentences Bulg. Toti nowsaxoza s cenyea // Pol. On $ni czasem (czasami) o
niej // Rus. On unozda sudum ee 6o cne have strong existential meanings (‘Czasem,
kiedy, $pi, widzi ja we $nie’). However, in the sentences Tod nonaxoza (omepeme-
naepeme) bewe dobsp xom nes )/ Pol. On czasami (od czasu do czasu) bywat
dobry dla niej // Rus. On unozda (epema om epemenu) 6visan % weti dobp those
expressions have weak existential meanings.

3. When the Bulg. nonaxoza has a strong quantifying meaning, its Polish ana-
logues are the expressions czasem, czasami, and the Russian analogue — the ex-
pression uroezda.

If the Bulg. nonsaxoza has a weak existential quantifying meaning, its Bulgarian
synonyms are omsepeme-haspeme, ce2ud-moaud, dac no wac, the Polish ones —
the expressions od czasu do czasu, czasami (only when czasami is equivalent with
respect to meaning to the expression od czasu do czasu), and the Russian expression
8pEMSA OM BPEMEHU,.

The quantifying expressions omspeme-nagpeme // od czasu do czasu // epems
om epemenu always have a weak existential quantificational meaning.

3.1. The expressions nonaxoza // czasem, czasami // unozda are ambiguous, and
can have, depending on the context, both strong and weak existential quantifica-
tional meanings.
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Weak quantificational meanings are often a starting point for developing new
quantificational meanings. In this case, the aim is to bring the meaning closer to a
quantitative one, different from the scope-based meaning of the expression. See the
use of the expression omepeme-naspeme // od czasu do czasu /| epemsa om epemenu
with the expressions wmmnozo nsmu /| wiele razy // mnozo pas. See also (Koseska-
Toszewa, Gargov, 1990) and the sentences: Hsaxot 36ap ce npomsrea nacam (weak
existentiality), Tpabea da ympenem narxot seap (weak universality), Codutickusm
adeoxam be mnozo rumsp (weak uniqueness) and Adeokamesm e rumpo cswecmeo
(weak universality).

3.2. Due to the absence of article and a smaller number of tenses, in Polish and
Russian we have more sentences with a semantic structure characterized by in-
complete quantification than in Bulgarian (compare Pol. Dziewczyna czeka, Rus.
Hesywra otcdem — Some, Certain, This unique, or Every? with the Bulgarian
Momunemo waxa, where Momuuemo ‘girl’ is either this unique one, or each.)

This fact shows the stronger role of Polish lexems like czasami, od czasu do
czasu, czasem, and Russian unozda, epems om spemenu, in the semantic structure
of the sentence compared to their Bulgarian analogues. In Polish and Russian such
lexems are a very important, and often the only factor determining the scope and
position of a quantifier in the semantic structure of the sentence.

3.3. The distribution of the expressions nowsaxoza, omepeme-naspeme, czasem,
czasami, od czasu do czasu, unozda, epems om epemenu shows that we cannot
talk about the meaning of selected lexems without analyzing the whole semantic
structure of the sentence. This fact might perhaps be trivial, but it is still worth
stressing, because sometimes linguistic semantics is — unfortunately — still under-
stood as lexical semantics only. And both these fields of linguistic semantics should
be married. We firmly believe that, together with development of contemporary
linguistic semantics, the methodology used in lexical semantics will also changed
— and as a consequence our ordinary and electronic dictionaries will be enriched.
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