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Cratrbs MOCBsIEHa PACCMOTPEHHIO B MEXKbSI3BIKOBOM KIIIOUE €IMHUI] C HCHOMHHATUBHBIM
3HAYeHUEM, IVIAaBHBIM 00pa3oM Ha NMpHMeEpe CIABSIHCKUX S3bIKOB. AHAIN3UPYEMbIe CHMHH-
LBl @) TIPOU3BOAHBI OT CYHIECTBUTENIBHBIX C CEMAHTHKOW OKOHYATEIbHOCTH, 0) (1OYTH)
UAEHTHYHHI 110 (OpMe, C) CXOKH MO CMBICITY, HO He 1o ynorpebnenuto. MccnenoBanue
rpaMMAaTUKaIN30BaHbIX BBIPAKEHHUHN, MPOU3BOJHBIX OT COUETAHHMH C PYCCKHMH CYyIIECT-
BUTEIILHBIMU KOHElY, OKOHYAMENbHOCHb W UX HKBUBAJICHTOB B OOJTapCKOM H IMOJIBCKOM
SI3BIKaX, MO3BOJISIET OCBETHTH MPOOJIEMY HeTlepeceKaromecsl NpUpoabl HCHOMHUHATHBHBIX
€IMHHI] B PA3IMYHBIX s3bIKaX. He3aBHCHMO OT TOTO MIJIM HHOTO CXOJCTBA B ()OPMUPOBAHUN
TaKUX CJMHUI], CEMAaHTUYECKH U (YHKIMOHAIBFHO MJCHTHYHBIC YKBHUBAJCHTHI PEKO BCT-
pedarorcst B 1ByX (mim Oosee) si3pikax. KpoMe Toro, B OTHOIIGHHH MX KJIacCH(HKAIMN Ha
OCHOBE 3Ha4eHHS MM (DYHKIIMHA MOXKHO YTBEPIKIaTh, YTO, KaK IMPABUIIO, TAKHUE TTOATPYTIIIBI
TaK)Ke HE COCTOAT M3 MICHTUYHBIX AJIEMEHTOB B pasHbIX si3blkax. HampoTtus, coOpaHHbIC
JIaHHBIE MOTBEPAKAAIOT NPOTUBOIOIOXKHYIO TUIIOTE3y: HCHOMHUHATUBHBIN YPOBEHb JIEKCH-
KH CTPYKTYpUPOBAH MO-Pa3sHOMY B Pa3HBIX S3bIKaX U TONBKO HEKOTOPHIE SIEMEHTHI HMEIOT
CEeMaHTHYECKUE WIN (yHKINOHAIBHBIC S9KBUBAJICHTHI B APYTUX S3bIKaX.

This article presents a case study in the field of interlingual analysis of units with non-
referential meaning, with special focus on Slavic languages. The units analysed are a)
based on finality nouns, b) (almost) identical in form and c¢) similar in meaning but not in
usage. By examining grammaticalized expressions derived from compositions with Polish
nouns koniec ‘end’, ostatecznos¢ ‘finality’ and their Bulgarian and Russian equivalents,
we address the problem of the non-overlapping nature of non-referential units in various
languages. Regardless of any similarity in respect to how such units are formed, it is rare
for two (or more) languages to have semantically and functionally identical equivalents.
Also, as regards categorizing such units into subgroups based on meaning or function, it
is uncommon forthese subgroups to consist of identical elements in various languages.
The data collected support the opposite hypothesis: the non-referential layer of lexis is
structured differently in various languages and only some elements have semantic or
functional equivalents in other languages.

Keywords: non-referential meaning, multiword expressions, discourse markers, adverb,
Slavic languages

Cvnocm HO €3UKO. Conoci 0€ A3bIKO. Contrastive Linguistics, XLIV, 2019, Ne 4 5



1. Introduction

The pivotal role of units with non-representational meaning (henceforth,
NRU) to reveal human cognition in discourse has frequently been described
and become entrenched in linguistic reflection. While most studies on NRUs
are usage-oriented (e.g. Vande Kopple 1985, Barton 1995, Hall 2007, Dér
2017, Crible 2018), this study takes a semantic approach. In this article, NRUs
are seen as meaningful' and their meanings as potentially displayed in Natural
Semantic Metalangue, NSM (Wierzbicka 1996, Travis 2006; for discussion see
Grochowski et al. 2014). A full semantic description of the NRUs discussed
here is beyond the scope of the article and the validity of this semantic claim
will be assessed by partial characteristics of NRUs’ meanings and by exploring
which contexts are unaccepted for their translational equivalents.

Nouns related to the concept of finality (Bg. xpaii, obsolete xorey ‘end’,
Pol. koniec, obsolete kraj ‘end’, ostatecznos¢ ‘finality’, Rus. xoney, xpaii
‘end’) have served as a basis for many new, also multiword, units (comp.
Gonzalez Fernandez & Maldonado 2006 for Spanish), such as Bg. 6e3kpaii,
Pol. bez konca, Rus. 6e3 konya ‘without end’ or Bg. naxpas, Pol. w koncu, Rus.
6 konye ‘in the end’. Among them very few fall within the understanding of a
NRU presented here. Section 2. presents a set of NRUs based on finality nouns
in Bulgarian, Polish and Russian. This section also discusses the restrictions
of corpus data analysis, the approach adapted in this paper, in particular the
underrepresentation of some units and the problem of homonymy.

The third section proceeds with corpus data analysis from a comparative
angle. For this purpose, the data extracted from Polish-Russian-Bulgarian
parallel corpus (PRBPC; Clarin tool created by the Institute of Slavic Studies,
Polish Academy of Science) was employed. The corpus contains 6 milion
token (2mln for each language) and consists of (mainly) literary translations
between the three languages and translations from English into all three
Slavic languages. Additionally, Polish-Russian Parallel Corpus (PRPC) was
consulted for accessory bilingual contexts. Understanding the possible flows
of using translational data, I tested the semantic properties on the material
extracted from monolingual national corpora. The aim in this section is to
explain why certain translations must be rejected as possible counterparts.
Amongs these reasons are composionality and membership in a different
grammatical classes®. As a result of the semantic approach adapted in this
article, translational equivalents are only regarded as exact counterparts when
they share the same meaning.

! An interesting discussion on the matter of NRUS' deprivation of meaning is offered by Schiffrin
(1987) and Redeker (1991), with a commentary in Fraser (1999).

2 Following Apresjan, units from different classes cannot be identical in meaning (Apresjan
1974).
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The next two sections analyse the equivalency between Russian, Bulgarian
and Polish finality-NRUs. Four Polish units, w koncu, koniec koncow,
ostatecznie and w ostatecznosci, are taken as a point of departure. In Russian,
6 KoHye KoHyos seems to cover most uses of finality-NRUs in the other two
langauges, while Rus. naxoney occurs only in purely sequencial contexts. In
Bulgarian, naxpas and 6 kpasa na kpauwama are central for the analysis but we
also find many multiword expressions that are potentially interesting. Among
them those that pair with Pol. w ostatecznosci are of greatest importance (6
Kpaiina cmemxa, 8 nocieona cmemka, comp. Rus. 6 kpatinem ciyuae) as it does
not seem to have any NRU counterpart. The final section provides an overview
of the relation between finality-NRUSs’ translations.

2. Finality-related NRUs and certain corpora’s restrictions

In Stownik gniazdowy partykut polskich (SGPP), the latest dictionary presenting
one of the NRU groups (particles) in Polish, koniec koricow ‘ultimately*” and w koricu
“finally’ are assigned to two different semantic subgroups. The former, together
with i.a. ostatecznie | w ostatecznosci ‘all in all, in the end’, forms a subgroup of
independent particles. The main semantic component this subgroup is organized
around is ‘R[hema] is true/possible regardless of other things’: koniec koncow ‘p is
true even if it does not result from what has been said’; ostatecznie ‘what has been
said points to p; if something else that has been said points to something else than
p, it does not change the fact that p’; w ostatecznosci ‘since nothing better that has
been considered is not possible, then p’. W koncu is labelled a sequence particle
with definition ‘p is the last thing I am saying in this regard; even if something else
can be conscluded from what was said before, it does not change the fact that p’.
It forms a subgroup with i.a. wreszcie ‘finally’.

Since SGPP provides simple descriptions of Polish finality-NRU, I will
use Polish units as a base for the analysis of the equivalency in this group.
Interestingly, the equivalents of both koniec koncow and w koncu in the other
two languages are based on the same roots (cf. Tab.1).

3The English equivalents are only approximate translations and should not be regarded as full
semantic counterparts.



Bg. translations of w koricu [l ab.freq. Rus. translations of wkoricun ab.freq.
HaH-ceTHe _ HaKOHEeI[
HaKkpas Bl s B KOHIIe KOHIIOB R
Haii-riocie Bl 2 TIOTOM [ | 11
Haii-Hakpas | 100 'mox xomen 1 5
o Sphi EE UL | 9 KOHTHIIOCE cZem i 4
B KpaHHa cMeTKa , 7 B KOHII® I 3
Hocae I ; 3aTeM I 3
clleq ToBa
2! TOoraa | 2
Ha Kpas I 3
BCKOpe | 2
TOTaBa I 3
= Korga | 2
HakpaH | 2
P— | 5 B KOHEYHOM cHeTe | 1
S | 5 B KOHETHOM HTOTe | 1
——— | 1 B 3aKIHYEeHHE | 1
ClIe MATKo | 1 HaxkoHeI-To 1 | 1
ClleX IbaIra maysa | 1 OKOHYATETHO | 1
J0KaTo | 1 |mocme | 1
H3MHHA I0CTa BpeMe | 1 TI0Ka | 1
OKOHYATEITHO | 1 CO BpEMEHEM | 1
H TBH KaTo | 1, IIPOMNLTO MHOTO BpeMeHH | 1

Tab. 1. Bulgarian and Russian translations of Pol. w koncu (absolute frequency) in the
Parallel Corpus Polish-Russian-Bulgarian (PCPRB)

The data presented above requires two comments. First, not all Polish units
from the groups discussed here are frequently represented in the corpus. In
the NCP (National Corpus of Polish — balanced version) koniec koncow (340
instances) and w ostatecznosci (895) are distinctly less frequent than w koricu
(39 773) and ostatecznie (17 596). Unsurprisingly, such a disproportionate
frequency of usage is also revealed in the parallel corpus. The PCPRB with its
6 million tokens provides only two occurances of koniec koncow and four of w
ostatecznosci, numbers which are too low to draw any conclusions about the
equivalents of these two units in other languages.

A second issue that has to be addressed here is the problem of homonyms.
The data was extracted manually, which allowed the equivalents of NRUs
to be sifted out. And yet, it is not uncommon for NRUs and adverbial
homonyms to interferre (Virtanen 1992, Kortmann 1997, Liu 2008, Lenker
2011, Danielewiczowa 2012, Kisiel 2018). Even a NRU that does not have an
adverbial homonym might be offered translational partners from both classes
— if such NRU appears also in contexts identified as adverbial in the input
language. For example, w korncu does not have adverbial function in Polish but



when used for sequencing events, it gets adverbial reading as the translations
show, cf. Tab. 1 and (1).

(1) Pol. — Lecz wystuchawszy mnie, ztagodniat — ciggngt Jeszua — a w
koncu cisngl pienigdze na droge i oswiadczyl, Ze pojdzie ze mng na wedrowke.

Bg. — Ho cneo kamo me crywa uzeecmmno speme, nOOMeKHA — NPOOBIAHCU
Hewya, — a nocne 3axévpiu napume Ha Nbms U Kazd, e mpveeéda 0da Cmpam-
€mea 3ae0HO € MeH...

‘But after he listened to me, he calmed down — continued Jeszua — and Pol.
in the end/ Bg._after he gave me some money for the way (and) said that he
would join me in the travel.’

Translational equivalents not only distinguish between various types of
usage, as in the case decribed above, but can indirectly help with separating
meanings, like in the case of Pol. ostatecznie. The NRU ostatecznie, used in
contexts in which after considering different options a speaker chooses one
is illustrated by (2). Its adverbial homograph, ostatecznie,, refers to an action
finally ending a certain state or activity, as shown in (3). Although these
meanings of ostatecznie are not commonly identified in Polish lexicography, the
equivalents in Russian and Bulgarian show very clearly that such a distinction
is justified. Ostatecznie, appears as a counterpart for the “finality’-related group
(cf. Tab.2), while ostatecznie, is paired with oxonuamenno, cf. (4)-(5).

(2) Pol. Pomoz mu, ostatecznie to twoj brat.
‘Help him, he’s your brother after all.’

(3) Pol. Tego wieczoru pozegnalismy si¢ ostatecznie z naszymi marzeniami
o koncu wojny.

‘That evening we finally said goodbye to our dreams about the end of the
war.’

(4) Rus. — Ilouemy, cobcmeenno, s mak 6360IHOBANCA U3-30 MOS0, YMO
Bepnuoz nonan noo mpameaii? — paccyxcoan nosm. — B Koneunom cueme,
Hy e2o 6 bonomo!

Pol. — Witasciwie dlaczego tak sie zdenerwowatem kiedy Berlioz wpadt
pod tramwaj — rozwazal. — Ostatecznie,, co mi do tego?

Bg. — 3awo scviynocm ce pazevanysax monxosa, ue bepnuosz 2o npezasu
mpameail? — pascvacoasaue noemvm. — Ja 2o zemam mvmuume, 8 Kpas
Hna kpauwgama! [PCPRB]

‘Why was I so emotional about Berlioz being hit by a tram? — he pondered.
— After all, why do I care?’

(5) Rus. Omo (...) Henpuammuoe (...) cobvimue nouemy-mo OKOHYAMENbHO
nompscio ¢punoupekmopa (...).

Bg. Koui 3nae 3awo, mosa (...) nenpusmuo (...) coOumue 0KOH4ameaIHo
nompece ¢unoupexmopa (...).



Pol. Ten nieprzyjemny (...) fakt, nie wiedzie¢ czemu, ostatecznie, wytrgcit
dyrektora z rownowagi (...). [PCPRB]

‘This unpleasant fact eventually and unexpectedly threw the director off
balance.’

Bg. translations of ostatecznie [ ab.freq. B Rus. translations of ostatecznie | ab.freq.
HaKpas P8 & xorme koHIOB o

B Kpas Ha KpaHIaTa B KOHEUHOM CUETe || 3
B KpaiiHa CMETKa 5 HaKoHeI| [ | 2
Hakpaii 1/B KOHEUHOM HTOTE | 1
HaH-1I0CIIe 1 B uTore l 1
BCE IIaK 1, motom 1 1

BeIb l 1

Tab. 2. Bulgarian and Russian translations of Pol. ostatecznie, (absolute
frequency) in PCPRB

In the following sections the data analysis will be restricted to NRUs and
all possible (adverbial) homographs will be disregarded.

3. Rejected translations

The first step when analyzing the data is to establish a clear overview
of the relations between Bulgarian, Polish and Russian concerning the small
group of NRUs presented here. The data extracted from PCPRB shows that
other translations of ‘finality’-related units than those fulfilling the NRU
characteristics described in Section 1. are very frequent. Not meeting the
requirements to be considered a NRU, most of these translations can be classified
as adverbs or adverbial phrases. What is interesting is that the majority refers
to a point and/or longer period in time: Bg. nocne ‘after’, moeasa ‘then’, 0o-
kamo ‘until’, cred manxo ‘after a while’, usmuna oocma epeme ‘time passed
by’, nocmenenno ‘gradually’, Pol. zawsze ‘always’, znowu/ponownie ‘again’,
poki ‘until’, zanim ‘before’, potem/nastepnie ‘then’, po chwililpo niejakim
czasie ‘after a while’, Rus. nocze ‘after’, nomom ‘then’, moeoa ‘then’, ecxope
‘soon’, noka ‘while’, npowno mnoeo epemenu ‘a long time passed by’. The
frequency of these translational partners points to the interplay between non-
representational context where a NRU refers to a relation between statements
and temporal contexts where an adverb organizes a time-relation between
events. Less frequent translational partners, like Pol. zresztg ‘anyhow’, tak czy
inaczej ‘anyway’, Rus. croéom ‘in one word’ or oonaxo ‘however’ on one hand
and Rus. ¢ zaxawouenue ‘in conclusion’, xornuunocsy ‘[it] ended’ on the other
hand, indicate two more frequent readings characteristic for finality-related
NRUs: dismissive and summarizing. Notice, that such translations are in line
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with SGPP’s classifiction of Polish NRUs based on finality-nouns as either
sequence or independent markers that point to something being true regardless
what has been said before (cf. section 2).

The thesis that NRUs from these two groups have homonyms in the class
of temporal adverbs is wide-spread in Slavic lexicography. One of the few
exceptions is aforementioned SGPP that offers a different solution in the spirit
of Ockham’s razor: apart from Pol. ostatecznie, none of the finality-NRUs
is considered ambiguous. SGPP argues that in terms of these units’ role in
TRS (see Hajicova 1991, 2010, Wajszczuk 1997, 2005, Umbach 2005, Kisiel
2012), there is no difference between uses like (6) and (7). Both examples
indicate that what was said before might not point to what then turns out
to be true. The idea underlying SGPP’s approach allows a generalisation to
be made about a unit’s meaning instead of multiplying meanings based on
specific usages observed.

(6) Pol. Kilka dni biegal za akwarelami, koniec koncow w jego biednym
pokoju zawisty oba arcydzieta. [WSJP — adverb]

‘For a few days he would try to get these aquarells and eventually both
pieces hung on his cheap room’s walls.’

(7) Pol. Oczywiscie nie ma si¢ czym przejmowac, bo widz (...) i tak
wszystko przetknie; koniec koncow chodzi o jej wlasne marzenia o ksieciu z
bajki. [WSJP — NRU]

‘Off course there is nothing to worry about: the viewer will accept anything,
it is, in the end, all about his own dreams.’

Such approach, efficient in a monolingual description, might turn out to
be too restrictive in an interlanguage examination. I argue that the comparative
analysis requires correlation of the two perspectives: usage-oriented and a
more general meaning-oriented. A proper understanding of a unit’s meaning in
one language makes is possible to establish its equivalents in another language
without getting lost in a multitude of translational choices. The meaning also
determines what functions a unit can perform. A careful study of usage, on the
other hand, is necessary to differentiate the equivalents. This can, in turn, be
used to clarify the description of a unit’s meaning if necessary.

When focusing on NRUs, the first step is to sift out any equivalents
that are not NRU themselves. This step, however, must be approached with
care, especially if any of the following three scenarios occurs: a) non-NRU
equivalents show up repeatedly, b) no NRU is present as an equivalent, c)
non-NRU is a better equivalent in the input language. As we observed earlier,
in most cases such non-NRU translational equivalent is adverbial, however, it
can also be a composition or even a grammatical construction. A few complex
cases of this kind will be discussed below (see 4.3. and 5.3.).
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4. Russian equivalents

There are two main translations in Russian for the Bg. and Pol. ‘finality’-
NRUs: naxoney (dominating for Bulgarian NRUs and Pol. w korncu) and ¢
konye xonyoes (mainly for Bg. 6 kpas na kpauwama). Hakoney ‘finally’ is also
the most frequent translation of Pol. wreszcie ‘finally’ and Bg. nati-cemne,
not included in the analysis for formal reasons (not originating from finality-
nouns). Conversely, both Bg. naii-cemne and Pol. wreszcie are very frequent
translations for both Russian finality-NRUs (cf. Tab.3. and 4.). In case of nako-
ney they are — together with Bg. naii-nocne and Pol. nareszcie ‘finally’ — by far
the most dominant translation (cf. Tab.3.). This coincides with a very frequent
use of nakomney as a temporal marker ‘I have been waiting for it for a very long
time and I feel good about it happening’.

Pol. translations for naxonen - ab.freq Bg. translations for naxoneu - ab.freq

wreszcie PNE08 1:aii-cetne 220
nareszcie . 50 nait-rocne - 144
w koncn . 50 Harpas . 5T
na koniec | 12 naxpait l 16
po czym | 5 nocne I 16
zanim | 4 |nait-naxpas I 13
potem | 3| moraTto | 9
Ipo niejakim / pewnym czasie 2 e kpas Ha KpaumaTa | 5
na koncu 1 cnen Toea | 5
pod koniec 1|cnen xato | 4
po chwili 1 toraea | 4
po tym ostatnim slowie 1 Ha xpas | 2
dopiero 1 B xpaiina cMeTEa 1
mowu 1 naii-seue 1
pokd 1 cnen geira mayza 1
zreszta 1, naii-rrognp 1

BIIpOYEM il

MIPH [OCTIeqHAaTa JyMa 1

Tab. 3. Polish and Bulgarian translations of Rus. naxorey (absolute frequency) in the
Parallel Corpus Polish-Russian-Bulgarian (PCPRB)
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Pol. translations for ¢ xonue Konuos ﬂ ah.freq B34 Be. translations for 6 xonue xonuos n ab.freq

w koncu INEE = xpas na kpaumara 25
wreszcie - 18 narpas - 15
ostatecznie . 10 uaii-cetHe - 12
koniec koncow l 4 |Haii-Hakpad . 6
nareszcie | 1 B KpaiiHa cMeTEa [ | 6
na zakonczenie | 1 naii-mocne . 6
dopiero | 1 Bce max I 2
zawsze | 1 cnen Toea | 1
ponownie | 1 nokaro | il
tak czy inaczej | 1, mocTenenHo | 1

Tab. 4. Polish and Bulgarian translations of Rus.s konye xonyos (absolute frequency)
in the Parallel Corpus Polish-Russian-Bulgarian (PCPRB)

If we consult PRPC for additional information on Polish-Russian
translational pairs (cf. Tab.5.), we see that depending on which language is
chosen as a starting point, the data may be read differently. For example, from
the perspective of Rus. ¢ konye xonyos it is Pol. w korncu and wreszcie that
should be considered its most frequent equivalents (covering, respectively,
almost half and %4 of its usages). From the perspective of the Polish units,
however, Rus. 6 kouye xonyos is by far the most frequent translation of
similarily composed Pol. koniec koricow, while Pol. w koricu and Pol. wreszcie
are most often translated by Rus. umaxoney. Such a difference in output
resulting from which language perspective is adopted supports the thesis that
a description of the equivalents in a language A for units of a language B
cannot simply be reversed to describe equivalents in language B for units of
language A. For the sake of transparency, the analysis below will focus on
each Russian equivalent separately.

ab.  |uaxoney |6 KoHye |n00 KOHey |8 KOHEUHOM |8 KOHEUHOM |8 3aKaIoUe-
freq. KOHYO8 umoze cueme Hue
ab.freq. 4059 445 98 7 28 34
w korcu 1071 388 183 57 5 6 8
koniec koncow |33 4 24 1 1 1 0
wreszcie 2586 | 1531 118 17 0 1 9
nareszcie 690 498 62 2 0 0 0
ostatecznie 325 22 56 23 0 0 0
w 14 0 0 0 0 0 0
ostatecznosci

Tab. 5. Polish-Russian translational pairs in PRPC
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4.1. Haxoneuy

In Russian, we have to distinguish between adverbial naxoney ‘after a
number of actions this happened’ as in (8) and its sequencial meaning as in (9)
(cf. section 3.).

(8) Rus. On 6cman u nooowen x 0gepsim — OHU ObLIU 3anepmbl; NOCHY-
yancsa — He OblI0 omeema; HAKOHEY NOCMOMPEN 8 OKHO U Y8UOET — YHCACHOE
speauwje! [RNC]

‘He got up and went to the door — it was locked; he knocked — no answer;
finally he looked out of the window and then he saw an incredible sight!’

(9) Rus. Cuna ucxkyccmesa, noneuenus poocmea u, HAKOHeY, UCKPEHHUE
Mmonumewl 11068u sozepamunu Jleonca k scuznu. [RNC]

“The strength of art, family support and, finally, sincere prayers of love
brought Leonce back to life.’

Sometimes also an expressive meaning (showing impatience,
dissatisfaction) is mentioned. However, in this cases waxouney-mo is more
common, as in the following example. Such contexts are characteristic for Pol.
w koncu that can be even used independently as an expressions of a speaker’s
irritation.

(10) Rus. Hakoneu-mo yoanocw gotimu...

‘Finally I managed to enter...”

What differs Rus. naxoney from previously discussed Pol. w koncu, koniec
koncow, ostatecznie is that the Russian unit does not appear in contexts typical
for the Polish units, in which a certain statement is a justification of what was
said before, as in (11). In such contexts the Polish unit is mostly omitted in
translations and its meaning is expressed by punctuation and/or non-NRU
means (such as verbs).

(11) Pol. Wszystkie widzialy, jak przechadzata sie pod reke ze swym
., ukochanym’. W konicu przezyc¢ wielkq mitosc to nie wszystko. Trzeba jeszcze
sprawié¢, by inni wiedzieli, ze jest si¢ osobg bardzo pozgdang.

‘All of them saw her walking hand in hand with her beloved. In the end,
experiencing great love is not everything. You also have to make other people
see what a desired person you are.’

Rus. Bce eob suoenu, kak ona 2yisna co c80UM YXAHNCEPOM, — CONACUM-
cs, Ymo 00HOU UL 008U, NYCMb XOMb CAMOU OOILULONU, MANO. HAOO euje
coenams max, 4mobwvl u 6ce 60KpY2 3HAIU, YMO Mbl — JTOOUMA U HCENAHHA.

4.2. B konye xonuoe and ¢ KOHYbl KOHU 06

B konye xonyos ‘finally’, contrarily to maxoney, can appear in contexts
where a previous statement is summarised with some kind of conclusion, like in
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(12). It also can reveal negative emotions (like annoyance) of a speaker. In this
respect, its usage is closer to Pol. w koricu and ostatecznie than Rus. naxoney.

(12) Rus. Ymo 6y0em nocne kommyHuzma, npo 3mo e He 208opuau. Xoms,
6 KOHUE KOHUYO8, KaKkdsl pd3nuya, Hac-mo yxcé ne 6yoem... [RNC]

‘What will happen after communism — that they did not tell her. But, in the
end, what difference will it make, since we won’t be here anymore’

The data from PRPC suggests that 6 konye xonyos has one more equivalent
in Polish: koniec koncem (they form 11 translation pairs out of a total of 14
occurrences of koniec koncem). However, this unit has a very low frequency
in Polish (only 8 instances in NCP) and these cases should be considered
accidental. The same can be said about Rus. 6 konywt konyos, which is registered
in dictionaries, but not observed in corpus data (no occurrences in RNC).

4.3. Non-NRU equivalents?: B koneunom umocze, 6 koneunom cueme
and ¢ Kkpaiinem cayuae

I would like to consider two multiword expressions, 8 koHeuHom umoee
and 6 xoneunom cueme ‘in the long run’, that recur as less frequent Russian
equivalents for Bulgarian and Polish finality-NRUs. Their status is not entirely
clear. The total of 3529 occurrences of ¢ xoneunom _ ‘lit. in the final ’
registered in RNC includes 2043 cases of 6 xoneunom cueme ‘lit. in the final
score’ and 1280 occurences of 6 koneunom umoee ‘lit. in the final result’. Even
though they constitute the overwhelming majority of ¢ xoneunom _ usages,
other compositions should not be ruled out, for example:

(13) Rus. Iléppu nanucan yapio panopm, 20e u3noHCuL 6Clo UCMOPUIO Pa-
OOm, yKasdn Ha poKO8YI0 HEX6AMKY paboyux u YCYMHUICS 6 KOHEYHOM O1a20-
nonyuuu. [RNC]

‘Perry wrote a report to a tsar, in which he outlined the evolution of the
works, showed the number of workers was insufficient and doubted a successful
outcome.’

Moreover, ¢ koneunom cueme does not allow for an omission of any of
its components, whereas ¢ umoee ‘eventually; /it. in the result’ is visibly more
frequent (4729 occurrences in RNK) than 6 koneunom umocze. And yet, Russian
dictionaries (on-line, cf. www.lexilogos.com) register either ¢ umoee or g ko-
HeyHom umoee, or else mark adjectival component as facultative: 6 (xoreunom)
umoee. In similar cases in Polish, most frequent are w ostatecznym rozrachunku
‘in the end; /it. in the final settlement’ (282 for all 742 usages of w ostatecznym
_ ‘in the final ’) and w ostatecznym rachunku ‘in the end; lit. in the final
bill” (161). Just like for Russian, Polish dictionaries also note less frequent
compositions such as w ostatecznym razie ‘lit. in the final time’ (SJPDor, 5
occurrences in NCP), w ostatecznym wypadku ‘lit. in the final case’ (USJP, 2
occurrences in NCP). The final decision as to which items are included in a
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dictionary seems to depend purely on the lexicographer’s assessment and is not
supported by frequency of use.

There are at least three arguments against accepting these Russian
expressions as finality-NRUs equivalents: 1) uncertain status (unit or
composition), ii) adverbial character (non-NRUs), and iii) low frequency as
translations of finality-NRUs in corpus data.

However, there are two Russian units not presented in the charts above but
worth considering as translations of Pol. w ostatecznosci ‘eventually’: 6 kpati-
Hem ciyuae ‘as a last resort’ and na xyoou koney ‘at worst’. Both have a high
frequency in RNC (6 kpatinem cryuae accounts for 77% of 6 kpaiinem _ ‘lit.
in the extreme ’, while na xyooiui xoney accounts for 89% of na xyoou _ ‘lit.
on the thin ). In both cases, other compositions with a preposition 6 / na, an
adjective kpatinuii / xyooti and a noun are not lexicalised, see (14)-(15).

(14) Rus. — Omemanw, — 6ypxuyna Taus. [opsieé 6cman 6 Kpdiinem pas-
opaxcénuu. [RNC]
‘— Get lost. — Tanja grunted. Gorjaev stood up in extreme irritation.’

(15) Rus. Ha wexdx y neeo péokas 60pooénka, a Ha Xyoou uiée cunuil
nramouek. [RNC]

‘On his cheeks there is a thin beard and around his thin neck a blue scarf.’

Even though 6 xpatinem ciyuae and na xyooti koney are rather adverbial
than NRU and have a better translation in Polish (w najgorszym przypadku ‘at
worst; /it. in the worst case’), there does not seem to be any other option in
Russian for Pol. w ostatecznosci. As such, these units, contrarily to previously
discussed 6 xoneunom umoce and ¢ koneunom cueme, have to be included in
order to provide an accurate picture of finality-related units.

5. Bulgarian equivalents

It is clear from Tab.1-4 that there are three interesting translations of Polish
and Russian finality NRUs in Bulgarian: raxpas ‘finally’ (for Pol. ostatecznie,
‘all in all’), 6 xkpas na kpauwama ‘in the end’ (for Rus. 6 konye xonyos) and
nati-cemnue (for Rus. naxoney and Pol. w koncu ‘finally’). PRBPC shows that
finality-NRUs are also the most frequent translational partners for Bulgarian
finality-NRUs, cf. Tab. 6-8.
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Rus. translations for uah'pann ab.freq. L3% Pol. translations for Hﬂk:pl[.ﬂn ab.freq.
HaKOHEL] NS w koricu s
E KOHIIE KOHLIOB - 16 wreszcie -5
[IOTOM . 12 ostatecznie I 6
B KOHILIE | 2 nareszcie I 5
TI0[1 KOHEL] | 2 potem | 5
B MTOTE | 2 na koniec | 2
B 2aKIFOYeHNHe | 1 pod koniec | 2
KOHYHMIOCE | 1 na koncu | 2
2aTeM | 1 na zakoficzenie | 1
B KOHEYHOM MTOTE | 1 dopoki | 1
B 5TOM CJIyHae | 1 nastepnie | 1
EBApYT | 1 tak czy inaczej | 1

Tab. 6. Russian and Polish translations of Bg. naxpas (absolute frequency) in the
Parallel Corpus Polish-Russian-Bulgarian (PCPRB)

Rus. translations for B xpas na xpaummmn ab.freq Pol. translations for 6 xpas nHa xpamuaman ab.freq.

B KOHIIE KOHIIOE INGE w koncu s

HAKOHEL[ . 4| ostatecznie - 7

E KOHEYHOM MTOre | 2 wreszcie | | 2

B KOHEYHOM CuYeTe | 1, koniec koncow I 1
w ostatecznym rozrachunku | 1
wezesniej czy poiniej | 1
tak czy inaczej |

Tab. 7. Russian and Polish translations of Bg. ¢ xpas na xpauwama (absolute
frequency) in the Parallel Corpus Polish-Russian-Bulgarian (PCPRB)

Raus. translations for naii-cemnjidl ab.freq B2 Pol. translations for naii-cemn i ab.freq {2
HAKOHEL]

B KOHIIE KOHLIOB I 21 nareszcie . 39
TOTOM 9 w koncu . 3
IO/ KOHELT 5 potem | 3
3aTeM 2 na koniec il
OKOHYATENBHO 2 koniec koncow 1
KOHYMIIOCH 1 po niejakim czasie il
KpOME TOTO 1 po chwili 1
M BECKOpE Znowu

Tab. 8. Russian and Polish translations of Bg. naii-cemne (absolute frequency) in the
Parallel Corpus Polish-Russian-Bulgarian (PCPRB)
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5.1. Hakpas

The uses of Bulgarian naxpasa ‘at the end’ as referring to the end of
something (with the preposition xa (16), which can also be omitted (17)),
which are similar to Rus. noo xoney, 6 xonye and Pol. pod koniec, na koncu
(or, less often, w korncu), are beyond of our interest here. However, Bg. naxpas
can also function as a NRU similar to nakoney or Pol. w koncu and introduce
the final fact, statement or item in a series (as in (18)-(19)).

(16) Bg. [loceti nanuca yenama naxkpas na popmynapa. [BNK]
‘Jay wrote the price at the bottom of the form.’

(17) Bg. — A kaxso e? — nonuma /[exanvm. — beuie — nonpasu 2o Ilon-
0vp Cmubvhc — [Jqvneu 3a0uu Kpaka. 3aewku ywu. /Jviea onawxa, uzocmpe-
Ha nakpas. [BNK]

‘— What is it? — asked the dean. — Was —Ponder Stibbons corrected
him. — Long hind legs. Rabbit-like ears. Long tail narrowing towards its end.’

(18) Bg. Ho nwvk npe3 cneosawume wecm 2oounu BKK npooade OBP,
Towencka 6anka, EKCIIPECBAHK (ceca Societe Generale OBB EKC-
IIPECFAHK), XEBFPOCBHAHK, bYJIBAHK (...) u nakpaa ‘banxa /[CK’. [BNK]

‘But in the last six years BKK sold OBB, (...) Central Cooperative Bank
and finally DSK Bank.’

(19) Bg. Bnpouem pakmvm, ye maxkusa kanouoamu, Kakmo u npeocma-
sAWUmMe 21 NAPMUU CA 8bIMONCHU 8 OBbI2APCKAMA NOTUMUKA U 8 ObA2aPCKUs
napiamenm, KpacHopeuugo 2080pu, ye 00CHa Xopa He CX6Aujam He camo CMu-
CbIA HA O€Hsl 3a PAZMUCHIL, HO €A UBKIIOYULU OM OUMUemo CU U Camusl npoyec
Ha mucnene. M HaKkpas, onumvm nokasea, e npeKkaieno Haonapmuer npesu-
Oenm e e opae u Ha uzbupamenume. [BNK]

‘Indeed, the fact that such candidates and the parties they represent are
involved in Bulgarian politics and the Bulgarian parliament clearly shows that
many people not only do not understand the meaning of choice but simply
excluded themselves from thinking process. Finally, we know from experience
that too independent a president is not loved by voters.’

Asaless frequent, older variant, nakpati is often suggested (1214 occurrences
in BNK compared to 46776 of naxpas). Haxpaii, however, is primarily used as
a space adverb (without a preposition, comp. Ha kpas Ha epada, see (20)) and
can only very rarely appear in sentences similar to (18)-(19), see (21)-(22). Even
then, its temporal meaning is still visible (comp. section 3). Moreover, it is not
recognised by Bulgarian native speakers as being in common use.

(20) Bg. 3aeono ce paosaxme na mosu konyepm naxpaii epaoa. [BNK]
‘We were both happy about the concert on the peryphery of the city.’
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(21) Bg. Bceku Oen xgvpraxme no Haxkoiko mpyna 6 mopemo. M namauwe
Kol 0a ynpaeniasa naamHomo, u Hamawe Kou oa epebde ¢ eecnama. Hakpai,
Ko2amo 6sxme NOMUCIUIU, Ye wje 3d2uHeM Cped De3Kpas Ha 4yHcOomo Mope,
suosxme bpecoseme na 6oeam 3enen ocmpos. [BNK]

‘Every day we threw corpses in the sea. And there was no-one to manage
the sail, no-one to row. In the end, when we thought we would perish in the
foreign sea, we saw a green island.’

(22) Bg. lsama 6pams namepunu sxcura. Tpu meceya konanu me, enaoyea-
au, scadysanu. Hakpait oocmuenanu onanume. [BNK]

“Two brothers found a reef. For three months they were digging, starving,
waiting with desire. In the end, they got to the opals.’

Both nakpas and naxpaii can be used to refer to the last object, action, event,
statement of a series and should therefore be regarded as close equivalents to
the sequence units w korncu and wreszcie.

5.2. B kpasa na kpauwgama

Bulgarian 6 kpas na xpauwama ‘in the end’ shares its structure with Rus. 6
xkonye konyos ‘finally’ and Pol. koniec koncow ‘ultimately’, which proves that
even grammatically different languages can share similarly constructed units
(Bg. na here has the same function as the Rus. and Pol. genitive). Interestingly,
it is paired in translations with the Russian equivalent but not so frequently
with the Polish one. It has a wider usage than Polish and Russian homographs
as it can provide a summary or even ‘justification’ for what is said, similar to
previously described 6 xpatina cmemxka, cf. (23)-(24). Regardless of its low
frequency, this makes 6 kpas na kpauwama an essential element of the finality-
NRU group.

(23) Bg. Eceanun nomwvpka ymopeno cienoovusma cu. Hassapno ecuuko
moea 6 Kpasa Ha Kpauwiama Haucmuna beute 3azoéop. [BNK]

‘Egeanin rubbed his temples. Everything was probably a conspiracy in the
end”’

(24) Bg. Koakomo 0o nanusanemo - me mewvposam, ye no macume He e
UMANIO AIKOXON, HO OGIU MOB8A € UCMUHA — OHeC 8ede e HeBb3MONCHO 0d ce
Kadce. A3 0ONyckam, e mModxce 0a e UMAalo aikoxol, Ho 8 Kpas Ha Kpauujama
moea He e YCMAaHOB8eHO U HAMA Kak 0a 6voe ycemanoserno. [BNK]

‘As to intoxication, they claim there wasn’t any alcohol on the tables.
Whether this is the truth is no longer possible to say. I suppose there might
have been alcohol, but in the end there was no proof.’
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5.3. Non-NRU equivalents?: B kpaiina cmemxka, 6 nocjieona cmMemka, 6
Koneunom umoze and @ KoneuHom cueme

Bulgarian expressions ¢ xpatina cmemxa ‘eventually; /it. in the final
account’ (9498 occurrences in BNK), 6 nocieona cmemxa ‘in the end; /it. in the
last account’ (less frequent — 564 occurrences) receive similar characteristics
to Rus. 6 xoneunom cueme ‘in the long run’. The usage of these Bulgarian
units situates them close also to the analogically formed Pol. w ostatecznym
rozrachunku ‘in the end; /it. in the final settelment’. But above all, its usage
in summarizing function brings it close to Polish NRU ostatecznie ‘all in all’,
w ostatecznosci ‘in the end’ or w koncu ‘in the end’, cf. (25)-(26). As such,
6 kpatina / nocneona cmemka should be considered as their less frequent
equivalents.

(25) Bg. Aunwaiinosama koncmanma He e KOHCMAHMA U He e YeHMDBP.
Ta e camama uoes 3a npomennusocm. 15 e, 6 nocneona cmemka, uoesima 3da
uepama. [BNK]

‘Einstein’s constant is not a constant and it is not a center. It is an idea of
variation. It is, ultimately, an idea of a game.’

(26) Bg. Makap u ¢ ycunue u uecmo 6 c8ou yubpb com ce cmapan 0a Hu-
6es 6 cvanacue ¢ BbmpeuiHume cu NPUHYUNU, HO ... Modice bu, 6e3 0a 3abenedrca,
NOHsAK02A CoM 8bpssl cpewsy msx? (...) 6 Kpatina cmemka He com aneen! [BNK]

‘Despite my efforts to live by the house rules, I might have gone against
them. In the end, I’'m no angel!’

The importance of 6 kpaiina cmemxa should not be overlooked as it covers
usages of Pol. ostatecznie and w koncu not widely represented in translation,
i.e. providing a ‘justification’ for what is said, like in the translation of (11):
Bcuuxku me 5 6sxa sudenu 0a uznuza Ha pazxooka ¢ 6voewus cu ,,npusmen " -
6 Kpaiina cMemKa He e 00CMAamvyHo 0a UMawl eOHa 201ama 10608, mpaoea
CbWO maxa 0a nokaseaul npeo opyaume, ye Ciu MHO20 Xapeceanda.

5.4. Haii-cemne

Last but not least, one more category of Bulgarian translations has to be
discussed: lexicalizing expressions constructed around a superlative form:
Hati-nocne, nati-cemue* ‘finally” (from uaii- ‘the most’). It is not unusual for
Slavic languages to form NRUs on a superlative (and comparative) model (e.g.
Pol. najwidoczniej ‘evidently’, najwyrazniej ‘clearly’, najwyzej ‘at most’). The
units mentioned here confirm this phenomenon being typical for the language
family in question.

4 Another unit mentioned in the table, naui-nooup, has not been discussed as its frequency as a
translation is extremely low. It also does not appear in BNK.

20



(27) Bg. Mooicen oa omexne u 0a cmare 8e1uKoOyuUleH KbM C8ema Kamo
YA0, GKIFOYUMENHO U KbM MAWexama cu; Hail-cemue 0a Habepe cMeniocm, 3a
0a evcmane cpewyy Hest (...). [BNK]

‘He might soften up and became generous towards the whole world,
including his stepmother; he may finally get the courage to go against her.’

(28) Bg. I puoicuna com ce 3a mHozo newa 6 masu Kvuja 0va2o epeme. Mu-
cns, Ye Hail-nocae mpabsa oa cu noayda naepadama! [BNK]

‘I have taken care of many things in this house for a long time. I think I
should finally be rewarded!’

Haii-cemne is by far the most frequent translation pair for most finality-
NRUs in both languages. Therefore, regardless its non-finality origin, it should
be included in the description of these NRUs.

6. Conclusions

The analysis of the data indicates that the most frequent translations of
finality-related NRUs are also part of this same group, as illustrated in Table
9. At the same time, some finality-NRUs have not received a satisfying
counterpart in this class (cf. Pol. w ostatecznosci), while some non-finality-
NRUs or even units from outside of the NRU class (especially Bg. raii-cemne
and Pol. wreszcie) dominated in translations (cf. Fi.).

Bg Pol Rus

HaKpasi 19% 13%
Hali-cemue 27% 40%

6 Kpas Ha Kpauwama 9% 7%
wreszcie 54% 68%

w koncu 24% 19%
HaxoHey 68% 34%

6 KOHle KOHYO08 13% 36%

Table 9 The top translations of finality-NRUs into two other languages (relative
frequency) in the Parallel Corpus Polish-Russian-Bulgarian (PCPRB)
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Pol. ostatecznie

Rus. e xonye korHyoe

| |
Bg. e xpaa na xpauwyama

Pol. w koricu

Rus. naxoney

N\

Pol. wreszcie

Pol. koniec koricow

Bg. Hali-cemne Pol. w ostatecznosci

Fig. 1. Translational pairs (PRBPC). The units participating in most relations relevant
in terms of frequency are marked in grey. Smaller font suggests that the units are not central
for the analysis of the group as they wither are not a finality-NRU or even a NRU at all,
or else are very unfrequent. The strenght of an arrow suggests how often a unit is used in
translation of the unit it points to.

Even such a small contrastive sample as the one presented here allows a
few general rules to be formulated: 1) NRUs often arise from similar sources,
such as a grammaticalized composition (preposition + noun, see Pol. w koncu —
Rus. naxoney; preposition + adjective + noun Pol. w ostatecznym rozrachunku
— Bg. 6 kpatina cmemxka) or a superlative form of an adjective (Bg. nati-cemne,
Pol. najwyrazniej), 2) units with formal parallels can, but do not necessarily
correspond in meaning (the case of koniec koncow, 6 konye konyos, 6 Kpas
Ha kpauwama or Rus. ¢ koneunom cueme and Bg. ¢ kpatina cmemxka), 3) units
similar in form and meaning can have homonyms in one or more languages
that do not resemble the meaning of a homonym in another language (Pol.
adverb ostatecznie is identical to Bg. and Rus. oxonuamenno, but its homonym
in the class of NRUs is not equivalent to the NRU homonym of oxonuamenno;
see also Pol. w konicu vs. Rus. naxoney and naxoney-mo).
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KPAU 1 ®UHAJITHOCT.
3A CJIABSIHCKUTE E3UKOBU EJIMHULIN, OBPA3YBAHI
CBbC CBIUIECTBUTEJIHUTE KONIEC, KPAH, KOHEL]

Anna Kumen

KV JIroBen, benrns

Hacrosimara cratus npeacTaBiisiBa u3cieBaHe B 00J1acTTa Ha MEXIYE3UKO-
BOTO CpaBHEHHE HA €AMHUIIM, KOUTO O3HAYABAT METATEKCT B CIABSHCKUTE C3HIIH.
W3cnenBanuTe eMUHUIM a) MPOU3IU3AT OT KOHCTPYKIIUHU ChC CHIIECTBUTEIHH ChC
3HaueHWe ‘Kpaii’, 0) uMmar (mMoyTH) HACHTUYHA (OopMa BHB BCHUYKH H3CJICIBAHU
€3WIH, B) UMaT MOJ00HO 3HAYCHHE, HO HE M ynoTpebda. M3cienBalikil eIMHUIIN-
T€, MPOU3IN3ALIN OT KOHCTPYKLUH, ChIABPKALIN CHILIECTBUTEIHUTE Kpall, KOHeYy 1
TEXHUTE TOJICKA M PYCKH CHOTBETCTBHS, aBTOPKaTa MOKa3Ba, Y€ METAaTEKCTOBHUTE
eIMHHLIN HE Ce TOKPUBAT B Pa3IMUHUTE €3ULH. Bbrpeku TsaxHara Onuska popma B
IBa (¥ MOBeYEe) e3MKa MEX/Iy TSIX HAMa CeMaHTHYHA M (YHKIIMOHAIIHA EKBUBAJICHT-
HocT. OCcBeH ToBa MojsUI0aTa Ha KATerOpUH B 3aBHCUMOCT OT 3HAYEHUETO W/WIIN
(YHKIIMOHMPAHETO B Pa3IMYHUTE €3UIU HE € MJISCHTUYHA HUTO [0 OTHOLICHHUE Ha
ChIBP)KAHHETO HA Te3H KaTerOpHH, HUTO HAa TEXHUTE XapakTepucTuku. CrOpaHuTe
€3MKOBH JaHHU HOAKPENAT oOparHaTa XHUIIOTe3a, T.e. Pa3IUHOTO CTPYKTYpUpaHe
Ha METaTEeKCTOBHS JIEKCHUKAJICH IJIACT B Pa3JINUHUTE CIABSTHCKH €3UIIH.
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