FACTORS FOR ASPECT CHOICE IN CONTEXTS OF OPEN
ITERATION IN CZECH

1. Introduction

As 1s well known, there is a typological cross-Slavic variation of verbal aspect with a
western and an eastern type and transitional zones, as described in Dickey (2000). The
paramount example for the eastern type is Russian which also often serves as the
example for Slavic aspect in general; a good representative of the western type is Czech.
An important domain of this variation is open iterativity, for which Russian grammar
largely prescribes the use of the imperfective aspect (IA) — except for the stylistically
marked ‘vivid-exemplary’ function (Harmsagno-npumepnas ¢ynkuus) of the perfective
aspect (PA) —, while Czech allows for the PA to a much larger extent if the individual
repeated situation is presented as a closed event. So in Russian iterative contexts the TA
can be seen as being motivated by the global level of open iteration (the ‘macro’
situation), neutralizing the aspectual shape of the individual or ‘micro’ situation,
whereas in Czech the latter may be preserved and encoded by grammatical aspect
irrespectively of iterativity, which is then expressed by lexical or contextual means only.

The aim of this article is to give an overview over the different factors influencing
aspect choice in Czech open iterative contexts, i.e. the factors influencing the shift
between the dominance of the macro situation and the focusing of the micro situation.
For Czech there has been emphasized the importance of the micro situation as being
dominant in the sense that, in contrast to Russian, aspect choice depends on the
aspectual properties of the verb and the aspectual presentation of the micro situation
(Stunova 1993, Breu 2000). Less attention has been paid to the more global factors such
as the combination with adverbial quantifiers, scope of negation, and sentence structure.
The focus of this article will be on these global factors, showing results of corpus
investigation and a small fill-in-the-blank test with native speakers.

2. Iterated micro and iterative macro situations: two levels of perspective with
possible relevance for grammatical aspect

In any case of open iteration there are two levels of perspective, either of which may be
encoded by grammatical aspect in some language: 1. the individual or micro situation
which we may refer to as being iterated (repeated), and 2. the global or macro
situation which we may refer to as being iterative, i.e. consisting of iterated individual
situations. This different marking does not only exist in Slavic languages, but also e.g.
in English or French. Consider the following examples, in which grammatical aspect is
motivated by the presentation of the individual micro situation: the English progressive
form by the respective process, the French Passé composé (colloquial perfective past)
and the Czech PA by the respective event — i.e. the progressive form in English, the
passé composé (perfective past) in French and the PA in Czech — is motivated by the
respective micro situation:

(1) Every morning she was running in the park. (respective process)



(2) Chaque matin, je me suis levée de bonne heure pour avaler des litres d'eau
salée. (respective event) (Internet)

azde rano jsem Kkoupil noviny. respective event
3 K vd r r . k .ZP . .
(‘Every morning I bought” a newspaper’).

In (4-7), by contrast, aspect is motivated by the open iterative macro situation:

(4) While Cavern was in hospital, I was getting up at 6 am ... (macro process)
(Internet)

(5) John swam regularly. (macro state [habitual])
(6) Quand j’étais en vacances, je me levais plus tard. (macro state/process)

(7) O prazdninach jsem vstdval' pozdéji. (macro state/process)
(‘On vacation I got up’ [or used to get up'] later.”)

Note that in English, unlike in French and the Slavic languages, there is a grammatical
difference between the conceptualization as a process and a state: So in (4) the macro
situation is presented as an iterative macro process consisting of the chain of iterated
events, or at least as an episodic' macro situation, whence the progressive form, whereas
in (5) the simple form stands for the conceptualization as an abstracted nonepisodic
habitual state. In French both states and processes are rendered by the Imparfait
(imperfective past), in the Slavic languages by the IA.

As for Czech, we see that the PA with open iteration is always motivated by the
micro situation presented as an event, while the IA may be motivated either by the open
macro situation or again by the micro situation which is then presented as an open
process or state. So when the IA occurs, we have to consider by which level it is
motivated. For example, in the context of an internal structure of several micro
subsituations being iterated as a whole, the IA may occur to contrast a simultaneous
process with a foregrounded event.

From a morpho-syntactic view the different motivation of grammatical aspect in
iterative contexts results in two different principles of marking iterativity: If the
morphological A is motivated by the open macro situation, it serves as an iterativity
marker directly connected to the verb, whereas if aspect is determined by the micro
situation, the iteration can be encoded only by other means such as iterative adverbial
quantifiers. This suggests a difference in informational or semantic structure: in the
former case the verb is qualified as “plural” itself, and an adverbial quantifier such as
‘often’ specifies this plurality and is also more directly connected to the verb (‘x verbs-
often’), whereas in the latter case the adverbial quantifier has a wider scope over more
constituents and typically stands in an initial position, introducing and “multiplying” a

"' In my terms, an episodic temporal situation is a situation which is conceptualized as an episode, i.e. a
temporal entity or Gestalt, be it an original concept of event/process implying change or an abstract
episode consisting of a state predicate being true for that episode. A nonepisodic temporal situation is just
a state predicate about a certain time without the conceptualization of an episode. So I make a difference
between episodic and nonepisodic states, which is represented in English by the difference between the
sentences The book was lying on the table and The book lay/was on the table, but which is not represented
in the in the Slavic or Romance imperfective aspect. What is traditionally refered to as an ‘actual/
nonactual’ and by Lehmann as an ‘episodic/nonepisodic’ situation is in my terms ‘episodic/ nonepisodic
reference’ to a temporal situation which means that the situation is or is not visualized in the Psychic Now
(cf. Lehmann 1994).



case of a micro situation (‘Often it is the case, that x verbs’). We will see that this
roughly sketched difference between the “plurality” and the “multiplicational” principle
is crucial for the factors of aspect choice described below.

3. Open vs. closed iteration

At this juncture I should briefly explain the difference between open and closed
iteration. The iteration is closed in the case of adverbial quantification with absolute
“count quantifiers”, be they definite such as five times, or indefinite such as several
times or many times. Closed iteration can be asserted only as a whole in the past or the
future, but not in the present, cf. She got up at 5 a.m. several times vs. *She gets up (or
is getting up) at 5 a.m. several times (in a true present, i.e. not historical present
function). The present tense is only possible if the absolute count quantifier is
relativized by a relational time span such as several times a month which results in open
iteration again. Some quantifiers can refer either to open or closed iteration such as
often which in the latter case can be paraphrased as ‘many times’, others can only refer
to open iteration such as regularly. As for grammatical aspect, with closed iteration the
IA cannot be motivated by an open macro situation. It is rather the PA which may be
motivated by the closed macro situation and which for Russian is ascribed a
‘summative’ function, since it seems to be more marked than the IA in such contexts.
Here the latter still occurs more often even if the micro situation is an event. For Czech,
by contrast, where the micro situation may be generally focussed by aspect, closed
iteration with count quantifiers seems to be a case of the ‘multiplication’ principle par
excellence, i.e. if the micro situation is an event, the PA is the default and the IA can be
used only if the verb may generally have a progressive reading. There are good reasons
to treat the cases of the IA with closed iteration, where it is not directly motivated by a
progressive reading of the micro situation, as a special kind of the general-factual
function of the IA in both languages (cf. Dickey 2000: 50). In Czech the general-factual
function is also restricted to verbs with a possible progressive reading but in Russian it
is possible with any verb and has a wider functional scope. However, although with
closed iteration the IA cannot be explained by the macro situation, in Russian it still
seems to function as an iteration marker due to its widespread use which might exceed
the scope of the ordinary general-factual function. But this issue will not be discussed in
this article.

4. Factors for focusing the micro or macro situation with open iteration in Czech
4.1. Factors of the micro structure

A rather trivial factor is the above-mentioned existence of an internal set of
subsituations on the micro level which is iterated as a whole. Aspect then is very likely
to profile the internal relationships between the subsituations, e.g. the PA is used in an
internal sequence of events as in the following example:

(8) V Zizkové ulici mél tehdy lahtidkaisky obchod pan Briizek. Tam velmi &asto
muz zasel” a koupil” bud’ dva pomerance, nebo banany a mé a hocha podelil”.
‘In the Zizkov street Mr. Briizek had a delicatessen shop in those days. The



man very often went” there and bought” either two oranges or bananas and
shared” them with me and the boy.’ (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

It is evident that the adverbial quantifier in such a case has wide scope over the whole
set of subsituations and typically has an initial position as in the above example in order
to introduce the microsituation which is asserted to have occured repeatedly. Such a set
of subsituations is also characteristic for the Russian ‘vivid-exemplary function’ of the
PA in colloquial language, which is virtually the only case in which the PA — but only in
morphological present tense even for past contexts — is allowed in open iterative
contexts, and which is typically introduced by the particle 6si6aem / Owvisano ‘it
happens / used to happen’. There is just one instance where the PA in the past tense may
not refer to a single or summative event in Russian, namely if it has a perfect
(anteriority) function in a subordinate clause as in the sentence On gcecoa npuxooun,
ko2oa ece yoce yuinu ‘He always used to arrive when everebody had gone’. Here again,
we have an internal relation of subsituations, though here the PA does not have just a
sequentiality but an anteriority function.

Another possible factor for the aspectual relevance of the micro situation in Czech is
the possible progressive reading of the verb itself. So Petruxina (1978) suggests on the
basis of surveys with native speakers that as soon as the IA may be interpreted as a
process on the micro level, there is a tendency to get this reading, so that the PA is used
to avoid such a progressive or possibly conative reading and to guarantee the assertion
of the respective completion of the event. She contrasts the following examples
(Petruxina 1978: 58):

(9) a. Z tohoto pole sklizeji' brambory kazdy rok az naposled.
b. Z tohoto pole sklidi” brambory kazdy rok az naposled.
‘They pick”" the potatoes from this field last every year.’

Both sentences allow for a complete event reading, but (9a) may have a conative
reading and be supplemented by the clause a casto nestaci sklidit” véas ‘and often they
do not manage to pick” them in time.” So if such a reading shall be precluded, the PA has
to be used and thus according to Petruxina will be used more often than the IA. If, on
the other hand, there is no possibility of a progressive reading of the verb as in the
sentence Denné dostavam' nékolik dopisii ‘Every day 1 get' several letters’, there is no
need to avoid a progressive reading and thus the IA is more commonly used, as
Petruxina suggests. My own corpus investigation has shown that there is a group of
achievement verbs which cannot have a progressive reading, but which nevertheless in
open iterative contexts more often occur in the PA. These are verbs such as dorazit /
dorazet ‘arrive, reach s.th., come in’, poznat / pozmavat ‘recognize’, prekvapit /
prekvapovat ‘surprise’, odhalit / odhalovat ‘reveal’, vSimnout si / vS§imat si ‘notice’,
do(z)vedet se / do(z)vidat se ‘hear, learn’ and zjistit / zjistovat. They all share a certain
connotation of a sudden change of state and have some stress on the result state which
may not that easily be reversed or iterated, in contrast to the verb dostat / dostavat ‘to
get, receive’ in the above example. So by contrasting the state before with the state after
the change, they also establish a micro structure of sequential subsituations.

Summing up, we can say that whenever there is some salient internal structuring of
the micro situation, be it explicit by several verbs, by the possibility of a progressive
reading, or by the contrast of the state before with the state after a punctual change, this



is a factor for attracting grammatical aspect to the micro situation rather than encoding
the open iterativity of the macro situation.

4.2. Factors of the macro structure, information structure, and scope
4.2.1. Type and position of adverbial quantifier

Petruxina (1983: 105-107) states that the quantifiers stdale or pordd with the meaning
‘permanently, all the time’ (further synonyms are neustdle, ustavicné ‘unceasingly,
steadily’ and furt as a colloquial equivalent of porad) can only be combined with verbs
in the TA. Pravidelné ‘regularly’ has a strong tendency towards the IA, but also occurs
with the PA. She also mentions that the preference of the IA increases if pravidelné
occurs after the verb, i.e. in a rhematic position. At the other end of the scale she locates
quantifiers such as Russian unoeoa, unoti pasz ‘sometimes, time and again’, which even
in Russian sometimes occur with the ‘vivid-exemplary’ PA. Most quantifiers such as
Casto ‘often’, zridka ‘seldom’, kazdy den ‘every day’ according to Petruxina behave
neutrally with respect to aspect choice.

Our corpus research could affirm these tendencies and reveal further insights. In the
investigation with the Czech National Corpus (subcorpora SYN2000, SYN2005 and
SYN2006PUB with 500 million word forms altogether) we searched for collocations of
a certain iterative quantifier and a finite verb form in the PA or IA, respectively, with an
interval of 0-7 words in between. We searched for random verbs as well as for concrete
verb lexemes, especially such event lexemes which do not allow for a progressive
reading or with which such a reading is rather peripheral and especially in iterative
contexts very unlikely. While with random verbs the ratio of the IA is higher due to the
activity and state verbs, the search for the concrete lexemes without a progressive
reading ensured that the ratio of IA and PA really maps the ratio of the motivation of
aspect by the macro or the micro situation. But also with the random verbs, in
accordance with concrete verbs, there can be seen a tendency for a relative hierarchy of
the quantifiers. Though the order of quantifiers may slightly vary, with a statistically
sufficient number of relevant hits there can be seen certain universal regularities. So we
could ascertain that the above-mentioned quantifiers with the meaning ‘permanently’
indeed do not combine with the PA at all. Among the other quantifiers, pravidelné
‘regularly’ has always the first place with respect to the preference of the TA (187:11
with the verb ‘come’), and casfo ‘often’ has always a higher ratio of the 1A (515:271)
than obcas ‘sometimes’ (106:400) or cas od casu ‘time and again’ (29:57).

At first glance the hierarchy seems to have to do with the frequency of the iterated
event as expressed by the quantifier: the more frequently the event is iterated, the higher
is the likelihood for the macro level to trigger the IA. So, there is no doubt that
‘permanently’ denotes the highest frequency, while ‘sometimes’ denotes a rather low
frequency. However, ‘regularly’ which has the highest ratio of the IA after
‘permanently’, does not necessarily mean a higher frequency than ‘often’ (cf. example
14 below!), but rather denotes a steadiness of the iteration interval which highlights the
continuity of the macro situation. The utmost continuity is expressed by ‘permanently’,
which literally means that there are no gaps in the chain of iterations. Thus it is not
frequency by itself, but rather the focus on frequency which is the decisive criterion.
The corpus study also confirmed that if the quantifier comes after the verb and is thus



likely to be stressed, the ratio of the IA is always higher than if the quantifier is in a
preverbal position. Very notably, with the quantifier zFidka ‘seldom’ and the verb
‘come’ the ratio of the IA turned out to be even slightly higher (38 out of 53 hits, i.e.
72%) than with casto ‘often’ (515 out of 786 hits, i.e. 66%)! The reason is that zFidka in
most cases is postverbal and stressed, while casto is more often preverbal than zFidka:

casto preverbal

Casto postverbal

zridka preverbal

zridka postverbal

14 324

191

1

37

PA 209

62

2

13

There is one feature by which we can generally distinguish two types of iterative
adverbial quantifiers also in English and which also has to do with the different
aspectual behaviour: Quantifiers of the first type have comparison forms and can be
modified by relative degree adverbs such as ‘very’, ‘quite’, ‘rather’, ‘relatively’ or be
negated; quantifiers of the second type have no comparison forms and cannot be
modified or negated — cf. very often, quite seldom, not regularly, but *very sometimes,
*quite now and then, *not time and again. Quantifiers of the first type denote a gradable
kind of frequency and thus may easily function as specifiers of plurality and highlight
the macro situation, whereas quantifiers of the second type just indirectly imply a
degree of frequency (now and then implies ‘not very often’ or at least ‘not regularly’),
but this frequency is not directly denoted and cannot be modified, so they tend to
function as multiplicational quantifiers and focus on the micro situation. We may call
the first type “strong” quantifiers since they denote a modifiable kind of frequency and
tend to put emphasis on the macro situation, and the second type “weak” quantifiers
since they do not denote a modifiable kind of frequency and tend to leave the
motivation of aspect on the exemplary micro situation. So “strong” quantifiers have a
tendency to function according to the “plurality” principle, but do allow for the
“multiplicational” principle as well. “Weak™ quantifiers tend to function according to
the “multiplicational” principle, but also allow for the “plurality” principle of aspectual
marking motivated by the open macro situation. Especially in one case they may even
be classified as “strong” quantifiers, directly denoting a frequency rate. Though
quantifiers such as ‘sometimes’ cannot be modified by degree adverbs such as ‘very’ or
‘rather’, they can be stressed as denoting a rather low frequency by the restricting
adverb jen(om) ‘only’, and then they are very likely to trigger the aspectual dominance
of the macro situation and typically occur in a postverbal position, cf. the following
sentence, for which in English the present perfect progressive is the most adequate
translation, since the iterative macro situation lasts until the time of utterance (signalled
by zatim ‘so far’) and can be seen as a macro process:

(10) Zatim jsme se setkdavali’ jen obcas.
‘So far we have been meeting' only sometimes.’

Most interestingly, in Czech there are synonyms for casto and zrFidka, mnohdy and
malokdy, which seem to behave like weak quantifiers, i.e. they cannot be easily
combined with degree modifiers (see the table at the end of this section), they occur
predominantly in a perverbal position and tend to trigger the aspectual focussing of the
micro situation. Especially z#idka and malokdy seem to have complementary functions



as a strong and a weak quantifier, by which we can explain the predominant postverbal
use of zFidka. Compare the numbers of mdalokdy with those of zFidka above:

malokdy preverbal malokdy postverbal
14 3 3
PA 29 7

Mnohdy, however, is rather literary in style in relation to casto much less used than
malokdy in relation to zrFidka. So, casto also quite often occurs in the multiplicational
function. Of course, ‘often’ may be used more easily than ‘seldom’ to introduce an
exemplary micro situation, because ‘often’ has a positive or neutral meaning, whereas
‘seldom’ we use in order to especially emphasize a low frequency. So if something
happens not often, but yet repeatedly, we rather take a quantifier like ‘sometimes’. This
may explain why casfo also often occurs in the multiplicational function focussing the
micro situation and has just a marginal partner mnohdy for the multiplicational function,
while zridka has the special partner malokdy which on the one hand expresses low
frequency and on the other has the multiplicational function which focusses the
exemplary micro situation. ZFidka even has another multiplicational partner zridkakdy
or zridka kdy. The morphological structure of all these weak partners mnohdy, malokdy
and zridka( )kdy makes it obvious why they are used as multiplicational quantifiers
leading the aspectual focus on the exemplary micro situation: They are composed of the
quantificational element mnoh(o) ‘much, many’ or mdalo ‘little, few’ and the temporal
particle (k)dy ‘when’. So they literally say something like ‘there are many/few
occasions, when ...’, after which follows the micro situation.

The following table shows the token frequencies of the above-mentioned pairs and
triples of synonymous quantifiers and the frequencies of their collocations with the
modifiers velmi, velice, moc ‘very’, docela, dost(i) ‘quite, rather’, and pomeérné,
relativne ‘relatively’ in the subcorpus SYN of the Czech National Corpus (1.3 billion
words). We see that the weak partners mnohdy, ziidka( )kdy and malokdy are very
rarely or never combined with modifiers, and that the best example of a pair with nearly
complementary functions is z#idka and malokdy which also have a very similar overall
token frequency.

overall tokens | modified quantifier | % of overall tokens
casto 400 955 23 611 5.9
mnohdy 61208 0 —
ziidka 12 154 2 289 18.8
zridka( )kdy 2 890 21 0.73
malokdy 14 574 32 0.22

4.2.2. Scope of negation and quantifier

A quite clear criterion for the aspectual relevance of the macro or the micro situation is

the scope of negation in combination with iterative adverbial quantifiers.

If the quantifier has wide scope over the negation, i.e. the schema is ‘It is often the
case that not p’, I claim that grammatical aspect is a/ways motivated by the micro




situation, since it is only the verb or the entailed proposition and not the quantifier
which is negated, so the quantifier must have a wider scope and thus function as a
multiplicational quantifier and not a specifier of a plurality of the verb. Cf. (11):

(11) Domu nikdy nechodil' pied setménim a casto neprisel” viibec.
‘He never came home before dawn, and often he didnt (wouldn't) come” at all.’
(CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

The syntactic surface structure in this case corresponds with the scopal relations: the
quantifier is in an phrase-initial position and thus corresponds with its wide scope, and
the negation particle ne- is directly connected to the verb (which is a general regularity
for Czech) and thus corresponds with its narrow scope. Of course, the quantifier can
also be postverbal with the same scopal relation, as in (12):

(12) Nevyberete” si casto viibec nic.
“You often don't (won t) choose” anything.’ (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

If in such cases of wide scope of the quantifier over the negation the IA is used, we can
be sure that it is also motivated by the micro situation, compare the state reading in (13):

(13) Uz jsem sice nevypadal na sedmndct, ale ani v mych dvaadvaceti letech mne
Casto lidé nebrali’ vazng.
‘I didn’t look like seventeen any more, but even with my 22 years of age
people often didn't (wouldn t) take' me seriously.’ (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

If, on the other hand, the negation has wide scope over the quantifier, i.e. the schema is
“It is not the case that often p”, this normally presupposes that the situation p does
occur, and only the frequency denoted by the quantifier is negated (“not often”, “not
seldom” etc.). As we said above only strong quantifiers can be modified by degree
adverbs or be negated. The negation of the quantifier can be seen as a special kind of
modification, turning its denotation into the direction of its (gradual) antonym: “not
often” means “rather seldom”, “not seldom” means “rather often”. So typically we have
a dominance of the macro situation which triggers the 1A irrespectively of the micro
situation. A typical example is (14), where we even have a contrasting of two quantifiers
and the affirmative presupposition made explicit by the second part (note that the

negation particle has scope over the first quantifier only):

(14) Nesetkavame' se casto, ale pravidelné.
“We don t meet’ often, but regularly.’

The fixed position of the Czech negation particle on the verb in this case does not
correspond with the scopal relations: logically it negates the whole proposition with the
focus on the quantifier. Again, the word order can also be inverse for reasons of
topicalization of the quantifier which is then negated by the negation particle , cf.:

(15) Moc casto mi nevold', ale kdyz se ozve®, pokazdé je nékde jinde nez

posledné ...,
‘He doesn t phone' me very often, but when he gives® me a ring, he is every
time at a different place than the time before ... (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

However, wide scope of the negation over the quantifier does not necessarily imply that
aspectual choice is determined by the macro situation. The dominance of the macro



situation is just the typical case and occurs more often than the focussing of the micro
situation, because if the negation has wide scope, the quantifier which is negated tends
to function as a specifier of the plurality of the verb, so the structure can be represented
as “NOT (x verbs-often)”. But there is no logical contradiction for the quantifier to
function according to the multiplicational principle even under the scope of negation, so
that we may assume a double bracketing in the structure: “NOT (OFTEN (x verbs))” or
“It 1s not the case that it is often the case that x verbs”, which leeds to the aspectual
focussing of the micro situation in the same way as without the negation. Examples for
this case are the following ones in either word order:

(16) ... jsem chtél vyuzit vzacného setkani s kultivovanym c¢lovékem, jaky se
v tomto zapadlém kraji neobjevi” casto.
‘... I wanted to make use of a precious meeting with a cultured man, whom
you don t (won't) meet” often in this shabby region.”  (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

(17) Mam dojem, ze moc cCasto z ty svy maringotky nevylezou”.
‘I’ve got the impression that they don ¢ (won t) get out” of their caravan very
often.’ (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

Since the focussing of the micro situation is not so typical for the wide scope of the
negation, in the morphological present tense of the PA there might be some nuance of a
potentiality reading, which is generally often associated with these forms and also has
an affinity to the usual future meanging of the PA in the present tense, cf. sentences such
as On to unese” ‘He will carry this’, i.e. ‘He is able to carry this’. If the PA is used in the
past tense, it may also be motivated by a “summative” view as in the following
example:

(18) Zatim jsem se s ni nesetkal” pravé casto.
‘So far, I have not met” her really often yet.’ (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

As mentioned above, the quantifier casto ‘often’ allows for such a summative view and
then functions as a count quantifier, i.e. as a synonym of mnohokrat ‘many times’. It is
significant that the quantifier pravidelné ‘regularly’, which generally has the lowest
ratio of the PA, hardly ever occurs in the PA with wide scope negation: In the subcorpus
SYN with 1.3 billion words there are just 10 (!) relevant hits for the collocation
‘negated verb in PA + pravidelné’ (in either word order, with an interval of 0-7 words in
between) with wide scope of the negation (out of 139 overall hits most of which are
irrelevant). 28 of the overall hits have narrow scope of the negation, i.e. wide scope of
the quantifier, which then often can also be translated as ‘as a rule’ or ‘mostly’ rather
than ‘regularly’, i.e. they select the majority of a given set of cases. In comparison, the
overall number of hits for the collocation ‘negated verb in IA + pravidelne’ is 2058
(including irrelevant hits).

4.2.3. Distributive arguments

In contexts of iterativity we can distinguish between two sorts of arguments in singular
number: a) an argument which has an identical referent for all iterated situations, and b)
an argument which just denotes a type of referent but refers to a different individual for
each of the iterated situations, so that the argument has a distributive reading and each
referent takes part in just one of the repeated situations. The latter case suggests —



especially if it is a distributive subject — a semantic structure in which the argument is
introduced by the existential quantifier (“there exists an x’) under the scope of the
iterative quantifier: “OFTEN [x: P(x)]” (“Often it is the case that there exists an x which
verbs”). So the quantifier has a wide scope over the argument and thus functions as a
multiplier of the whole proposition rather than as a specifier of a plurality of the verb.
So the micro situation has a strong tendency to be aspectually focussed, as in (19):

(19) Casto se jako na zavolanou zjevil” n&jaky kamarad anebo mé piitel pozval” na

veceri.
‘Often just at the right moment there showed up” some fellow or a friend
invited” me for dinner.’ (CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

The same effect can also be induced by a distributive object as in (20):

(20) Délal nam privodce a kazdy den jsme navstivili® n&jakou pamétihodnost.
‘He played the guide for us, and every day we visited” some sight.’
(CNC, Subcorpus SYN)

If on the other hand an argument — let us say the subject — refers to an identical
individual for all iterated situations, it is natural that the quantifier functions as a
specifier of the plurality of the verb, so we have a predication about an individual x that
has the property (habit) to verb often/seldom or however the frequency is specified.
Then the macro situation is aspectually dominant. But this is, of course, not necessary,
since the quantifier may have wide scope and “multiply” a micro situation with an
identical subject as well as a micro situation with a distributive subject.

The aspectual focussing of the micro situation with a distributive argument seems to
be bound to its singular number which by itself focusses the respective micro situation
which is repeated, because from a global view there is a plurality of referents and the
singular number refers to the respective micro situation only. If a plural argument has a
distributive reading, the same effect cannot be observed, maybe because such a plural
argument is conceptualized as a collective entity although their single referents take part
in only one situation each.

4.3. Competing factors: some results from a fill-in-the-blank test

After showing the different possible factors for aspect choice with open iteration I
would like to address the question what happens if there are different factors in one
sentence competing with each other. This shall be illustrated by some results from a fill-
in-the-blank test with native speakers. As mentioned above the quantifier pravidelné
‘regularly’ has a strong tendency towards the IA motivated by the macro situation.
Correspondingly, in the following sentence all of 14 study participants inserted a form

vvvvv

(21) Honza bydlel sam ve starém domé na venkove, ale pravidelne k nému
J 224 T jeho nejlepsi pritel Sasa.
‘Honza lived alone in an old house in the countryside, but often his best friend
SaSa came to him.’

When pravidelné was replaced by casto ‘often’, still 10 participants chose the IA, while
4 inserted forms of the PA. With obcas ‘sometimes’ 9 participants preferred the PA and
only 5 the IA. — In a different sentence which was constructed analagously, instead of



the identical subject ‘his best friend Sasa’ there was the subject néjaky stary pritel ‘some
old friend’ which allows for a distributive reading. Here, with pravidelné it was still 14
out of 15 participants who chose the IA while just one particant inserted the PA. With
casto the ratio of IA:PA was 9:5, with obcas 2:12. The changed subject thus effected a
slight shift towards the PA, but the factor of the quantifier still dominated. Possibly the
quantifier also influenced the reading of the subject, so that with pravidelné most
participants understood the subject as having an identical referent (néjaky pritel in the
sense of ‘a certain friend’).

Completely different results were obtained with a modifation of the sentence (19)
above which not only has two distributively interpretable subjects, but by the adverb
jako na zavolanou ‘just at the right moment, right on cue’ also a kind of internal
situation structure. Instead of the quantifier casto ‘often’ we used pravidelné ‘regularly’
and neustdle ‘permanently’. The results were significant: The ratio of the aspects with
pravidelne was actually reversed, so that the PA was chosen by 12 out of 14 participants
with the first and by 11 out of 14 with the second verb. Somewhat puzzling were the
results for neustdle: Although this quantifier is practically incompatible with the PA and
always highlights the macro situation, with the fist verb 3 out of 14 participants chose
the PA, with the second even 5. This seems striking since in these cases the factor of the
micro structure apparently overrides the obligatoriness of the IA with ‘permanently’.
But on the other hand we have to admit that the combination of neustdale and jako na
zavolanou is by itself on the borderline to oddness, so that maybe the test persons who
chose the pv aspect just forgot about the quantifier, especially with the second verb.

5. Conclusion

The aspectual relevance of the micro and the macro situation with open iterativity in
Czech depends on various factors which themselves can be ascribed to the micro or the
macro structure, if we subsume under the latter also information structure and scopal
relations. The factors of the micro structure are factors which attract the focus to the
micro situation and can be summarized as the presence of an internal structuring which
makes it reasonable to be aspectually profiled. Among the factors of the macro structure
an important role play iterative adverbial quantifiers, the scope of negation and
quantifiers, and the distributivity or identity of arguments. The question which level is
decisive for aspect choice directly corresponds with two principles of expressing open
iterativity: the “plurality” principle in which the iterativity is already encoded by the 1A
on the verb (dominance of the macro situation) and a quantifier specifies this iterativity
by denoting a certain kind of frequency, and the “multiplication” principle in which the
quantifier, though it may also imply a degree of frequency, has a wider scope and
introduces an exemplary micro situation which determines aspect choice and is thus
aspectually focused. “Exemplary” in this context does not mean, however, that the
construction is stylistically marked as in the Russian “vivid-exemplary” function of the
PA. This Russian construction is just a rather marginal case in which the focus on the
micro situation is also reflected by grammatical aspect (but always in the morphological
present tense), but generally the difference between the two principles of expressing
iteration and the scopal relations is not aspectually reflected. Concerning this difference
between Czech and Russian it is also worth mentioning that the diversity of
synonymous quantifiers with the meaning ‘often’ and ‘seldom’ in Czech, which share



functions as strong and weak quantifiers and underline the difference between the two
principles of expressing iteration, does not exist in Russian.
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Pe3rome

Crartes 3aHMMaeTcsi BONpocoM (DaKTOpPOB JUIsi BblOOpa IVIArOJIbHOIO BHAA Y
HEOTrpaHMYEHHOW UTEpallud B YEUICKOM s3blke. Ilpenmonararorcst 1Ba pas3HbIX
MPUHLIMIIA BBIPAKEHUS WTEpallMd U TEM CaMbIM DPa3HOE MOTHUBUpOBaHME BUIa: (a)
HNPUHIUI MHOXKECTBEHHOCTH, Y KOTOPOTO UTEPATUBHOCTh KaK B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE Y BCEX
TUIIOB IOBTOPSIOIIMXCS CUTyallMi MapKHpOBaHAa HECOBEPIIEHHBIM BHJIOM, KOTODPBII
MOTHUBHPOBAH HEOI'PAaHUYEHHON MakpocuTyauuei, u (0) NpUHUUN MYJIbTUILUIUKALUY, Y
KOTOPOrO  TOBTOPSAEMOCTb  0003HauaeTcs TOJBKO JAPYITMMH  CPEICTBaMH  Kak
UTEpPaTUBHBIMU HapeYHBIMU KBaHTU(UKATOpPaMH, a BUJ MOTUBHUPOBAH COOTBETCBEHHOU
MUKpOCHUTyalliel (COOBITUEM WM MPOTEKaHHuEM/ COCTOSHHEM) M TEM CaMbIM
boxycupyercs HOBTOpsieMast MHUKDPOCUTYyaIHS. Paznuuarorcs (bakTopbI
MUKPOCTPYKTYpPBI, y KOTOpBIX WIEHEHHWE MUKPOCUTyallUM B pa3Hble IOACUTYyalUuu
MPUBOAMUT K NMPUMEHEHHMIO MPUHIMIA MYJIbTHUIUIMKALKU, U 00ajgbHble (PaKTOpbhl Kak



TUN ~ KBaHTH(UKaTOpa, WHPOPMAIMOHHAS CTPYKTypa, CKOIYC OTPHLAHUS |
OUCTPUOYTUBHOCTh  akTaHTOB. OcoOeHHOe  BHUMaHHE  MOCBSIIACTCA  POJIU
KBaHTH(HMKATOPOB, y KOTOPBIX MOXXHO pa3inyaTh «CHJIbHBIE» Kak pravidelné
«peryisipHO» WM zFidka «penko», CIOCOOHBIE MOIU(DHUIIMPOBATHECA HAPEUUSIMHU
BBIPQXKAIOMIMMH CTYMEHb KaK «OYEHb» M KOTOpbIE CKJIOHHBI (PYHKIIMOHHPOBATH IO
npuHIMny (a), T.e. CHeuu(pHUIMPOBATh MHOXECTBEHHOCTh BBIPAKCHHYIO MPSAMO Y
miaroia, W «ciaOble» Kak obcas «uHOrAa», HE CIOCOOHBIE MOIU(MULMPOBATHCS U
CKJIOHHBIC (PYHKITMOHHPOBAThH MO NpHHIMMY (0), T.c. IMETh OOJIee MMPOKHH CKOITYC U
BBOJIUTH B MUKPOCUTyalHio. VIHTEepeCHO, 4TO B 3TOM OTHOIICHHM B YELICKOM S3BIKE
€CTh CHHOHHMMHBIE KBAaHTHU(UKATOPbl Kak zridka w mdlokdy ¢ TpOTHBOIOIOKHBIMU
POJISIMU, KOTOPBIE B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE HE CYIIECTBYIOT.
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