Olga MISESKA TOM1C
POSSESSIVE MODIFIERS AND DEFINITENESS

— A Constrastive Study of English, Macedonian
and Serbocroatian —

1 The analyses that follow are to be looked at as particular segments
of complete grammars of English, Macedonian and Serbo-Croatian, such
as have been provided by generative grammars of Englishl).

11 While traditional grammars consist of descriptive statements
that merely present the inventory of elements that appear in structural
descriptions and their contextual variants, generative grammars specify the
indefinite set of well-formed sentences and assign to each of them one or
more structural descriptions. All generative grammars are based on the
distinction between underlying and surface structure.

111 According to Chomsky?), the underlying structure is devided
into two parts: the catégorial component and the lexicon. The catégorial
component consists solely of branching rules and defines implicitly the
basic grammatical relations that function in the underlying structure of
language. The lexicon consists of inherent subcategorization features and
contextual selectional features. It is a complex symbol, a matrix of features
which togather with the phonological features yields the final lexical items
in the surface structure.

1.12 Fillmore3 proposes a different underlying structure: he defines
as primitives from which surface structures are derived a number of caté-
gorial relationships which he calls cases. By interpreting the subject and
object of a sentence as aspects of the surface structure and by viewing the
specific phonetic chapes of nouns in actual utterances as determinable by

* The term has been defined by Chomsky in ,,Current Issues in Linguistic
Theory*, The Structure of Language, J. A. Fodor and J. J. Katz eds., Prentice Hall Inc.,
Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1964.

2 N. Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, M. I. T. Press, Cambridge,
Mass., 1965.

3 Ch. J. Fillmore, ,,The Case for Case*, Proceedings of the Texas Symposium on
Language Universalst Rineheart and Winston, 1969.
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many factors, vastly variable in space and time, he makes provisions for
the non-compatibility of the surface structure and the underlying structure
’case’ systems.

113 McCawley4) identifies underlying structure with semantic repr
sentation and suggests that a grammar should consist of a *formation rule’
component which specifies the membership of a class of well-formed se-
mantic representations, and a ’transformational component’ which consists
of rules correlating semantic representations with surface syntactic repre-
sentations in much the same fashion in which Chomsky’s transformational
component correlates underlying structure with surface structure repre-
sentations.

1.2 In the present paper, the surface structure of the sentence is co
ceived as developing from a set of universal notions that relate to each other
much like Fillmore’s primitivesS. There is only one action-like notion,
which we shall call the verb phrase (\VVP), but there are more actor or object-
like notions to which we shall refer as noun phrases (NP)6). The latter do-
minate a noun and three markers : the number marker (NuM), the case marker
(CaM) and the reference marker (RM).

121. The reference marker brings information from outside the
boundary of the sentence. This information might be contained in a single

4 J. D. Me Cawley ,, The Role of Semantics in a Grammar®, a mimeographed
paper; also alsewhere in his papers.

5 Fillmore, op. cit. It should be pointed out that Fillmore's rules .projecting
underlying ‘cases’ into surface structures are based on English, and one encounters di-
fficulties when trying to apply them to other languages. For example, his rules for
choosing the subject select the agent of the underlying structure, provided there is one.
If the latter is missing, another ‘case’ is selected. So, Fillmore claims, the subject of

a The car broke, the window with its fender.

is the * possessor’ of the 'possessed noun' of the instrument of the underlylng structure
(the car's fender). The choice of the 'possessor” is conditioned by leaving a ‘trace’ of the
latter in the instrument Phrase in the form of the appropriate possessive pronoun ('its
fender"). But it is precisely this 'trace’ which makes the Serbo-Croatian sentence

b. *Kola su probila izlog svojim branikom.

ungrammatical since inanimate nouns in Serbo-Croatian do not permit reflexive possesive
modifiers. The general rule, does not appear to be so general, after all.

6 Our categories sometimes, but not always, correspond to the traditional ones.
It is continuous and exclusive reference to the total system that prevents the analysis
of segments isolated on a more or less notional basis from being merely the more or less
rigorous description of categories from traditional grammar. On the other hand, if the
grammar itself contains distinctions analogous to those categories, then the existence of
such analogs is at least one measure of how interesting and revealing the analysis is .
We shall be interested in what is said, even quite impressionistically, about Ianguage and
especially in bits of insights into structural relationships between linguistic elements.
In the scholarly work on English ?rammars of the past century, there is no lack of sophi-
sticated expression of this sort of insight into the structure of the language. Certainly,
one way of evaluating the rules and conventions of a formal generative grammar is
to compare the resultant analysis with carefully formulated observations made on
the basis of just such sharpened linguistic insight E. Sc Klima, ,,Negation in English*,
The Structure of Language J. A Fodor and J. J. Katz eds., Prentice Hall Inc., Englewood
Cliffs, N. J., 1964, p.
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lexical item or in a single noun phrase but it may be a number of sentences
away. Very often it comes from some idea which has taken several sentences
to describe thus defying any precise structural description. Whether we
are concerned with discourses or single lexical items, there is no way of
giving an account of the antecedent of the reference marker that is both
comprehensive and general, with transformations that instruct the reader
to find it. Therefore, in order to make context part of the formal structure
of the noun phrase we shall try to fit all information carried by the refe-
rence marker into a couple of oppositions.

The first opposition is the opposition [+m definite]/[—m definite],
where m = marked. The charge of the RM is [—m definite] when the
speaker has no knowledge of the scope of the situation in which he is spea-
king. In this case the RM refers to an unspecified set of objects and gene-
rates [—m definite] determiners. When the speaker has some ideas, views,
knowledge about the scope of the situation under consideration, the RM no
longer refers to an unspecified set. The speker’s knowledge delimits a cer-
tain area of the set and makes a subset which we call domain of reference.
An RM which refers to a domain of reference has a [+m definite] charge
and generates [+m definite] determiners. The [+m definite] determiners
can be [+ m definite] or [— definite] depending on the nature ofthe domain
of reference. The domain of reference is sometimes inherent in the noun
itself.

122 The entries for the nouns are complex symbols containing a
number of semantic and syntactic features that specify whether they do
or do not have a specific property. In addition to features like animateness
and humanness, which are inherently positive or negative, the semantic
feature vector of the noun includes features like definiteness and gender,
which are not inherently binary. In terms of gender the noun can be:
(@ I+ masculinea, (b) F—masculine}l, (©) I'—masculinea. In terms of

| —feminine |_+ feminine L—fenimine
definiteness the noun can be [+m definite] and [—m definite]. When it is
[+m definite] the determiner preceding it is deleted. A [— definite] noun
becomes (+ definite] or [— definite] after it is introduced into the
sentence.

2. The possessive modifiers, the concern of this paper, are not con-
stituents of underlying structures. They are subsequently introduced into
the noun phrase by relative clause embedding.

21 A possessive modifier is embedded into a noun phrase by the
following transformation :

16 ToguviueH 360pHUK
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m (B, M, sc)
X Nsh # N "1 V  1Nsh
« <+ human)/1 - possess]}
| A ) ; 1<_hum2m/zJJ ]
g 1\/[+ péssess]) |+ 2t \/ [-f p?)ssess]> % 0 0 0 0
where :

Nsh = shared noun phrase
# = sentence boundary
<)x ( )x denotes correlation

Note: N can be equal to Nsh.

This transformation specifies that a two-noun sentence can be em-
bedded into a noun phrase in case the formed and the latter share a noun.
If the verb of the embedded sentenceis [+ possessive] the output is a posses-
sive modifier that precedes the shared noun of the matrix sentence when
the non-shared noun of the embedded sentence is (+ human] and follows
it when the latter is [— human].

2.2 By the application of transformation (1), agreement transforma-
tions and some morphophonemic rules peculiar to the lexical items involved,
the embedding of the sentence:

(2) (E) Peter has a boy.
(M) MeTpe u1ma MOMYe.

(SC)MeTtap vMa AeuKa.

into the noun phraseof:

(3 (E) A boy is coming in.
(M) Bnerysa momue.
(SC) Ynasu peuko.

would vyield:

(4) (E) Peter’s boy is coming in.
(M) Bnerysa lNeTpoBO0 MOMYe.
(SC) Ynasu lMeTpoB AeuKo.
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The same transformations would yield:

(5) (E) The child broke the tip of the pencil.
(M) [eteTo ro7) ckpwwu BpPBOT 0Of MOSIMBOT.
(SC) [euko je CNOXHO BPX OJIOBKe.

when:

(6) (E) The pencil has a tip.
(M) MonuBoT mMma BpB.
(SC) OnoBka uma BpX.

is embedded into the noun phrase of:

(7) (E) The child broke a tip.
(M) [OeTeTo cKpLin BPX.
(SC) Oeuko je cnommn BpX.

We see that the indefinite noun phrasses in (2) and (6) were defini-
tized by the embedding of possesive modifiers.

2.3 In the English and Macedonian noun phrases in (5) the defi-
niteness of the modified noun is formally expressed by prepositive and
postpositive articles, respectively. In Serbo-Croatian, there are no articles.

Since the [— definite] Serbo-Croatian noun phrase in (7) becomes [+ de-
finite] after the genitive olovke is introduced, the question may arise: Is
the genitive per se [+ definite]? If it were, the genitivus temporis noun
phrase in:

(8) *OTnyTOBaO je  Heperbe. (SC)

might have been definite. But it is not and the sentence is ungrammatical
unless a determiner — a non-omissible determiner8) is embedded to yield:

(9) OtnyTtoBao je oBe Hepgerve.9 (SC)

Moreover, with material nouns (which areinherently [+ definite]) the
partitive genitive in:

(10) Oaj mu xneba. (SC)
denotes indefiniteness as opposed to the nominative in:
(11) Oaj mn xneb. (SC)

7 The contracted form of the possessive noun always accompanies a definitized
object in Macedonian. This will be formalized later in this chapter.
8 M. Ivi¢, ,,Non-Omissible Determiners in Slavic Languages®, Proceedings
of the Ninth International Congress of Linguists, Cambridge, Mass., 1962, pp. 457—479.
9 The genitivus temporalis does not behave differently from the accusative
denoting time. Compare:
a. CrnaBao je Beue. (SC)
and
6. Cnasao je OHO Beue. (SC)

16-
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Exhaustive study of the feature contents (if any) of the cases has to be done
before a statement of whether any case is [+ def.] od [— definite] is made.
The research we have done does not offer grounds for assuming that the
feature [+ definite] is inherent in any case. The partitive genitive denotes
indefiniteness because the indefinite quantifier preceeding it has been de-
leted The locative in:

(12) OH ckaue Ha nmBagw. (SC)

is intuitively felt as [+ definite], and the accusative in:
(13) OH ckauve Ha nuBagy (from the air). (CS)

is intepreted as either definite or indefinite, only because the locative case
is always associated with prepositions that connect definitizers whereas
the accusative is only occasionally used with such prepositions. Perfor-
mance or occurrence leaves some trace which might in future lead to selec-
ting one or another case depending on whether the noun is definite or inde-
finite. At present, however, we cannot claim the possibility of such selection.
The possessive genitive in (5) per se does not represent definiteness. The
feature [+ definite] is introduced by the reference marker which refers
to a domain of reference specifically delimited by the embedded possessive
modifier.

3 This definitization through embedded possessive modifiers i
differently reflected on the surface structures of the three languages consi-
dered, as shown by examples (2) and (5). To provide for the occurrence
of the prepositive article in (5) E and its non-occurrence in (2) E, for the
introduction of the prepositive article in both (5) M and (2) M and the geni-
tive in (5) SC, we propose a set of rules which apply after the application
of rule (2).

31 The occurrence of the English definite article in (5) E10) might
be represented by the following rule:
(14) Ni + (N b (Det )+ (E)

([+ possess])  T+definite 1}
11— demnostrJJ

+ Ni (Prep 1+ (Det 3+ N2
U+ possess]) <+ definite 1>
{ — demonstrj)

3.2 The changes that take place in the generation of the Macedonian
modified noun phrase in (5) M might be given by:

10 (4) E is generated by (1) directly.
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(15) M)

Det I+ V+(N 1T \
{[+ agent]}+1 + def LI T object]) m'poss]}
—pres

—prox
—dem
1 3
=M 2fPro 7-3 Det (Prep 1 ['Det

<+ short T def It-1- poss]} "T def "

I+ =n2 —pres —pres
—prox —prox
—dem —dem

where :
= denotes ’agrees5ll)
N denotes cancatenation

The changes that participate in the generation of (4) M, on the other hand,

are represented by:

(16) IN2 1+ Ni=p (M)

LT possess])

Pflt )+ N
LT possess]! < T definite

([—demonstrdJ

This last transformation has to be followed by gender, number and case
transformations.

33 The generation of the Serbo-Croatian sentence in (5)12) can be

represented by rule:
(17) Nx T(N2 1 => Nx )N2 \ (SC)
LT possess]! UT Gen]!

4. Rulle (1) says that a [T human] modifier noun precedes the

noun it modifies. However, our examples in 2.2 refer to I'T human]
IT unique]

u) It agrees in case, number and gender.
12 See footnote 10.
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modifier nouns and we shall have to test the "power of the rule (rule
1) with '+ human nouns:
I—unique

41 If we embed the set of sentences:

(18) (E) Uncle has a boy.
(M) Byjko nma Momue.
(SC) Yjak uma pgeuka.

into the matrix noun phrase (3), the output would be:

(19) (E) *Uncle’s boy is coming in.
(M) Bnerysa BYjKOBOTO MOMYe.
(SC) Ynasn yjakoB AeuKo.

The subject nouns in (19) are nouns denoting relation. They are not [+ uni-
que] but have a strong tendency to be positively determined. The Mace-
donian sentences:

(20) a. Byjko MM Mma MOMYe. (M)
6. Bnerysa MOMYETO Ha BYjKO MMW. (M)

are much more common than the respective sentences in (18) and (19).
The English sentence in (19), in its turn, is ungrammatical without the
determiner my yielding:

(21) My uncle’s boy is coming in. (E)

Consequently, rule (1) has to be supplemented with a restriction that

specifies that I+ human! English possessive modifier nouns can be
[— unique]

embedded only as noun phrases containing second level embedded posses-

sive pronominal determiners.13

Serbo-Croatian, however, requires a restriction directly opposite
to that required by English. In this language, rule (1) does not hold when the
I+ human! possesive modifier nouns contain second level embeddings.
L— unique]

4.2 In Serbo-Croatian, and in all Slavic languages other than Mace-
donian and Bulgarian, the possessive adjective is complemented by the
possessive genitive.

In Old Slavic, the former was used in one level embeddings and the
latter in more than one level embeddings. So, when the noun Sorb was
embedded by a possessive clause into the noun phrase of the noun cuHb
one got:

(22) cuHb 6OXMN.

13 Noil-omissible determiners. Compare with the Serbo-Croatian examples in 2.3.
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But when the noun 6orb had been previously modified (through an embedded
possesive qualitative or quantitative clause) to yield say >kuBub 60rb, the
output of the transformation which embeds >kuBub 60lb into cuHb was:

(23) cuHb 6ora xmBaro.14)

The same principle is observed in Serbo-Croatian for [+ human] nouns.
So we have (19) SC and:

(24) Ynasn peyko mora yjaka. (SC)
but not:
(25) *Ynasu [fedyko yjaka. (SC)

The pronominal possessive modifiers are also embedded by trans-
formation (1). However, the outputs of the specific rules, referring to each
of the three languages considered are somewhat different from the outputs
of the respective embeddings of nominal possessive modifiers.

51 If instead of (2), the pronominalized possessive clauses:

(26) (E) | have a boy.
(M) Jac umam moMue.
(SC) Ja mmam peuka.

were embedded into (3), the output wuold be:

(27) (E) My boy is coming in.
(M) Bneryesa MOeTO MOMYe.
(SC) Ynasn moj peuko.

Both the English and the Serbo-Croatian sentences in (27) are generated
by rule (1) directly in this case. There is no determiner and the feature
[+ definite] is included into the possessive modifiers themselves. In Mace-
donian, however, the feature [+ definite], introduced by the possessive
determiner, is transferred to the article by transformation (17) with prono-
minalized N..

5.2 There are two issues connected with pronomial possessive modi-
fiers which we would like to tackle.

5.21 The first issue concerns the Serbo-Croatian and Macedonian

reflexive possessive pronominal modifier ceoj, common in all Slavic lan-
guages.

14 H.C. Tpyb6eukoii, ,,0 npuTsKaTenbHbIX NpuaraTe/bHbIX CTapoLepPKOBHOC/a-
BAHCKOr0 f3blKa“, 36opHuk y uacT A. Benuha, beorpag, 1937, n. 16.



248 Olga MiSeska Tomié

Whereas the modifiers (M, SC) moj, (M, SC) TBoj* (M) neioe, (SC)
weloB, can occur with any noun phrase, the embedding of the modifier
ceoj is restricted to non-agentive (non-subject) noun phrases, and has to
have same identification index15 with the agent of the sentence in which
it occurs. Namely, if sentence (26) were embedded into:

(28) (M) Taa caka egHO WOMYe.
(SC) OHa BOMM pAeuka.
one would get:
(29) (M) Taa ro caka MOETO MOMYE.
(SC) OHa BONMM Mora fedka.
However, if the same sentence is embedded into:
(30) (M) Jac cakam efHO MOMYe.
(SC) Ja Bo/MM peuka.
the output is:
(31) (M) Jac ro cakam CBOETO MOMUe.
(SC) Ja Bonum cBOra [feuka.

A rule specifying the realization of the possessive pronominal modifier
in cases like (31) should be added accordingly:

(32) (Mod ) (M, SC)
<r+ Pro 1>=>[+ reflexive]/ — Nagent
Y + possessJ]

Condition: Xagent = Imod,
where X — ldentification Index.
5.2 The other issue refers to the lexical realization of the pronomir

possessive modifiers.

We are rather inclined to argue that the lexemes (E) my, (E) your,
(E) his (M, SC) moj, (M, SC) T18B0j, (M) ueioe, (SC) nelce* (M, SC) ceoj,
are not always possessive modifiers. Our argument follows from the ambi-
guity of the sentences:

(33) (E) Xhave his picture.
(M) Ja vmam Herosarta CnuKa.
(SC) Vmam HeroBy cnuky.

15 To refer to the same person.
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which can be derived by embedding into:

(34) (E) | have a picture.
(M) Jac vmam cruka.
(SC) Ja umam cnmky."

any sentence of the respective language of the following three sets of sen-
tences :
(35) a (E) He has a picture.
(M) Toj nma cnuka.
(SC) OH uma cnuky.

b. (E) He is on the picture.
(M) Toj e Ha cnHkaTa.
(SC) OH je Ha canuw.

c. (E) He painted the picture.
(M) Toj ja HaypTa cnukara.
(SC) OH je HacnMKao Cnvky.

The sentences in (35) a. are embedded into those of (34) by the transfor-
mations we have been discussing (transformation (1) plus the transforma-
tions for the respective language). The sentences in (35) b. and (35) c. are
embedded by different transformations. In the surface structure, we end up,
in each case, with (33). We call (E) his, (M) ueioe, (SC) (meros), possessive
modifiers just because they are most frequently the surface structure reali-
zations of embedded possessive clauses.

On the other hand, if the Macedonian and Serbo-Croatian posses-
sive clauses:

(36) (M) Jac mmam rnasa.
(SC) Ja umam rnasy.
are embedded in:

(37) (M) bonu rnasa.
(SC) bonn rnasa.

the product is:

(38) (M) Me 6011 rnasa.
(SC) bonn Me rnasa.
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The underlying phrase structure markerl6) of (38) is:

(39) (M, SC)

By application of rule (1) we get:

(40) (M) *Bonu mojata rnasa.
(SC) *Bonu moja rnasa.

since the sentence has no agent the noun nasa from the objective noun
phrase is made the subject of the sentence. The pronominalized possessive
modifier, left alone in the objective noun phrase, becomes the object of the
sentence in the surface structure2).

16) The phrase marker is similar to the phrase markers proposed by Fillmore,
op. cit.
17) Object and Agent are elements of noun phrase.
18) This is a syntactic feature denoting that the agent of the verb is not expressed.
19 (M) jac, (SC) ja is '+ 1 1; (M, SC) Tit isf—I_1; (M) Toj, oH, (SC) is
I-iij I+iij
[-n]
) Here we accept Fillmore's treatment. Fillmore's theory has not been suffi-

ciently tested and we are not able to speak about its generality. But it explains the phe-
nomenon discussed here.
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@) Mod N (M, SC)
f—Agent]' IT+ possess!
J I+Pro J
f
1 2 3 >
1+ 3 0 2
where: [— Agent] specifies that the verb has no Agent
(subject)
The output of (41):
(42) *bonn rnaBa MeHe. (M, SC)

is subsequently changed into:

(43) (M) Me 6onu rnasa.
(SC) bonn me rnasa.

by application of rules specifying the place of the short forms of pronouns.
The pronoun me is in fact the surface structure realization of the possessive
pronominal modifier.

53 In our embeddings the indefinite determiner has often been
replaced by the definite.2l) This replacement is quite natural: The inde-
finite determiner is generated by a reference marker referring to non-
specifically delimited domain of reference. When the latter becomes speci-
fically delimited the originally generated determiner desappears and a new,
definite determiner takes its place.

6. The sentence:
(44) *Taa ro caka efHO MOETO MOMue. (M)

is ungrammatical2) and to exclude it from the grammar of Macedonian
we might draw the following rule:

(44) JDet (M)
\[— definite]

We notice, however, that

(46) Taa caka efJHO Halle MOM.Ye. (M)
is quite acceptable.
But (46) is not the output of the embedding of

(47) Hwe vmame momue.

% See examples: (282, (29), (30), (32), (35) and other.
Compare it with (29) M.
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into (28). Its generation is as follows: Through transformations (1) and
(16) the sentence:

(48) Hwue nmave MOMYMHbA.
is embedded into (28) to yield:
[49) Taa ry caka HawuTe MOMYMH:A.

The subsequent introduction of the quantifying modifier egeH produces:
(50) Taa caka eAHO Of HaWNTE MOMYMHbA.
of which (36) is a paraphrasée.

Example (46) and similar examples are only surface structure phenomena
specific for Macedonian and Serbo-Croatian2) without English counter-
parts. Translated into English, (46) would read:

(51) She loves a boy of ours,
which, in fact, is the counterpart of (50).

7. Let us now examine other combinations of determiners and.posse
sive modifiers:

(52) a. (M) *Taa ro caka efHO HalleBO MOMYe.
(E) *She loves a the our boy.

b. (M) Taa ro caka OBa HalUEBO MOMYE.
(E) *She loves this the our boy.

c. (M) *Taa ro caka OBa HalLUEHO MOMYE.

d. (M) Taa ro caka oBa Halle MOMYe.
(CS) OHa BO/IM OBOr Hawler fgedvaka.))
(E) *She loves this our boy.

e. (E) She loves this boy of ours.

Sentences a. are ungrammatical — the existence of the definite article
exculdes the occurrence of the indefinite one in both English and Mace-
donian.%) With sentences b., however, there is incompatibility between
the English and Macedonian examples : whereas in English the cooccurrence
of [+ demonstrative] and [— demonstrative] determiners in one noun

23 Compare: a. OHa BOSIH jefHOr 0f HalIMX [eyaka.
b. OHa BOMM jegHOr Hawler fevaka.
24 Since Serbo-Croatian does not have '— demonstrative! determiners we could
{+ definite I
not give (SC) examples for a., b., and c.
%) Rule (45).
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phrase is excluded, in Macedonian it is quite possible, though empha

tic. The ungrammaticality of c., in its turn, points to a restriction

to the cooccurrence of [+ demonstrative] and [— demonstrative] deter-

miners in Macedonian: the latter can coexist only when Tt present j
[R proximate]'

d. (E) is ungrammatical, but its paraphrase e. is not. The latter is actually

the counterpart of the paraphrase of d. (M) and (SC):

(53) (M) Taa ro caka oBa Off HallMTe MOMYMH:A.
(SC) OHa BOAM OBOr Of HaWIMX Aeyaka.

which are grammatical but rather unfrequent. They are generated when the
"+ demonstrative! determiners (M) oea (SC) oeaj, are introduced into (50)
[+ definite o
and its Serbo-Croatian counterpart.

Ojila MMLLUECKA TOMMWUK
MPVICBOJHUTE MOAVN®UKATOP!! 1 ONPEAENEHOCTA

KoHTpacTMBHa aHa/n3a Ha aHr/IUCKMOT, MaKe[OHCKMOT U
CPCKOXPBATCKMOT jasunK

Pes3znme

1. Ha aHanu3uTe BO pBOj Tpyf Tpeba fa ce rnefa Kako Ha CermeHTu
0f reHepaTMBHWTE rpamMaTVKU Ha aHIINMCKUOT, MaKeJOHCKMOT W CPMCKO-
XPBaTCKMOT  jasuK.

OcCHOBHaTa 0f/IMKa Ha reHepaTWBHWTE rpaMaTUKM e AMCTUHKUMjaTa
mefy panabuHckata W MNOBPLUMHCKATa CTpyKTypa. Bo Hawwmos cnyuyaj,
OnabuHcKaTa CTPYKTypa ja mpeTcTaByBa €4HO MHOXECTBO Ha YHUBep3aIHu
NOMMHW penaumun. LleHTapoT Ha OBMe penaumu e akuMOHUOT MNOWM LUTO
ro osHadysame co VP (BepbaneH u3pa3). HeroBuTe aprymeHTa rvm 03Ha-
yyBame co NP (HomuHanHm wuspasn). Cekoja NP pgomvHupa Hag efHa
umeHka (N) n TpuM 03HaKM — oO3Haka 3a 6poj (NuM), o3Haka 3a nagex
(CaM) 1 o3Haka 3a obem (RM). CoapxuHaTa Ha O3HakaTa 3a 06eMm ja W3-
pasyBame CO MOMOLUTA Ha CMPOTMBHOCTUTe [+ m onpegeneH] v [— onpe-
JeneH], Kafe m o03HauyyBa 06enexeHoCT.

2. MpucBojHNTE MOAMDMKATOPU He Ce KOHCTUTYEHTU Ha A/labuHckata
CTPYyKTypa. Tue ce BHecyBaaT BO pedeHuUuaTta AOMONHUTENbIO, MpPeKy pPe-
natuBHM TpaHcopMauun. [pouecoT Ha pefnaTvMBM3aumjaTa pasivyHO ce
MaHu(ecTupa BO pas/IMYHUTE jasuum: BO aHIIUCKMOT jasuK uMmame npe-
MO3WTVBEH UYJieH, BO MaKefOHCKMOT MOCTMO3NTUBEH Y/eH, a BO CPrCKO-
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XPBATCKMOT CaMo (a) MMeHKa NpuApyXeHa co Apyra MMeHKa BO FeHUTUBEH
nagexen 06/MK (aKo MMeHKaTa Ha BHeceHaTa pedyeHMuUa e [— /byackal)
nnn (b) MMeHKa Ha Koja /i MpeTxoau MPUCBOEHa MMEHCKa npuaeBka (ako
BHeceHata WMeHKa e [+ /byackal).

3. Bo MpouecoT Ha penaTuBM3auujata, HeompeaeneHuTe [AeTepMu-
HaTopK Ce YecTonaTu 3aMeHeTV CO OMpeaeNieHy AeTePMUHATOPU UK MOAW-
(mkaTopu. OBa 3aMeHyBatbe € COCEM MPUPOAHO. HeonpegeneHute aeTep-
MUHATOPU Ce reHepupaaT MpeKy O3HakKu 3a 06eM, KOW ynaTyBaaT Ha He-
cneunuUuHo AeNMMUTPaH AOMEH Ha ynaTyBate. Kora 0BOj [OMeH ce
OeNVIMUATVPA, CMEUM(UYHO, NPBOGUTHO TEHEPUPAHMOT [AeTepMuHaToOp Ce
3aMeHyBa CO OMpefesneH.

4. HeonpepgeneHoT [eTepMUHATOp, MO MpaBwio, He KOersucrupa
co Mogudumkatopn. O6GMAOT 3a KOMOMHaUMWM Ha [AeTepMMHATOPU U MNpu-
CBOjHM MOAWUKMKATOPU BOAM [0 ClIefHUBE 3aK/Iyyouu:

a. Bo aHrMMCKMOT M MakefoOHCKMOT ja3uK MojaBaTa Ha OnpeaeneHnoT
YNeH F0 WUCKNy4yBa MOCTOEHETO HA HEOMPEAENEHNOT YJIEH.

6. Bo aHrIMckMoT jasuk [+ [eMOHCTpaTUBHUTE] M [— AeMOHCTpa-
TUBHUTE] AETEPMMHATOPUM HE MOXAaT Aa KOEersauctmpaar; BO MaKeAOHCKMOT
jasnk HMBHaTa KOersucTeHuuja e MoXHa (Maky eMmgaTnyHa), HO orpaHuyeHa

anMCyTHM] AEeTEPMUHATOPY.

R 6nuckn J

B. BO aHI/MCKMOT jasuK cekakBa KOErsucTeHLuMja Ha AeTepMUHATOpK
N MOAM(UKATOPM € WCKNy4YeHa: BO MaKefOHCKMOT W CPrCKOXPBATCKUOT
0Baa € MOXXHa CaMmo0 Kako MOBPLUMHCKA peanu3aluja Ha AnabuHcKaTa CTpyK-
Typa, Koja u3pasyBa MapTUTMBHA MPUCBOJHOCT. Taa MOBPLUMHCKA peanu-
3aumja ce cthaka Kako Mapapasa Ha MOBPLUMHCKATa peanmsauuja, Koja
ro 3anasyBa OJHOCOT Ha MapTUTUBHOCTA.



