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. Deutsche
PrOjECt background DF Forschungsgemeinschaft

Data and analyses from the completed DFG-funded project
“Compound Indefinite Pronouns in Slavonic Languages: A Contribution to a Second-
Generation Semantic Map of Indefiniteness” (HA 2659/10-1)

Languages: Russian, Ukrainian, Polish, Czech and Croatian

Pl. Prof. Dr. Bjorn Hansen

Scope: weakly grammaticalized and non-codified compound
indefinite pronouns in Slavic

Most Croatian data annotated by Bjorn Hansen, most Czech data by
Martina Rybova.

Project materials and datasets:
https://fisun.org/files/diss/datasets/
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The phenomenon: Indefiniteness marker derived from an interrogative stem

e Typical pattern for indefinite pronouns in Slavic languages:

series consisting of an indefiniteness marker and a variable pre- or postposed
interrogative stem (*k-root)

* One source of indefinite markers: the Proto-Slavic pronominal interrogative *k-
root

* Paradoxical structure: [*k-root as marker] + [ *k-root as interrogative stem]

HR gdje-tko  .,c.un, ‘'SOMeEONe’, gdje-sto,, 1.,e..mat SOMething’, gdje-koji
‘some’

where-how

UA de-chto,.....,n, SOMeone’, de-sco, cre.nat SOMething’, de-jak 1. .10, ‘SOMehow’

* One former wh-element becomes fixed as an indefiniteness marker, the other
remains paradigmatically variable
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Research questions

(i) Which Slavic indefinite-pronoun series contain *k-root-derived
indefiniteness markers?

(i) How far are the corresponding markers grammaticalized?
(iii) Do the series converge on a shared semantic profile?

(iv) Do semantic functions show systematic preferences across licensing
contexts?
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Data

5 Slavic languages: Russian, Ukrainian, Polish, Czech, Croatian
Large web corpora: TenTen family and hrWacC 2.2, available on Sketch Engine

Why web corpora? The relevant forms are often rare, variable, or absent from normative
descriptions

Language Corpus Tokens

ruTenTen11
ukTenTen20
plTenTen12
csTenTen17
hrwaC 2.2
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Inventory: 12 series with *k-root-derived indefiniteness markers

Relative Frequency of *k-Root Indefinite Series Identification in Sketch Engine

_ RU UA N HR » Word List for single-word and hyphenated forms
& 500 473014 » collocational searches for potentially separate
: elements
g 250 238.514 12 series: 1 RU-2UA-2PL-2CZ-5HR
€
s All markers in this set form one orthographic word
g ¥ ww with the interrogative stem
§ 0 8555 15.514

& & ~k-6\d ;@Q\\Q gl-o\é@\{- x-o\‘e\ *6' %6@’ & @6\6 d QoQ,é@ ’

Codification - Codified m Non-codified Position i Preposed . Postposed
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Two structural groups

Group 1 PL-(s)kolwiek, CZ -koli(v)

e postposed

e additional material beyond the wh-element
e etymologically less transparent

Group 2 RU koe-, UA de-, koje-, CZ kde-, HR gdje-, koje-, pogdje-, sto-, -sto
e predominantly preposed
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Measuring Grammaticalization

Lehmann (2015 [1982]): six parameters of grammaticalization

Paradigmatic axis Syntagmatic axis
Integrity Structural scope
Paradigmaticity 1 Bondedness 1
Paradigmatic variability 4, Syntagmatic variability J,

Operationalization: 15 corpus-based subcriteria (Fisun & Hansen 2025; Fisun 2026)
Evidence: quantitative + qualitative corpus analysis

Scoring: each parameter scored 0—1; overall score = mean of the six parameter scores
Descriptive ranges: weak <.33 - medium .34—-.66 - strong > .67

E. g., Paradigmaticity: 1. Substitutability with a codified indefinite pronoun (in at least some
contexts or in translation). 2. Range across ontological categories (23 different interrogative stems)
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Main result S
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: . < medium
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Pre-indefinite Off-map functions
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Two dimensions kept separate

1. semantic function of the indefinite form

2. licensing context in which the function is realized
Semantic domain

* Core semantic functions: specific known - specific unknown - general existential - existential
quantification - free choice - referential conditional - interrogative

* Off-map functions (Aguilar-Guevara et al. 2011): non-pronominal meanings, often evaluative or
lexicalized

Distributional domain

* Licensing contexts: 9 broad groups for the presentation; >27 subtypes in the full annotation scheme;
framework: suspended assertion / non-veridicality (Paduceva 2015, 2018; Giannakidou 1998)

Data: target sample of 100 corpus occurrences per series, manually annotated. HR pogdje- uses all 44
available examples, normalized to 100 for comparison
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Examples

specific known:

(1) Prezde my dolzny koe-cto obsudit’... ja dolZzna byt’ uverena. (ruTenTenl1)
‘First, we have something to discuss ... | have to be sure.

off-map mediocrity:

(2) Fred koe-kak otriachnulsja i dvinulsja dal’se. (ruTenTen11)

‘Fred dusted himself off rather poorly and moved on/

general existential:

(3) Dejaki ljudy, chvori hrypom, moZut’ vyprobovuvaty til’ky dejaki z cych symptomiv.
(ukTenTen20)

‘Some people with influenza may experience only some of these symptoms.’
random choice:

(4) Dialogy zde si miaze vymyslet kdejaky skrabdcky moula. (csTenTenl17)
‘The dialogue here can be made up by any random scribbling fool.’
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Type Il — series-based

Weighted semantic map (Cysouw 2007) e T P B | Ly (O
® o0 ©
Series-based map — top
node size = number of series with the function
edge width = number of series with the connection
Frequency-based map — bottom Tow o aismodi Teeohoon I | | cnpien S5
node size = total token frequency across all 12 series
edge width = frequency-weighted connection strength
Main pattern Type Il — frequency-based
* existential quantification is most widespread across
series egg?:r:glall rgt?gigren Fronominal domain (notymediocrity n?ﬁéi&“ P fugcltiitﬁgs
« general existential and specific known dominate token ®
frequency
* free choice is frequent, but concentrated in fewer series
.
Ty el ol e choce nteel | | ion Ao
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Cluster analysis of semantic and distributional profiles

* Goal: identify groups of series with similar semantic or distributional
profiles
 Method: hierarchical clustering using Euclidean distance + Ward.D2

* Silhouette identifies the best-supported number of clusters
* Distribution: k = 2, silhouette =.381
 Semantics: k =5, silhouette =.570

e Results: distribution forms two broad groups, while semantic profiles are
more internally differentiated

 The two distributional clusters exactly match the source-based grouping:
ARl =1.00

* For semantics, a forced two-cluster solution shows only partial
agreement with the source-based grouping: ARl = .40
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Conclusion

* 12 *k-root series across five Slavic languages, two main source groups
 Grammaticalization: generally high, does not follow the source grouping
e Distribution: two clusters reproduce the source groups exactly

* Semantics: best-supported solution = five clusters; much stronger
differentiation

* Semantic core: specific reference, general existential, and existential
guantification

e Shared source strongly predicts distributional similarity, but not uniform
semantic or grammaticalization outcomes
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Thank you for your attention!
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