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1 The issue 

 

Polish has two future forms: (i) a simple future (= SF) form, which is a 

perfective form of a present tense verb (1a), and (ii) a periphrastic future 

(= PF) form, which consists of a BE-auxiliary, traditionally called “a 

future auxiliary,” and an imperfective lexical verb, in form of an l-

participle or infinitive (1b,c). The PF in Polish in (1b) seems to be a 

direct counterpart of the Slovenian PF form in (2a). However, unlike in 

Polish, in Slovenian the l-participle in PF can be both [+impf] (2a) and 

[+perf] (2b). 

 

(1)  a. napisze           (Polish) 

  writePRS.PERF.3SG 

   ‘He/she will write / will have written.’   

 b. będzie  pisał                     c.   będzie      pisać 

  beAUX.3SG writePRT.IMPF.SG.M         beAUX.3SG      writeINF.IMPF 

    ‘He/she will eat / will be writing.’   

(2)  a. bo  pisal     (Slovenian) 

  beAUX.3SG writePRT.IMPF.SG.M 

  ‘He/she will eat / will be writing.’  

 b. bo  napisal 

 beAUX.3SG writePRT.PERF.SG.M  

 ‘He/she will write / will have written.’ 

 

The claim we want to put forward in this paper is as follows: despite 

their similar morphological make-up, the PF forms in (1b) and (2a,b) are 

different both diachronically and syntactically. Nevertheless, the 

semantic contrasts between BE-aux+l-participleIMPF and BE-aux+l-

participlePERF in Slovenian have their mirror image in the opposition 

between the PF and the SF in Polish. The goal of the paper is firstly, to 
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explain the diachronic and syntactic differences between the Slovenian 

PF and the Polish PF, and secondly, to show on the basis of the new 

evidence from an online scenario-based questionnaire that despite these 

syntactic differences between Slovenian and Polish, the ingredients of 

the different future forms in these languages interact compositionally to 

give the same or similar interpretations. The proposed analysis will be 

based on Borik’s (2002) semantics of tense and aspect and the pragmatic 

mechanism of blocking. 

 

2 More about futures in Polish and Slovenian 

 

2.1 Diachronic and syntactic differences 

We follow Whaley (2000) in the assumption that the Slovenian bo+l-

participleIMPF/PERF stems from the Old Slavic Future Perfect. In contrast, 

the participial future in Polish is an innovative construction (it was rarely 

attested in the earliest Polish texts). The original future form in Polish 

was the infinitival BE-future (1c). Even though at first glance it might 

seem that there is no difference between the Polish PF and the Slovenian 

PF as negation precedes both bo and będzie (cf. (3)), we argue that there 

is an important syntactic difference between them. First, it is a standard 

assumption in Slavic linguistics (Borsley and Rivero 1994) that there is a 

difference in the position of negation between Polish and Slovenian (cf. 

(4)). Second, bo in Slovenian (but not the Polish będzie) is a second 

position clitic (Franks and Holloway King 2000).  

 

(3) a. Janez  ne  bo pisal.   (Slovenian) 

 Janez NEG BEAUX writePRT.IMPF.SG.M 

 ‘Janez will not write.’ (‘Janez will not be writing.’) 

 b. Jan  nie  będzie pisał.   (Polish) 

 Jan NEG BEAUX writePRT.IMPF.3SG.M 

 ‘Jan will not write.’ (‘Jan will not be writing.’) 

(4) a. NegP > TP > VP    (Slovenian) 

 b. TP > NegP > VP    (Polish) 

 

2.2 Our assumptions  

The BE-aux in Slovenian is a TP-related functional element (“higher 

auxiliary”). Given its high position it does not have any influence on the 

selection of the aspectual form of the l-participle; it can take both 



[+impf] and [+perf] verbal complements. In contrast, będzie in Polish is a 

VP-related element (“lower auxiliary”). Given its low position, it can 

directly select its verbal complement: it is compatible only with [+impf] 

complements. In this respect będzie shows a similar behavior to phase 

verbs like ‘begin’, which also only select [+impf] VP-complements.  

The question is why będzie is compatible only with [+impf] verbal 

complements. This is so because the Polish będzie, unlike the Slovenian 

bo, is not completely devoid of the lexical content: it denotes a state BE. 

Denoting a state, będzie is compatible only with [+durative] 

eventualities, hence only [+impf] VP-complements are possible. Our 

prediction is that only in Slovenian it should be possible to use a second 

BE, spelling out the lower VP-part of the tree since the high BE-aux in 

T
0
 in this language is completely devoid of the lexical content. This 

prediction is corroborated, as shown in (5).
1
  

 

(5) a. bom   bil         b.  *będę   był    /być 

  beAUX.1.SG bePRT.SG.M  beAUX.1.SG    bePRT.SG.M/beINF  

 ‘I will be’ 

 

Despite the above-mentioned differences, the semantic contrasts between 

BE-aux and l-participleIMPF and BE-aux and l-participlePERF in Slovenian 

have their mirror image in the opposition between the PF and the SF in 

Polish. In other words, the hypothesis to be tested in the remainder of the 

paper is the following: 

 

(6) a. Slov. BE + [impf] and Pol. PF are syntactically different but  

  semantically equivalent. 

 b. Slov. BE + [perf] and Pol. SF are syntactically different but  

  semantically equivalent. 

 

2.3 New observations  

It is a well-known fact that there are aspectual differences between 

BE+[perf]/SF and BE+[impf]/PF: while the latter are compatible with 
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durative adverbials (‘for an hour’), the former are compatible with 

completive adverbials (‘in an hour’). However, what is less known is the 

fact that semantically, the difference between these forms is more than 

just aspectual. Even if there are contexts (e.g., intention or prediction; cf. 

(7)-(8)) in which both SF/BE+[perf] and PF/BE+[impf] are equally good, 

there are other contexts in which only one future form, either 

SF/BE+[perf] or PF/BE+[impf], is acceptable or at least strongly 

preferred (9)-(12).
2,
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2.3.1 SF/BE+[perf] and PF/BE+[impf] equally good 

(7) a. Obiecuję,  że  ci    jutro   pomogę. 

 promisePRS.1SG that youDAT   tomorrow helpPRS.PERF.1SG  

 ‘I promise that I will help you tomorrow.’ 

 b. Obiecuję,  że  ci  jutro       

 promisePRS.1SG that youDAT tomorrow 

będę      pomagał        przez  cały     dzień  w  sprzątaniu.  

beAUX.1.SG   helpPRT.IMPF.SG.M       for     whole  day     in  cleaning 

 ‘I promise that I will help you the whole day tomorrow with 

 cleaning.’ 

(8)  Patrz   na  jej twarz.   

  lookIMP.2SG  at  her  face 

  ‘Look at her face.’ 

 a. Basia  zaraz   się  rozpłacze. 

  Basia immediately refl  burst-into-tearsPRS.PERF.3SG  

  ‘Basia is going to/will burst into tears right now.’ 

b. Basia zaraz   będzie  płakała.  

Basia immediately beAUX.3.SG  cryPRT.IMPF.SG.F 

 ‘Basia is going to/will cry right now.’ 

 

2.3.2 SF/BE+[perf] and PF/BE+[impf] not equally good 

The first difference in meaning between SF/BE+[perf] and 

PF/BE+[impf] can be observed in ‘warning contexts’ presented in (9). 
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3 Due to space constraints, the discussion of the relevant contexts is kept at the necessary 

minimum. Also for reasons of space we will only present the relevant Polish examples. 

http://www.ifa.uni.wroc.pl/questionnairePL
http://www.ifa.uni.wroc.pl/questionnaireSL


SF/BE+[perf] expresses a strong warning and it implies that the hearer 

can still do something to prevent the action of falling. In other words, the 

action of falling in (9a) is not prearranged at the moment of speaking. By 

contrast, PF/BE+[impf] used in a warning context in (9b) announces an 

action which is already settled at the moment of speaking. 

 

(9) a. Uwaga,  spadniesz!  

 caution   fall-downPRS.PERF.2SG   

 ‘Be careful/Watch out: You are going to fall down (otherwise)!’  

 b. Uwaga,  będziesz  spadał! 

 caution  beAUX..2SG  fall-downPRT.IMPF.SG.M   

 ‘Caution: you will be falling down (now).’ (‘Caution: you are 

 now beginning to fall down.’) 

  

The second difference in meaning between SF/BE+[perf] and 

PF/BE+[impf] can be observed ‘question contexts’ presented in (10). 

When SF/BE+[perf] is used, we actually ask two questions: who will 

perform a future action and whether the future action will take place at 

all. It is not certain at the moment of asking whether the action of 

repairing a car will take place in the future or not. (10a) does not 

presuppose the existence of a plan of a future action. On the other hand, 

the question with the PF/BE+[impf] contains one question: who will 

perform a future action. In (10b) it is certain that someone will be 

repairing my car but it is still unknown who it will be.  

 

(10)  a. Kto  naprawi   mi  samochód?  

 who repairPRS.PERF.3SG meDAT carACC   

 ‘Who will repair my car?’ 

 b. Kto  będzie     mi     naprawiał   samochód?  

 who beAUX.3SG  meDAT   repairPRT.IMPF.SG.M carACC  

 ‘Who will be repairing my car?’ 

  

The third difference in meaning between SF/BE+[perf] and 

PF/BE+[impf] can be observed in ‘offering contexts’ (see Copley 2002) 

presented in (11). Only SF/BE+[perf] forms are suitable in such contexts 

(cf. (11a)) since offering entails that the decision as to a future action has 

not been made yet and the hearer can still decide whether he or she wants 

the offer to be realized in the future. By contrast, PF/BE+[impf] (11b) is 



not suitable in offering contexts under an episodic interpretation since it 

presupposes that the future action is prearranged at the moment of 

speaking and the hearer has no say on the offered issue.   

 

(11)  a. Jeśli chcesz,   nasza firma    naprawi     ci    auto. 

 if     wantPRS.2SG  our     company  repairPRS.PERF.3SG you car 

 ‘If you want, our company will repair your car.’ 

  b. #Jeśli chcesz,    nasza firma      będzie     ci    naprawiać auto.  

 if       wantPRS.2SG our    company beAUX.3SG you  repairMPF   car 

 ‘#If you want, our company will repair your car.’  

  

The forth difference in meaning between SF/BE+[perf] and 

PF/BE+[impf] arises in idiomatic ‘I cannot believe that’ (= ‘I am amazed 

that’) contexts (see Copley 2002) presented in (12). Only PF/BE+[impf] 

(12b) is compatible with an idiomatic use of this phrase.  

 

(12)  a. Nie  chce  mi  się  wierzyć,  

 not  wants  meDAT  refl  believeINF  

 że  Jan  wykona  tak       odpowiedzialne  zadanie. 

 that  Jan fulfilPRS.PERF.3SG such responsible        task  

 ‘I can’t believe that Jan will fulfil such a responsible task.’ 

 (only literal meaning, no idiomatic meaning)  

  b. Nie  chce  mi  się  wierzyć,  

 not  wants  meDAT  refl  believeINF  

 że  Jan   będzie     wykonywał  tak   odpowiedzialne zadanie. 

 that  Jan  beAUX.3SG  fulfilPRT.IMPF such responsible   task 

 ‘I can’t believe that Jan will be fulfilling such a  responsible 

 task.’ 

 (literal meaning + idiomatic meaning)  

 

2.4 Taking stock so far  

In the previous section we saw that SF and BE+[perf] are strongly 

preferred in the following contexts: (i) warning as caution, (ii) offering, 

(iii) question: ‘whether’ = undetermined, ‘who’ = undetermined. In 

contrast, PF and BE+[impf] are strongly preferred in the following 

contexts: (iv) warning as announcement, (v) ‘I can’t believe’ (= ‘I am 

amazed’), (vi) question: ‘whether’ = determined, ‘who’ = undetermined. 



 The conclusion we can draw is that PF/BE+[impf] but not 

SF/BE+[perf] is compatible with contexts in which the future action is 

settled at the moment of speaking. Two questions arise at this point. 

 First, why are some contexts (recall: (i)-(iii)) compatible with SF 

(Pol.) / BE+[perf] (Slov.)? And why are some other contexts (recall: (iv)-

(vi) compatible with PF (Pol.) / BE+[impf] (Slov.)? 

 Second, why do we have the semantic correspondence between the 

Polish and Slovenian future forms despite their different composition? 

That is, why SF (Pol.) does correspond to BE+[perf] (Slov.) and why PF 

(Pol.) does correspond to BE+[impf] (Slov.)? 

  

3 Our proposal  

 

Let us start with the following observation. Offering and warning 

presuppose that it should be possible to change or to prevent a future 

eventuality, hence such events cannot be settled or prearranged at the 

moment of speaking. In contrast, one can only be amazed by something 

which is already settled (prearranged) at the moment of speaking.  

 Having said this, we can now formulate the following hypothesis: in 

order to be able to change or to prevent a future eventuality, there must 

be time between the moment of speaking and the beginning of an event. 

This is our “hole in a sock” theory. Since only the SF in Polish and 

BE+[perf] in Slovenian are good in ‘warning’ and ‘offering’ contexts, we 

expect to find a “hole” in these future forms. The question is how this 

hole is obtained compositionally in these two future constructions, 

especially since the SF in Polish is syntactically different from BE+[perf] 

in Slovenian. To account for this, we would like to propose the following 

analysis.  

 

3.1 BE+[perf] (Slov.)  

As was pointed out in section 2.2, the Slovenian bo is a TP-related future 

auxiliary. In Borik (2002) it is assumed that future tense auxiliaries have 

a purely temporal function, namely that of locating the event time after 

the speech time: S < E. What is the meaning of the perfective aspect 

marked on the l-participle? In Borik (2002), perfective aspect requires 

that there cannot be any overlap between the speech time and the 

reference time and the event time has to be included in the reference time 



S  R =  & E  R. Hence the combination of a future auxiliary and 

perfective aspect guarantees that there will be necessarily a gap between 

the speech time and the time of a future eventuality. Given that in the 

periphrastic future with a perfective complement the speech time has to 

precede the event time and the event must be included in the reference 

time (S < E and E  R) and given that there cannot be any overlap 

between S and R, it follows that the reference time must also be located 

after the speech time, i.e., S < R. The semantics of the whole form 

BE+[perf] can be reduced to the following: S < R & E  R. 

Schematically, the composition of the Slovenian BE+[perf] can be 

envisaged as in (13).  

 

(13)  BE+[perf] (Slov.): composition 

TP          [“AspP” +   “VP”]  

bo            perfective 

 

S < E            S  R =  & E  R 

 

  S < R & E  R, i.e., S < [R E] 

 
The most important aspect of the formal semantics of the BE+[perf] 

future in Slovenian is that there is an obligatory gap between the speech 

time and the time of a future eventuality and the future eventuality has a 

clear boundary as it is encapsulated within the reference time.  

 

3.2 SF (Pol.)  

A similar temporal gap is obtained in Polish in the SF form in which 

there is no TP-related BE-auxiliary. Recall from section 1 that the SF 

form is a combination of present tense and perfective aspect. What is the 

role of these components? First of all, it should be clarified that present 

tense in Polish (or Russian) should rather be treated as non-past because 

depending on its combination with perfective or imperfective aspect it 

has a future or present interpretation, respectively. In Borik’s account, 

there are two possible configurations for non-past: (i) S  E   or  

(ii) S < E. But remember that SF in Polish is not just present tense (non-

past) morphology but also perfective aspect. The first non-past 



configuration, S  E  , is overwritten by the semantics of  perfective 

aspect, S  R =  & E  R. This is so because  this non-past 

configuration requires the E and S intervals to overlap, while the 

perfective configuration requires that the intersection of S and R, which 

in turns contains E, should be empty. Due to this contradiction, we are 

left with the second non-past configuration, S < E. Schematically, the 

composition of the Polish SF can be envisaged as in (14).  

 

(14)  SF (Pol.): composition 

TP  [“AspP” +  “VP”]  

present (non-past) perfective  

 

S  E   or S < E        S  R =  & E  R 
 

   S < E     and S  R =  & E  R 
 

   S < R & E  R, i.e., S < [R E] 
 

Notice that even though there is no temporal future auxiliary in the case 

of the Polish SF, the combination of the non-past (present tense) and 

perfective aspect yields the same meaning as the BE+[perf] future in 

Slovenian. More importantly, this means that also in the case of the 

Polish SF there is a necessary gap between the speech time and the time 

of a future eventuality. The prediction is that this form will be 

incompatible with a context in which the future eventuality should be 

understood as a natural (“seemingly temporally uninterrupted”) 

continuation of something which holds true at the moment of speaking. 

This prediction is borne out since SF is incompatible with ‘still’ contexts, 

as illustrated in (15).  

 

(15)   *Jan  czyta                gazetę        i      nadal  ją przeczyta. 

Jan    readPRS.IMPF.3SG newspaper and still it  readPRS.PERF.3SG 

  ‘*Jan is reading a newspaper and he will still have read it.’ 

 

With this in mind, we can turn now to the semantics of BE+[impf] in 

Slovenian and the PF in Polish and ask what makes these forms suitable 



in contexts expressing prearranged/preplanned future eventualities. Let 

us start with the Slovenian BE+[impf] future form. 

 

3.3 BE+[impf] (Slov.)  

As in the case of BE+[perf] future (recall section 3.1), the temporal 

auxiliary bo in Slovenian has a purely temporal function, namely that of 

locating the event time after the speech time: S < E. What we need to 

clarify is the semantic contribution of the imperfective aspect marked on 

the l-participle. Borik (2002) defines imperfective aspect as non-

perfective, which means that the semantics of imperfective aspect can be 

envisaged as an external negation of the perfectivity condition, which 

shifts the conjunction (S  R =  & E  R) into a disjunction, yielding 

 (S  R) =  or  (E  R). In other words, in order to be interpreted as 

imperfective at least one of the two conditions must be satisfied: either S 

and R overlap or it is not the case that E is included in R. Now let us see 

what we obtain if we combine imperfective aspect with the temporal 

future auxiliary. A combination of the first condition, i.e., the reference 

time overlaps with the speech time, S  R  , with the semantics of bo 

in Slovenian, S < E, gives us the following: R  S   & S < E. This 

formula says that the reference time overlaps with the speech time while 

the event time follows the speech time, i.e., [R S < E]. Schematically, the 

composition of the Slovenian BE+[impf] can be envisaged as in (16).  

 

(16)  BE+[impf] (Slov.): composition 

TP          [“AspP” + “VP”]  

bo           imperfective 

      

S < E             (S  R =  & E  R) 

     (S  R) =  or  (E  R) 

S  R   or R  E 

 

       [R S < E] 

 

If we assume Copley’s (2002) definition of a plan according to which a 

plan is a set of propositions which are true before or at the moment of 

speaking, it becomes clear why it is the BE+[impf] future in Slovenian 



which is more suitable for the expression of preplanned eventualities or 

eventualities that are presupposed to be true at the moment of speaking. 

This is so because the semantics of this form guarantees that there will be 

an overlap between the speech time and the reference time. It seems that 

it is the lack of this particular gap which can be taken to be responsible 

for the new data that we discuss in this paper. This observation in fact 

makes the Slovenian BE+[impf] future a mirror image of the English 

present perfect [R E < S] in which we interpret the past event as being 

relevant to the present thanks to the overlap between the speech time and 

the reference time. Let us turn now to the Polish PF and ask what makes 

this form more suitable for the expression of preplanned eventualities. 

 

3.4 PF (Pol.)  

Recall from section 1 that the periphrastic future form in Polish is a 

combination of a BE-auxiliary and an imperfective lexical verb, in form 

of an l-participle or infinitive. The first issue that needs to be clarified is 

the status of będzie. Unlike the Slovenian bo, the Polish będzie is a kind 

of a semi-lexical element which means that even though it has a specific 

grammatical function, it is not completely devoid of the semantic content 

as it introduces a state BE (see also section 2.2). Morphologically and 

diachronically, będzie is a perfective present tense (non-past) form of 

BE.
4
 The next question is how będzie (bePRS.PERF) interacts 

compositionally with the l-participle/infinitive in the complement of the 

PF in Polish. The function of będzie is to guarantee a future 

interpretation. How exactly? Będzie being perfective imposes the 

following condition: S  R =  & E  R. This in a combination with its 

non-past component, S  E   or S < E, results in the following 

semantics: S < E and S < R & E  R. However, there is one important 

restriction, namely: będzie is a Kimian state (see Maienborn 2001 for 

discussion), i.e., it does not introduce a typical eventuality argument but 

rather it introduces a referential argument for a temporally bound 

property exemplification. Since perfective aspect on będzie does not have 

any lexical access to an eventuality argument, it cannot operate on it and 

this makes the relation between the event time and the reference time 

                                                 
4 As far as diachrony is concerned, there is evidence that będzie originates from the 

perfective present tense paradigm of the Old Church Slavonic verb byti ‘to be’ (van 

Schooneveld 1951). 



undetermined. Since the relation is grammatically not specified, we have 

to accept by default that the reference time is included in the state 

introduced by będzie. In other words, we have the following situation:  

S < [state R]. Its relevance will become clear in a moment but first let us 

concentrate on the contribution of the imperfective complement of 

będzie. Imperfectivity requires that one of the following two conditions 

is satisfied: S  R   or R  E. The first condition, S  R  , is 

irrelevant in the case of the lexical imperfective complement of będzie 

since this relation is already established by the perfective będzie in such a 

way that S  R = . So what we are left with is only the second relation, 

namely: R  E. As such it perfectly matches the semantics of będzie 

which also requires that the reference time is included in the stative 

eventuality. This results in the interpretation in which the reference time 

is located after the speech time but it is included both in the stative 

eventuality provided by będzie and by the eventuality provided by its 

imperfective complement. This combination of będzie and its 

imperfective complement leads to the following semantics of PF:  

S < [E R] where E stands for the combination of the state BE and the 

event denoted by the imperfective complement of będzie. Schematically, 

the composition of the Polish PF can be envisaged as in (17). 

 

(17)  PF (Pol.): composition 

TP  [“AspP”          +      “VP”]  

będzie 

non-past   perfective            [imperfective]   

                              

S  E   or S < E  +  S  R =  & E  R     S  R   or R  E 

 

  S < E and S < R & E  R      irrelevant  

   +      

           Kimian state      R  E 

 

        S < [state R] 

     S < [E R] 

 



But how to account for the fact that it is the PF which is preferably used 

for the expression of preplanned/prearranged future eventualities? We 

will come back to this question in the next section. What is crucial at this 

point of argumentation is that firstly, the plan is not part of the semantics 

of the Polish PF form, and secondly, the event time follows the speech 

time and it contains the reference time but the boundaries of an event are 

open and hence a future event can be understood as immediately 

following the speech time. Additional support for this assumption comes 

from the observation that the PF form in Polish, in contrast to the SF 

form (recall ex. (15)) can be used in a ‘still’ context, as shown in (18).  

 

(18)  Jan  czyta                gazetę         

Jan    readPRS.IMPF.3SG newspaper 

  i       nadal  będzie  ją    czytał.   

 and   still      bePRS.PERF.3SG   it    readPRT.IMPF.SG.M 

‘Jan is reading a newspaper and he will still be reading it.’ 

 

The situation denoted by PF in (18) can serve as a natural continuation of 

a situation which is going on at the point of utterance. 

 

4 Discussion and conclusions 

 

One conclusion from the argumentation in sections 3.1-3.4 is that while 

the semantics of SF (Pol.) and BE+[perf] (Slov.) is identical, the 

semantics of PF (Pol.) and BE+[impf] (Slov.) is similar but not entirely 

equivalent. This in fact weakens our initial hypothesis put forward in (6), 

where we expected a complete equivalence between SF (Pol.) and 

BE+[perf] (Slov.), on the one hand, and PF (Pol.) and BE+[impf] (Slov.), 

on the other hand. This does not have to be a problem as long as our 

analysis is able to explain the perfect equivalence in the distribution of 

the respective forms. As will be shown below, our analysis − once 

enriched by a blocking mechanism − is able to provide a plausible 

account of the distributional equivalence between the discussed future 

forms in Polish and Slovenian. 

 Let us start by recalling that SF (Pol.) and BE+[perf] (Slov.) are 

syntactically different but semantically equivalent and they both are 

excluded from preplanned/prearranged future contexts. As far as PF 

(Pol.) and BE+[impf] (Slov.) are concerned, these forms are syntactically 



different. However, also in terms of semantics they do not match 

perfectly. There is one thing these forms have in common though, 

namely, their preferable usage in contexts in which a future eventuality is 

preplanned/prearranged. Can this preference be attributed to some 

special property of these forms? Not completely because in neither of 

these forms the plan is part of their semantics. How can this preference 

be then explained? We would like to suggest that what seems to be going 

on is a kind of blocking which can be captured by resorting to Maximize 

Assertion (Use the most informative assertion  that is true!) and 

Maximize Presupposition (Use the most informative presupposition that 

is satisfied!) principles, which have been claimed to determine the choice 

between competing grammatical forms in different languages (see, e.g., 

Heim 1991 and Sauerland 2003).  

 If in a language there are two different forms that express similar 

meanings, the competition between them is resolved in such a way that 

whenever the form which is more specific (i.e., it has a more restricted 

meaning by contributing stronger entailments or presuppositions) cannot 

be used in a given context because some of its entailments or 

presuppositions would not be satisfied, the less specific (less restricted or 

a weaker) form has to be used instead. Let us now apply this blocking 

mechanism to the usage of the Polish and Slovenian future forms 

discussed in this paper. As already pointed out at the beginning of this 

section, both Polish and Slovenian have two future forms out of which 

SF (Pol.) and BE+[perf] (Slov.) are excluded from contexts in which a 

future event is presupposed to be true at the moment of speaking or is a 

natural continuation of a plan (or some other event) holding at the 

moment of speaking. Interestingly, it turned out that the semantics of SF 

(Pol.) and BE+[perf] (Slov.) is identical, namely: S < [R E]. The event is 

encapsulated within the reference time and as such it constitutes an atom 

with a clear boundary which in turn makes it clearly separate from 

anything going on at the moment of speaking. Given this, in a context in 

which we want to express the meaning that the future eventuality is a 

continuation of some plan or some other event holding at the moment of 

speaking, SF (Pol.) and BE+[perf] (Slov.) cannot be used because 

precisely this presupposition would not be satisfied. Hence a less 

restricted form has to be used instead. In our case this would be either PF 

(Pol.) or BE+[impf] (Slov.). In what sense are PF (Pol.) or BE+[impf] 

(Slov.) less restricted than SF (Pol.) and BE+[perf] (Slov.)? Recall that  



the semantics of BE+[impf] (Slov.) is formulated as [RS < E], which 

means that even if the event is temporally distant, it is related to the 

moment of speaking through the fact that the intersection between the 

speech time and the reference time is not empty. It seems that the lack of 

a clear boundary between the reference time and the speech time (in 

comparison with the BE+[perf] form) makes it less restricted in use. 

What about the Polish PF form? In the case of PF (Pol.) we obtained 

compositionally the following meaning: S < R  E, where the event time 

follows the speech time but it is not encapsulated within the reference 

time and hence it has open boundaries. As such it can (but does not have 

to) be used in a scenario in which a future eventuality is a smooth 

(uninterrupted) continuation of a plan or any event holding true at the 

moment of speaking.  
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