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The thesis we would like to defend is founded on the following assumptions:

— most of the impulses stimulating the evolution of a language come from
the semantic plane;

— alanguage has two types of means for conveying information; these are
lexical and grammatical means;

— there is a natural hierarchy of the degree of importance of the information
conveyed through an act of linguistic communication;

— there is a tendency to convey the most important parts of the informa-
tion with the aid of maximally regular, predictable, transparent markers
— in other words: with grammatical means; in still other words: the most
important information is being grammaticalized;

— the most important information is the one allowing identifying the spo-
ken-of events and of the participants of these events; they must be identi-
fied from the point of view of the speaker and from the point of view of
the addressee;
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— to identify an event for his addressee, the speaker must a) evaluate its
truth-value, b) define its internal temporal organization, c) locate it on the
temporal axis with relation to the speech-event... ; to identify a participant
of an event for his addressee, the speaker must a) inform him whether he
himself identifies him, b) inform him whether the participant is human or
not, ¢) if not human — whether it is a living being or not, then d) if living
— to define its sex... etc. — as can be seen, we are speaking here about the
information grammaticalized in the form of the so called grammatical cat-
egories present in the majority of the known languages, among others in
the IndoEuropean languages';

— in the course of time another omnipresent source of the linguistic change
— the phonetic processes — can make some grammatical categorical mark-
ers not sufficiently clear and then the markers would be changed / recon-
structed, strengthened, or new markers would be supplied;

— the pace of the linguistic evolution depends to a great extent on the
topographic, economic and social conditions in the area in question: are
the inhabitants of the area all speakers of the same languistic code?; if not
— which is the prestigious hierarchy of the codes in use?, which is the lin-
guistic policy of the ruling powers?, which is the interrelation of the lin-
guistic, confessional and administrative borders?, etc.

— itis a well known fact that in a multilingual environment, without a clear
linguistic policy controlled by the civil administration, the speed of evolu-
tion is greater, especially in what concerns less prestigious languages.
The above assumptions are a basis for our ideas 1. about the universal

parameters defining the direction and pace of linguistic evolution and 2.

about the historical path of development of South-Eastern Slavic as an anto-

logical/ classical example verifying that idea.

The Slavs appeared in the Balkans in the seventh century A.D. and reached
Constantinople, Salonika, and also the South of the Peloponnesus, and sur-
vived to our days in its north-western part. Z. Golab in his study about the
language of the first Slavs in Greece (Gotab 1989) writes: “The seventh cen-
tury A.D., the period considered by historians to be the very beginning of

! The presented hierarchy of the importance of particular semantic fields may appear
arbitrary, but as of now we find no conterarguments undermining that hierarchy.
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the so-called “dark ages” in the history of Europe, is decisive for the forma-
tion of the etnographic map of the southeastern part of this continent, a map
which has survived without essential changes to the present day. The great
(or rather, fateful) historical event responsible for the entire subsequent ethno-
linguistic history of the region (called popularly, since the Turkish conquest
in the 15th century, “the Balkans™) was its invasion by a new wave of “bar-
barians” from the North, the Slavs [...]” (op.cit., p. 5). The analysis of the
Slavic toponyms in Greece and of the Slavic loan words in modern Greek
dialects, which is the object of the quoted study whose purpose is to enrich
our knowledge about the relative chronology of development of the Common
Slavic / Proto-Slavic language, leads Gotab to the conclusion that “[...] there
is no doubt that the Slavs who penetrated into the Peloponnesus in the 7th
and 8th centuries and settled there spoke a dialect that can be classified as still
belonging to the Proto-Slavic II stage.” (here follows a list of linguistic facts
on which the above constatation is based) “[...] but alongside these archaic
features there were in the oldest Slavic dialect in the Peloponnesus already
some characteristics clearly indicating its belonging to the Macedo-Bulgarian
group [...]” (op.cit., p. 44).

It is not easy to reconstruct in details the path of historical evolution of
the Macedo-Bulgarian dialectal complex. There are still many questions. We
know, however, the actual results. It is the review of these results carried out
from the point of view of the semantic categories as signalized above that is
our goal in this text.

In the course of time, at the territory occupied by the Macedo-Bulgarian
dialect group appeared two strong innovative centers, which resulted in the
formation of two diferent dialect complexes: Macedonian in the West and
Bulgarian in the East. As far as contact and influence of the local prestigious
languages are concerned, the western complex was primarily in contact and
under the influence of Balkan Romance, while in the East Greek, and then
Turkish, were more influential.

In comparison with other members of the so-called Balkan Linguistic
League (BLL), the Slavic dialects in the period of their first appearance in the
peninsula represented a northern, relatively conservative branch of the Indo-
European language family and, consequently, they underwent deeper change
in the subsequent process of “balkanization”.
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The processes labelled as “Balkan” (in the sense that they were ‘charac-
teristic of the foundation and development of the BLL’) are more numerous
and more advanced in the West than in the East; their core is the western
Macedonian dialect complex (cf. Vidoeski 1998).

Both Macedonian and Bulgarian were standardized relatively late. The
processes of standardization of the two dialect complexes were considerably
different.

First attempts to standardize Bulgarian appeared already around the half
of the 19th century. The process still had continued after the formation of
the independent Bulgarian state in 1878, till the half of the 20th century. The
main problem stimulating the discussion was the great difference between the
“balkanized” vernacular and the archaic Church Slavonic, as well as between
the Bulgarian vernacular and the Slavic grammatical standards functionning
in the North Slavic languages, first of all in Russian, which is a model lan-
guage for the first Bulgarian grammarians. Finally, the decision was made: it
is the vernacular, the eastern dialect complex that will become the base of the
literary standard, but many questions still remained open and the last serious
interventions were made no earlier than around the half of the 20th century.
On the other side, the Macedonian standardization was successfully carried
out at once after the Second World War and the formation of the Yougoslav
Federal Republic Macedonia. Here, the first attempts at standardization are
also recorded to have appeared around the half of 19th century, but they all
poinetd in the same direction: the central dialect of the western dialect com-
plex, seen as the core of the Macedonian linguistic territory, was accepted as
a base of the standard.

Before the first attempts at standardization at both territories we can
observe diglossia: on the one side — the vernacular, the folk dialects, among
them some prestigious town dialects, on the other — the local variants of
Church Slavonic as the language of the educated elites, usually connected
with the church. Historical sources registering folk materials are scarce:
isolated words, isolated (morpho-)syntactic constructions included in some
church or state documents. Therefore, our main source here are (a) dialect
field materials included in numerous dialect monographs and/or published
as such in dialect-text antologies, as well as (b) oral folk literature and then
(c) the first books with Macedonian and/or Bulgarian folklore materials. Our
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present-day Macedonian field materials are richer than Bulgarian; unfortu-
nately, Bulgarian linguistic atlases do not publish original field materials.

In this text, we present the results of the so-called balkanization processes
still active or registered as active in the past in the South-Eastern Slavic ver-
bal and nominal systems, founded mainly on Macedonian dialect or standard
materials.

Verbal System

1. Aspect — Restructuring the Inherited Aspectual Markers

It is a universal need for language evolution to be in a constant search
for ever more transparent grammatical markers for the purpose of precisely
transmitting information. From the point of view of the theory of complex
adaptive systems, the environment has a significant role in the creation of
new nuclei which establish new relationships with the channels. The Latin-
Romance and the Balkan linguistic environment contributed to the decrease
of the inventory of certain inherited markers, yet simultaneously contributed
to the restructuring and introduction of more transparent grammatical mark-
ers. The category of ‘aspect’ in the Macedonian language is torn between
the inherited models (morphophonological vowel and consonant alternations,
a larger number of suffixes), and a non-Slavic understanding of aspect (pre-
dominantly through the imperfect-aorist opposition). The Macedonian lan-
guage approaches the perception of aspect as an opposition: moment — dura-
tion, being transferred to the category of tense: aorist-imperfect. Between the
opposition moment-duration, there is iterativity as a part of inherited dura-
tivity/ imperfectivity. In Macedonian, the older (morphophonological) aspec-
tual markers are fading away and 3 main markers are being imposed (a and
b — perfectivity, ¢ — imperfectivity):

a) Prefixes as the basic aspectual markers for perfectivity (which does not
exclude their power as carriers of semantic information). In the a-group,
the prefixes are the basic aspectual markers (mmera-mporera...).
A large group of newly-formed (foreign) verbs ending in -upa make an
aspectual change with the prefix u3(c)-, which contains a meaningful
component — completing the action as a whole, and in this manner it
becomes a universal aspectual marker.
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b) The suffix -H-, as an inherited carrier of the basic perfective informa-

tion (momentivity), enables the formation of a ‘general’ perfective base
(cenu-cenue,... mara-najaHe,...), with the possibility of further prefixed
semantic modifications. In particular, the -H- base is maximally open
for further semantic modifications:
naoHe-ucnaoHe-00naoHe-npPonaoHe-3anaoHe-nPUnaone; 1edcu-1ecHe-
3anezHe-npuiecHe-o0necHe-nooecHe-pasiecHe-usnecHe...

¢) The suffix -(y)B-a is becoming a universal aspectual marker for imper-
fectivity (including iterativity). It is imposed on perfective/perfectiv-
ized bases (Tpua-tipeTpua-nmperpuysa), and it always has the power to
be imposed on the -n- base (semantically the most general — momen-
tivity) and to create new double nuclei on the side of the inherited pairs/
series of aspect.
E.g:
imperfective perfective > imperfective
Jeanc- Jiee-H- Jee-H-yea
JICKH JICTHE JISTHYBa
OI-JICI-H-€ O-JIEr-H-yBa
M3-JICT-H-€ HU3-JICT-H-yBa
3a-JICTr-H-€ 3a-JIET-H-yBa
IIO-JICT-H-€ T10-JIETr-H-yBa
Npy-Jer-H-e IIpU-JIer-H-yBa

The perfective verbal base, which is layered with the aspectual markers,
is most frequently the basic nucleus for aspectual modification. Hence, this is
the end of the inherited pre-Slavic aspectual division, instigated by the ‘types
of actions’.

Serbian: JOBOOAUTH  TOBECTU JOHOCHUTH JOHCTH MIPEeBO3UTU  TIPEBECTHU

Macedonian: moBexyBa goBene  JOHecyBa JIOHECe  IpeBe3yBa  IIpeBese
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Polish Macedonian
-vad- -ved- -vod- -ved-
prowadzic sig, dowies¢ dowodzié JI0BEIE JOBE-yBa
doprowadza¢/doprowadzi¢ wywiesé wywodzi¢ BOBEJIC BOBE/I-yBa
naprowadzaé/naprowadzié wywiesé si¢ | wywodzié si¢ | 3aBeze 3aBel-yBa
oprowadzac/oprowadzi¢ odwiesc odwodzié u3Bele W3BE-yBa
przeprowadzaé/przeprowadzi¢ | przywiesé przywodzi¢ HaBeze HaBeA-yBa
przyprowadzaé/przyprowadzi¢ | zwies¢ zwodzié onBese oJBeA-yBa
wprowadzac¢/wprowadzié zawiesé zawodzi¢ MofIBeIe MO/IBE-yBa
wyprowadza¢/wyprowadzié uwiesé uwodzié npesene MpeBen-yBa
zaprowadzaé/zaprowadzi¢ npuBene MpHUBEI-yBa

The main hotbed of this occurrence is in the Southwestern peripheral
Macedonian dialects, which held the strongest ties with the non-Slavic Balkan
languages. It is precisely those, and especially the Latin-Romance element,
that were the “transmitters” of the processes of bringing the understanding
of verbal aspect closer to the SAE languages.

Excerpt from B. Vidoeski (1999: 229):

[...] Layers have been added to the base of the perfective verb, and the aspec-
tual function has been taken over by the suffixes (-v-, -uv-), [...].

So, for example, in the Southwestern dialects, in the direction of Struga —
Ohrid — Prespa — Lerin, and to the south to Korcha and Nestram — Kostur, all the
old models came down to one main word-formational model with the suffix
-6-, which is added to the thematic part of the perfective verb. Compare: xyn-
6-u, naam-6-u (: NAAMIL), U3MEH-6-U, MypP-6-il, MeH-6-U, NOKIOH-6-U, MO8ap-6-u,
om(8)op-6-u, poo-6-u, 3ajo-6-u, 00jO-6-u, UO-6-u, NaAd-6-u, 1ee-6-u, NPocH-
6-u, etc. In those cases where phonetic barriers appeared, the base then expan-
ded and new transformations emerged, for example: zee-un-6¢-u (: necun-a +
neenu), naoun-6-u (: naouna); with the verbs whose root morpheme ends in -6-,
the suffix expanded to -us- . 3abopas-us-a (: 3a60pas-u), nonpas-us-a, OHCUs-
us-a (: oocus-u), o3opas-us-a (. 030pas-u), omrkos-ug-a (. 0mKosu), 06ys-us-a
(: 0bys-u), and afterwards that model could cover other verbs as well, where
the need to avoid impossible consonant sequences appeared, as in 3axkawi-us-a
(-wns-), usseop-us-a (: uzsedp-u), or with the verbs of -u-, of the type reen-us-a
(: neen-u) along necun-6-a. With the other verbs the aspectual function is mor-
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phologically expressed with the thematic vowel. Compare ¢gapi-e (: gap 1-u),
kapcm-e (. kapem-u), nywy-e (¢ nywy-u) along nyw-6-u (Boboshtica).

After the integration of the old models into the Korcha and Kostur dialects
was completed, two new word-formational types of imperfective verbs were cre-
ated: a) with the suffix -6- : kyn-6-u (: kyn-u), nokpu-6-a (: noxpue), pasie-6-a
(: pasne-e), sanja-6-a (: 3anee), uy-6-a (: uy-e), b) with the suffix -us- : 3abopas-
ue-a (: 3abopas-u); while regarding the old models, only the following was left:
306up-a (: 306p-u), ymup-a (: ymp-u). The verbs of the type sanuna (: 3anu-u) are
found in a process of transformation, so that in the Korcha dialect there are pa-
rallel forms: 3anuna, kacuna (: kacuu), ckop ‘una (: ckopHu), éepuna (: 6apHu)
and: neeun-6-a, naounsa, whilst in the Nestram dialect 3ann-us-a, neen-us-a,
conn-us-a.”

1.1. Aspect — Tense

One of the initial problems that has been affecting the development of the
Macedonian verbal system is the relationship of perfectivity-imperfectivity
(aspect) vs. the relationship of aorist-imperfect (tense).

aspect
a) perfective - 0) imperfective
l tense l
a) aorist - 0) imperfect

As it is well known, when forming the aorist of verbs, the three verbal
groups (a, e, u) are divided into five subgroups: @ 0 u e @.(Koneski 1981)

Here we would like to demonstrate that the restructuring of the aspec-
tual relations is based ever more and more on prefixes as basic aspectual
markers, although that modification frequently refers to a part of the action,
not its wholeness. Yet even with such an “incomplete coverage”, prefixes are
becoming basic aspectual markers (for perfectivity), while suffixes (-ysa,
with the recent addition of -upa) are specialized as aspectual markers for
imperfectivity. The need for a more univocal aspectual differentiation of
verbs can be seen through the ever more and more frequent use of the pre-
fix u3-/uc- with verbs ending in -upa, hence these prefixes are only aspec-
tual markers (Oemanmupa — usdemanmupa, KOHMAKMUPA — UCKOHMAKMUPAQ).
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Koneski notes the propensity for the increased productivity of the morpho-
logical means (prefixes), with the help of which perfective verbs are formed
(Koneski 1981: 169), and he specifically emphasizes that the reinforcement of
the productivity of the prefixes is highly expressed in the areas where con-
tacts with the other Balkan languages are the strongest.

This brings us to another, more significant shift in the abovementioned
relation, i.e. a shift in aspect with regard to the definite past tenses. Namely,
the propensity for blocking the formation of the aorist of imperfective verbs
is almost completely realized in modern Macedonian.

With such a tendency, the understanding of the opposition perfectivity-
imperfectivity is simplified to a certain point, as opposed to the opposition
aorist-imperfect, as they are also nearing the “Balkan”, non-Slavic perception
of the suitable oppositions, where the opposition perfectivity-imperfectivity
is expressed mostly through the aorist-imperfect relation.

Moreover, a whole group / class of verbs whose aspectual difference has
been noticed only through the subgroups, have moved towards prefixation,
which uniformly determines the perfect aspect. For some of these verbs, the
change of the subgroup brings about a vowel or/and consonant alternation.
But, on its own, it does not carry enough information about aspect.

Examples:

a-subgroup (perfectivization with prefixes)

niaye-niakas/ ucniakas/ pacniaxkas
cyue — cykas/ ucykae pacykae

Jasice — 1aeas/ usnazas/ uznaNcae
opeme — Opemas/ 3a0pemas noopemas
epebe — epebas/ uszepebas/ 3aepebas
Kanee — Kanas/ UCKanas Ho u UCKAnue/ HaKanue
Kybe — kybae/ uckyboas/ uckyous
nuuie — NUUAe/ Hanuwae

Opuwe — opuwas/ u3opuaes

JIUdICEe — TUNCAB/ UBTUINCAB

nee — neae/ ucneas

epee — epeas/ 3aepeas

Jae — najas/ usiajas

Mue — Mue/ usmue

nue — nue/ ucnus
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o-subgroup > becomes «new» u-subgroup (always perfective)

Opuuu — Opuxos/ u3opuyUe
Meme — Memos/ usmemus
nieme — njiemos/ ucniemus
nace — nacoe/ Hanacus
MoOJI3e — H0208/ UBMON3UE

On the other hand, the a-subgroup is not sufficient on its own to deter-
mine aspect / tense, because on almost every occasion aspectual markers are
layered. They are often prefixes for the a-group, and, as it can be clearly seen
above, this is happening with a certain number of verbs from the e-group.
The rest of the verbs from the e-group that glide into the a-subgroup employ
the sufix -#(e) as a marker for perfectivity. For example:

e-group >>>> a-subgroup
npente - npenHysa npenHa
wente - wenmyea wenna
ypne - ypryea ypua
cmemme - cMemHyea cmemnua
ceone — ceonysa ceona
cmane - cmanysa cmana
naowne — nara (naouysa) naowna
CKOKHe - CKOKH)8d CKOKHA

Table of subgroups (perfective verbs):

aorist imperfect — bound form
e-group / a-subgroup (Ke, axo, 0a + imperfect of perfective
verb)

-H(e) as aspectual marker

naounas naoues
BUKHAB BUKHEE
cexHas cexnes

ceonas ceones




Table of subgroups (perfective verbs) (cd.)

aorist

imperfect — bound form

e-group / a-subgroup

(Ke, ako, oa + imperfect of perfective

verb)
Nnpu3Hag npusHaes
KpeHnae Kpenes
CKUHA8 CKUHes
cmanas cmanes
Hacmunas Hacmuues

prefixes as aspectual markers
(3a- npe-, na-, no-, u3(c)-...

-KOIHA8 -KOJIHes
-nuwas -nuuies
-opuwas -Opuwes
-naxcae -nasces
-cmpyeag -cmpyees
-nascag -nasices
-n1aKae -nnayes
-cykas -cyues
-kanas -kaneg
-cunas -cuneg
-kybas -ky6es
-epebas -epebes
-0pemas -0pemes
-8p3as -8p3e6
-neae -nees
(ce) -cmeas (ce) -cmees
-epeas -epees
-oicugeas -orcugees
-mpajaé -mpaes
-umajae -umaes
-najas -naes




46 Marjan Markovikj, Zuzanna Topolinska

Therefore it can be said that blocking the formation of the aorist of imper-
fective verbs has also carried about a redefinition of the subgroups. i.e. a rise
in the transparency of the aspectual markers, with the aim of coordinating the
relation between the tense and aspect, and heading nearer to the “Balkan”,
and by that, the “European” understanding of the aspect-tense opposition.

Hence, the vowel -a- in the a-group and the a-subgroup can now be said
to be insufficient for determining the aspect, which is the reason for us con-
sidering it aspectually unmarked (not only in the a-group, but also with regard
to the a-subgroup). So in the a-subgroup in aorist, regarding the a-group, and
partially in the e-group, aspect is modified by the prefix, while with the other
(a large part of) verbs of the e-group, in the a-subgroup the information about
the aspect (perfect) is carried by the sufix -u(e).

Concerning the i-subgroup, which (according to Koneski 1981) appears
only in the i-group, there are possible movements even from the other verb
groups with the verbs of the following types: uzmemu, usmonsu, uzopuuu,
because (regarding the pre-Slavic inherited mechanisms) -u- carries with it
aspectual information on perfectivity. For example: ¢paka — pamu, epara —
epamu, para — poou,; niaxka — niamu, pia — Qpau; nyuma — nyuimiu.

As well as:

imperfective verbs perfective verbs. (+aorist)
a— group u-group / u-subgroup
nywma nywmu
mosapa mosapu
cnpema cnpemu
npuma npumu
cHuma CHUMU
omeopa omeopu
3ameopa 3ameopu
ocmaesa ocmaesu
nonpasa nonpasu

Additionally, quite a significant part of the verbs in the i-group belong
to the i-subgroup, yet there too, in a large number of cases, prefixation is
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necessary for further aspectual determination in perfectivity (Hocu, onwu,
MIPaBH, MECH, / -HOCUB, -00us, -npasus -mecus.). This amounts to the fact that
the vowel -u- still carries information about the aspect and is not as indiffer-
ent towards aspect as the vowel -a- in the a-subgroup.

The basic impulse for this attempt to sketch the exhibitors of aspect and
tense (after their restructuring) lies in the e-subgroup.

With the verbs of the i-group, this subgroup appears in the following cases
(in 1st person singular, the forms of aorist and imperfect are homonymous):

Subgroups:

u — group / e-subgroup

aorist “new” aorist imperfect (bound forms)

030pases 20 030pasus, 3a30pasue 030pases

02nyees 20 021y8uU8 o2nyees

pazbones (ce) 20 pazbonus, npebonus pasbones

oeones 20 0207118, CO20NUB ocones

ocienes 20 ocllenus, 3acienus- e ocnenes

ocnabes 20 ocnabus, 3acaabus, ocnabes

ocupomauies 20 ocupomauiug ocupomauies

noypeetes 20 NOYPBEHAB, 3aYPEEHUE noypeenes

noypneg 20 NOYpPHAB, NOYPHUE, noypnes
ucypHue

nomemmes 20 NOMEMHAB, 3aMeMHA8, nomemmnes
3amMeMHUE, UCTEMHUS,
nomemnue

obenes 20 0benus (obpazom), obenes
usbenus, 3abeius

OKpu6es 20 OKpPUBUG, UCKPUBUS, oKpuees
3aKpUBUE

useopes 20 U320pU8, 3a20pU8, useopes
npezopus, 0020pus

npexaneg 20 npekanus, UCKanue npexanes

3azpmes 3a2pMUB €O, npe2pmus 3azpmes
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From the table above it can be seen that there is a small number of verbs
that are placed in the e-subgroup, yet they too have limitations (intransitivity).
On the other hand though, the propensity for a more frequent and strength-
ened prefixation (with the aim of aspectual modification) enables more com-
binations and the formation of verbs from the i-group, which can be placed
only in the i-subgroup.

What can therefore be stated is that just as in the other processes of gram-
maticalization and movement of different (more transparent) markers, so has
the unproductivity of the e-subgroup led to its unrecognizability as any type
of exhibitor of aorist/ or perfective aspect.

Although there is a significant number of examples of the dual use of
these verbs, on the one hand, the i-subgroup, as the basic marker of univo-
cal representation of the “syncretism” of perfectivity-aorist, is slowly win-
ning the battle. On the other hand, the vowel -e- as a marker for the imper-
fect of the imperfective verbs, has slowly been taking its place as a universal
imperfective marker as well, which is an even more univocal representation
of the “syncretism” of imperfectivity-imperfect. This allows for an easier and
more univocal formation of the imperfect from the perfective verbs as well.
Since there exist more univocal and transparent markers of aspect (such as:
prefixes, infixes, suffixes), the vowel -e- loses its perfect aspect (or the e-sub-
group in aorist) and becomes only a marker of imperfect (regardless of the
aspect). Furthermore, this enables a whole “new” class of perfective verbs,
through the aorist base, to form imperfect specifically with the sole marker
of -e, with the aim of allowing all the verbs (regardless of the aspect) to enter
into both tense and modal constructions, as well as separating and univo-
cally differentiating the constructions with tense definiteness from those with
modal meaning. This provided for the unimpeded expansion of the irrealis
conditional of Balkan type (ke + umnepdekr), which has become dominant
in the Macedonian language as well. Moreover, the conditional, especially
the irrealis, completely integrated in temporal system, in which the vowel e
becomes the basic marker for both the perfective and imperfective verbs. As
such, it has required the need for restructuring the subgroups with the single
aim of a more univocal differentiation of the imperfect and aorist. This is how
the homonymous forms of the following type are lost:
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Examples:

Buepa 3azpmes co enacom. (aorist — “old” e-subgroup)

la ne 6es bonen, euepa ke 3azpmes co enacom.  (imperfect — bound form)

Buepa 3azpmue co enacom (“new” aorist)
Jac noypueeé na mope. (aorist — “old” e-subgroup)
KO He Kopucmes Kpem, Ke HOUpHe8 MHOZ). i —bou
A imperfect — bound form
Hpusna ja noupnu Mapkosa pexa. (“new” aorist)
unujanmuuom bejn 20 3amemnu Uumep. new” aoris
B E ] u H 3 (13 29 t

la ja 3amemnes cobama, nemaue oa me eudam. (imperfect —bound form)

From the above-described, it can be concluded that:

The increased productivity of prefixation regarding aspect has eased the
restructuring of the imperfective verbs in imperfect, and the perfective verbs
in aorist. When the aspectual differentiation became transparent and univo-
cal enough, that is when the restructuring of the subgroups began, i.e. the
secondary markers of aorist, the aorist has kept its 3 subgroups (a u 0), while
the subgroup -e- was “yielded” to the imperfect so as to be able to univocally
recognize the forms of the imperfect of perfective verbs, and to connect to
the vowel e.

In such a manner the Macedonian language equals the opposition of per-
fectivity-imperfectivity with the opposition of aorist-imperfective, thus creat-
ing two differentiated systems with regard to the opposition of tense-modal-
ity. Being considered from a point of view wider than the processes motivated
in the framework of the Balkan Linguistic Community, these processes (typo-
logically) can be connected with the processes and the aspect-tense-modal
oppositions in the other European languages (e.g., French, Italian, German,
English).

2. Tense — Modality

Regarding the verbal system (aspect, compound tenses), modern
Macedonian shows more similarities with the Western dialectal compound,
especially with the Western peripheral dialects. In the verbal system, besides
the tendency to approximate the category of aspect towards the “Balkan”
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understanding of that category, there is a tendency, on the one hand, to trans-
fer constructions of the type cym + n-participle into the field of epistemic
modality, and. on the other hand, to use the constructions of the type umam
+ n/m-participle more frequently. In modern Macedonian, the constructions
with “cym” and z-participle, regarding their functional load, are much closer
to the field of epistemic modality: admirative, dubitative, distance (Friedman
2011). In his works, Friedman also talks about other features (such as: resul-
tativity, evidentiality, non-confirmativity) regarding both constructions with
a-participle and constructions with n/m-participle. The subjective (personal)
opinion is embedded in those constructions (cym + z-participle) and this fea-
ture begins to be used broadly in modern Macedonian, especially in some
functional styles (e.g. journalistic style), while constructions with umam
+ n/m-participle are used for expressing more neutral past tense where there
is no personal opinion and the event is presented as a fact.

From the present viewpoint, it can be stated that the use of the uma con-
structions is becoming more and more frequent, and has already become the
main construction for expressing the (indefinite) past and resultativity. What
is significant is that it concerns a past action (regardless of whether it is rel-
evant at the moment of speaking, whether it is marked for tense, or whether
it is directly witnessed). All those characteristics are secondary, while the
primary point is that it focuses on a past fact (strong conviction), or a neutral
(non-subjective) relationship. For example (a conversation in the Ohrid dia-
lect): Onomnanu Jbynuo umam dojoerno 00 Amepuxa. Mmam doneceno noey
napu. Umam Kyneno Kyka, kona. Umam usepadeno xome, umam pabomeno

noke jiyre. A noparo umam JHcueeHo 80 Kykauna 00 Anuja noo kupuja. Mmam
ceoeno u kaj Mamyma. Mmam npodasano gecnuyu no yiuya. Jac my 0aeas

oaxwuw. He snam oan’ ywme e Oxpuo, un cu umam ojoeHo Amepuka. So,
there are: indefinite past; located on a temporal axes (last year, before, yester-
day); perfectivity — imperfectivity of the action; resultativity; witness eviden-
tiality and non-witness evidentiality; but the most important point is trans-
mitting the action as a fact, without taking a subjective view.

The situation in the Ohrid-Stuga dialect shows this tendency. In this

context, aside from: Toj umam ojoeno na niasca; Toj umam Kynemo Kyka
Yapwuja; Toj ce umam kauseHo nma niaHuHa; one can notice construc-
tions of the type: Toj nemam moaceno da oojm; Toj umam mopano oa ce
Kauum na kpos;, Toj umam mucneno oan’ oa kynum koia, etc. Concerning
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the constructions with cym+n/m-participle, the situation in such dialects is
yet more advanced. So, aside from the constructions of the type: jadern cym,
nujan cym, ceOHam cym, 8pamer cym, 00joeH, cym, jagen cym, buden cym na
niaxca; the following construction is also possible: Toj e buoen ¢puszep.

This is a tendency that is spreading into the modern language, which
makes constructions of the following type more frequent:

Examples:

L.

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

I5.
16.

17.
18.
19.

Ha pesuume uma HOCeHo MoOenu Ha NO3HAMuU Kpeamopu KAaxko utmo
ce...

. Pecuonom 2o uma noceno umemo Makedonuja HU3 6€KosU,

Toj uma pabomeno na npoexmu 6o Llenmapom 3a npoyuysarbe Ha
merynapoouume oonocu 00 llapus.

. Umaw mpuano na mapamon?

Hnaxy jac umam odeno 6o maa epaounka, ama moa OULO MHOZY
00amHa,

. Tapuynoscka: Jbybe numy uma 00joeHo, Humy mu ce umd jageHo

Toj uecmo odu 6o enagnama dKHceae3nuuxka cmanuya Ha Jucenoopg
U mamy uma CRUeHo 60 wkagposume 3a bazastc,

. Umam wemano nu3 nianunu, coOUpano neuypku, HO ce CAyuu 60

2pao Ha acgarm oa me KacHe 3muja.

Mnozcy namu umam MUCieHo Ha 08a U HUKAKO Od 20 CMUCTAM.

Tonxy muocy umam 300py6anoO U MUCIEHO 3 KPY20GUME...

Konky camo ce umam cmeeno na mue nechu...

Ha Knemnuyu 00 Buxmop Heo umam naaueno...npexpachia KHuea.
Eouncmeeno Iljep oe Kybepmen — mamkomo Ha MoOepHume
ONIUMNUCKU USPU NOO0TI20 8peme Uma cedeno Ha npecmonom Ha MOK
I'pyescku uma cedeno na xiynama Ha Bapoap, nomoa bewe mpenep
u Ha Ilenucmep, Cunexc, Caca, Tuxeeu...

Konxy namu umame 3aedno cedeno Ha uapoaxom o0 He2o08ama KYKd.
Toa eu Hageno Ha NOMUCIAM OeKAd HEKO] UMA 61€ZY8AHO GHATpE
U NPeONoACUTL HA MAJKA MY 04 ja U3ecmam noauyujama.

Ce umam Kauyeamno no xapnu, ama He 6ea Hewmo MHO2Y CIMpPauHU
Mucnam dexa nopano umam omeapano 8axea mema..

Hma cxokano u na aepoopomume 6o Cmenkogey, Kymarnoso...
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20. Toj uma ckokHamo 00 dseme HAjUCOKU 32PA0U 8O CEEMON, KAKO U 00
cmamyama ua Hcyc 6o Puo oe JKaneupo.

Furthermore, the z-perfect is moving more and more away from the tense
scale to the modal scale, i.e. it is being used in its modal meanings because
of /+/-factivity/. Regarding this, the journalistic style gains a strengthened
dimension of ‘distance’ for the said statements. This does not have to regard
the non-witness (renarrated) action, it does not even have to regard indefinite-
ness in the past, but it primarily focuses on the meaning that the transmitter
of the information does not want to take any responsibility for what has been
said or bear the consequences that can follow from such an action.

The following examples illustrate this use of the z-construction:

1. I'padonauarnuxom Koye Tpajanoecku eenu oOexka Ha hamexama

CBEMUIKU Ke uMa OYypu 6 200UHA, HO HeMano 0a 6ude mMpax omu
c6emio umMano Ha opyeama cmpana Ha Bapoap.
(So the Mayor says: [...], Ho Hema da 6ude mpax omu ceemio uma Ha
opyeama cmpana Ha Bapoap; the journalist does not believe that the
lights from the other side are enough, and he/she does not think that
there will not be darkness, so he/she does not wish to transmit that
information and to assume responsibility for what has been said, thus
using the n-construction) = not taking responsibility for the reported/
transmitted information;

2. Bo ocym nenmu ce enezysaute 6o Maxedonuja o0 I pyuja. Hajopojuu
bea cpnckume opaicasjany, 0HECKa UM 3a6PULy6al 0ecemoHesHIUon

00Mop.

3. Ocnosrnomo yyunuwme 60 Brae, mepoam éo Braoama, Ke ce epadeno
00 crednama 200uHa, a 3a6a8ysaremo Ha pabomume Oune 3amoa
WMo onuwmuHama OuIa uHepmua.

4. I'paoonauannuxkom na Kapnows me bOewe noxanem Ha OeHewHama
yepemMoHUja 80 He208aMa ONUIMUNA, UAKO O] 8eJll 0eKa 3a NPpOeKmume
Ha Braoama onwmunckama doxymenmayuja ce noozomaeysana des
npooaem.

5. Jlexapume nobapaa cpedba u co npemuepom I pyescku, moj éenu Ke
2u_npumen Ho, 30 He20 mpaucgopmayujama e uzopaxcana ouoejku
€ 0OHeceHa no nPemxo0Ha CMpy4Ha aHAIU3A.
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*

10.

11.
12.

Komecapom 3a exonomcku u monwemapnu npawarea Onu Pen, peue
dexa mumosume padomeJie 0eHOHOKHO U OeKd npe2osopume Ke buoam
3aepuieHu 60 cieoHume...

00 MBP eenram pabomene na pacuucmysarse Ha CLy4ajon.

Ho Braoama eenu pabomene co noina napea.

I'pukama munucmepka 3a Haogopewinu pabomu Jopa baxojanu
npenam jagHo peue dexa epukama Barada oonena 00yka 3a bnoxuparse
Ha 61€30M HA 3eMjasa.

Mema 00 ceoja cmpana nobapa yerocHo u eQuKacHo cnposedysarbe
Ha Oxpuockuom 002080p, KOj, Kako wmo peye, UMaa OUmHo 3Haverse
3a cmabunnocma na

To npawas oanu uma napu, peue uma!

Osaa oonyka 3a ucniama Ha okony 2,5 MUIUOHU eepa, éiradama ja
00HeNa Ha 84epauHama ceOHUYa — no 06a Meceyu OOYHerve.

These examples ilustrate that the movement of the z-constructions in the

zone of modality has been profoundly put to use in the modern (colloquial
and standard) Macedonian language. Aside from the competition of the con-
structions with umam/cym+u/m-participle, which are expanding their area of

usage, becoming general complex preterite (preterite perfect, present per-
fect, compound perfect,...), several other factors that influenced the move-
ment of this inherited Slavic construction (Slavic perfect) can be mentioned:

1.

The z-constructions are unmarked for factivity (+- factivity), i.e. they
are dependent upon the context: (non-witness evidentiality, renarra-
tion, distance, wonder, disbelief,...), in fact, such information is more
commonly determined by context (somebody-one-said-that..., I didn’t
know that..., I can’t believe that...).

. The z-transmitter carries the information on indefiniteness on the tem-

poral scale, and can also refer to a past, present, or future moment:

Heoo mu nopano mu kasxcyean... Tu cu nocen opea co eoounu... Toj
naouan 00 opeo... (past)

Inedam, cu naonan.  Toj snaen 0a mpua.  Tu cu uepanwax. J{ob6po
cu dowon. (present-/ resultative/ admirative)

LHaouan, ma ne cmanan...  boe ee kaznua... (future)
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3. The z-form, in its broadest use (3rd person singular), does not carry
any additional information on the most suitable aorist form (xynua VS
KYTIH)

Toj kynun kona — Toj Kynu koaa

4. Insuch a case, the z-form is reduced merely to a general participle form,
unmarked for factivity and tense, while the copula verb carries the infor-
mation about person (in 1st and 2nd person singular and plural).

This tendency for an increased use of the uma-constructions (under the
Balkan influence) and for the modal use of the z-constructions is completed
in the far Southwest Macedonian dialects (Korcha dialect), is in full swing
in an area of the Western peripheral dialects (Ohrid-Struga), and is taking
over the modern Macedonian language, especially with regard to its stylistic
marked use. The expansion of constructions signalling reserve for the truth
value of the message shows the importance of a clearer distinction of the
semantic category /+factivity/-factivity/.

In addition, with the ever increasing use of the constructions
umam/cym+un/m-participle in modern Macedonian, and their movement
towards the area of what is considered “general (complex) preterit”, this
largely corresponds to the processes in the other European languages. Namely,
the modal categories: future, subjunctive, presumptive, conditional, etc.,
are commonly formed with the particles + appropriate verb form (personal
verb form, infinitive, participle), while the compound past tenses are com-
monly formed with the auxiliary verb esse, habere, stare, + participle. Thus,
from the typological aspect, the ‘Macedonian’ constructions: cym jaoew, cym
00jOeH, umMam pabomeHo, UMam HOCEHO, umMam ceoewo, etc., are noticeable
in the context of not only the Balkan linguistic environment (Albanian: kam
punuar, Aromanian: am md’katd,...), but also in a wider ‘European’ context
for the constructions of the type:
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English German Spanish (Pas:érszrilh ax9)
(Present perfect) (Perfekt) (Present perfect) P
1 have eaten Ich habe gegessen He estudiado J'ai mangé
Du bist gekommen 1l est tombé dans

le lac

(aller , venire,
arriver, partir,
entrer ....)

Viewed from the present perspective, the Macedonian language is an
unbelievably interesting, complex, adaptive system, or a phenomenon in
a wider framework. Its ‘arms’ include the inherited Slavic characteristics
and the acquired Balkan characteristics. In its present ‘independent’ develop-
ment, Macedonian uses all these means in order to articulate the conceptual-
ization of the modern world in as univocal a way as possible, and to enhance
clearer communication between the speakers.

k ok 3k

Nominal System

We are presenting here an outline of the present-day Balkan Slavic nom-
inal system as compared with the Church Slavonic system registered at the
starting point of the Balkan history of the Slavs.

Let us start with the definitions of some basic notions characteristic of
the theoretical frame of our description. We accept that the basic unit of the
semantic structure of the text is a proposition, i.e. a predicate with its implied
(=coded in its semantic structure) arguments.

There are two types of arguments: a) those referring to the material parts
of the world and b) those referring to events; we shall address them respec-
tively as a) material object arguments and b) propositional arguments.

Consequently, we distinguish three types of predicates: a) those inform-
ing about the relations between the material parts of the world — they accept
material object arguments only, b) those informing about the intellectual,
emotional, volitional attitude of the speaker toward the world around him —
they accept both material object arguments and propositional arguments, and
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finally c) those informing about our way of thinking about the events — they

accept only propositional arguments.

Both predicates and arguments can be complex structures including more
than one condensed proposition, forming a hierarchical construction.

We accept that a vocabulary of a natural human language includes three
types of semantic units: predicates, shifters (as defined by R. Jakobson) and
proper names.

As signaled in the foreword, our aim is:

— to present the evolution of the formal grammatical markers conveying
information from the semantic fields active in the process of identifying
the participants of the spoken of events,

— to check whether the grammatical evolution changed (restricted, enlarged)
the quantum of information grammaticalized at the starting point of that
evolution,

— to define the general direction of the evolutional processes evaluated from
the semantic point of view.

1. Man and Space

At the top of the semantic hierarchy, among the material object arguments,
there are those referring to men/humans and there are many special markers
identifying human referents.

The old, inherited Indo-European grammatical means informing about
the (semantic) roles of the material objects participating in an event were
organized in the category of case and were signalized with affixes/endings
glued to the respective nominal stems. Case is understood here not as a mor-
phological form, but as a (semantically motivated) syntactic relation between
the predicate expression and the implied argument expression. Case is a cate-
gory of the Noun Phrase taken as a whole as reflected in the shape of its con-
stitutive member.

The old cases were not numerous. They informed primarily —or so it seems
— about the (active and/or passive) roles of the human participants of the event
and about their location/movements in the physical space (cf. Fillmore 1966,
1968, Topolinska 1996, 2010, 2014).

A typical event as reflected in a typical proposition includes one or two
human participants and one or two /- human/ material objects.
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Using the well known Latin case names we can characterize the Proto-
Slavic cases as follows:

— Nominative (was and) is the case of the first human participant: doer, per-
former, agens; this role was signalized (a) by the corresponding ending
and (b) by the categorical congruence of gender and number between the
predicative and the argumental expressions, as well as (c) by the congru-
ence of verbal personal endings (cf. the section on the referential system
below) with the nominative argumental expression;

— Dative is the case of the second human participant: addressee, recipient,
beneficient, experiencer; dative represents also the unique human partici-
pant if the nominative position is blocked; this role was signalized by the
corresponding ending only?;

— Accusative is the case of the first material object whose reference in respect
of the opposition / +/- human/ is irrelevant — it is the object affected by the
activity of the first human participant, as signalized by the corresponding
affix;

— Instrumental is the case of the second accompanying material object, an
accessory to the performance of the action, as signalized by the corre-
sponding ending.

— Locative is understood here as representant of all the net of spatial “cases”,
i.e. expressions defining the spatial parameters of the event. The relational
spatial meaning of these expressions in Proto-Slavic was already signal-
ized / controlled by prepositions — the preposed affixes; the old case end-
ings became in this context irrelevant, purely conventional.

All the cases as presented above were adverbal, i.e. controlled by the ver-
bal predicate. The unique adnominal case in the Proto-Slavic inventory was
the genitive, which constituted a condensed proposition with the predicative
meaning, usually the possessive relation sensu largo, conveyed by the case
ending; if used in the adverbal position, the genitive functioned as a (parti-
tive, negated...) variant of the accusative®.

2 There is one more form favorizing /+ human/ referents — the vocative; but it is not
a case in the sense as discussed above; it is an argument of a virtual predicate of appeal
functionning as an independent proposition.

3 All that is said above concerns NPs constituted by substantives and/or substantivi-
zed adjectives; NPs constituted by pronouns will be discussed in the following section
of this text.
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Let us see now whether and how the Balkanization processes reorganized
the category of case.

First of all, let us state that all the relevant semantic distinctions are pre-
served. All the changes concern the formal markers — exponents of these
distinctions:

— the majority of the postpositive case affixes (endings) were blotted in the
result of phonetic and/or phonological evolution;

— most often they were replaced by prepositive “adposition”, i.e. preposi-
tions; an organized net of prepositions is responsible, in the first place,
for signaling spatial relations; then — through semantic derivation — one
of them, the adlative *na is promoted to signalize also other dative and
genitive relations (cf. Topolinska 2011); mutatis mutandis *s» is promoted
to the instrumental function signaling the material “accompanying fac-
tor” argument as also referents of the so called commitative instrumental;
finally, *od can appear as a marker of the “genitive” partitive function;

— the position of the nominative stays unchanged — it is still signalized by the
number and gender congruence with the predicative expression as secured
by the personal endings of the verbs;

— the central / +/- human / case, the accusative, in many dialectal systems
achieves the role of casus generalis, aunique oblique case, when referring
to “masculine human objects”, but in other systems it is marked by the
rigid linear order only (postposition in relation to the predicative expres-
sion) or even — in some southwestern Macedonian dialects — when refer-
ring to “masculine human objects”, it is marked by the mentioned above
“grammatical” preposition na.

All the above solutions are valid for the NPs notwithstanding how com-
plex their internal structure is.

2. Person — the shifter-category

Under the above title we shall speak about the pronominal subsystem of
the SES nominal system. As we shall see, it has its own rules, and is not only
more conservative and more stabile than the central substantival subsystem,
but is also the source of the most important innovation in the actual nominal
system of the SES: the grammaticalized category of definiteness.
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The three “grammatical persons” represent the link between the prag-
matic and the semantic information conveyed through an act of linguistic
communication. They represent respectively the speaker, the addressee and
the “third persons” not included directly into the speech-event. As such they,
or — more precisely — the markers relating to them, can be and are used to
build a coherent net of signals enabling the identification of the participants
not only of the speech events, but also of the spoken of events.

The pronominal subsystem of the SES preserves specialized morpho-
logical forms relating to the three central cases: nominative, dative and
accusative; it has even double, stressed and clitical forms for these cases.
Several Indo-European languages, among them Proto-Slavic, developed
an additional, marked, emphatic pronominal paradigm, cf. e.g. present-day
Macedonian constructions, as M/ dade ‘he gave me’ as opoposed to M1 dade
MENE’ ‘it’s to me that he gave’, or GO vidov ‘I saw him’ as opposed to
NEGO GO vidov ‘it’s him that I saw’, etc.; cf. also French il m’a donné a moi,
je l'ai vu lui, etc. What is more, as mentioned above, not only accusative and
dative, but also nominative has an emphatic variant, cf. Mac. gledaM more
‘I see the sea’ as opposed to JAS gledaM more ‘it’s me who sees the sea’,
citas kniga ‘you read a book’ as opposed to 77 cita$ kniga ‘it’s you who read
a book’, etc. — the pronominal subject appears as a replica of the personal
verb ending / verb form. In so far as the third persons are concerned, the
nominative subject NP regularly appears and its replica is the verbal end-
ing, be it the -0 ending, as in the singular present or aorist paradigm. Finally,
there is also a possessive (i.e. G = D) emphatic variant, cf. majka MI as
opposed to majka MI MOJA, etc.

Mutatis mutandis the same pattern was used for case marking in the
new (see below) /+ definite/ case paradigm, obligatory in some Western
Macedonian dialects, facultative in other Macedonian and some Bulgarian
dialects; it was introduced as obligatory into the Macedonian standard. As the
result (and — cf. below — with the introduction of the article), today we have
two case paradigms in the Macedonian standard, (1) one /- definite/, i.e. not
identifying the referent of the NP, and (2) the other /+ definite/, i.e. identify-
ing that referent, cf.
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(I) N Ccovek (2) N covekOT
D na covek D MU na ¢ovekOT
A covek A GO covekOT
1 so covek I so covekOT
L na, vo, do, od...covek L na, vo, do, od...covekOT
G=D G na covekOT*

The central “pronominal” innovation of the SES was the development of
the article, the triple article, whose main function is to (contextually, prag-
matically) identify the third persons, inanimate material objects included.’
The triple article enables the inclusion of the spatial parameter into the identi-
fication process, with the ov-forms for what is near the speaker, on-forms for
what is distant, and #-forms for what is neutral in so far as space is concerned.
Mutatis mutandis — through semantic derivation — with the same means the
“emotional space”, the empathy, simpathy, antipathy can be expressed.

Also the spatial pronominal adverbs as Mac. tuka/ ovde, onde, tamu...
function as “spatial shifters” and help to precise the contextual / consitua-
tional location of an event.

3. Gender hierarchy

There is no clear correlation in Proto-Slavic between the biological gender
and grammatical gender, nor between the grammatical gender and the mor-
phological structure of the lexeme. Consequently, there are no regular mark-
ers for the distinctions of biological gender.

The semantic category of gender is founded on two oppositions, one priva-
tive: / +/- animate/, and one equipollent: /4 masculine/ vs /+ feminine /. Thus
our problem in this section is: are there in SES some marginal signals show-
ing the hierarchy of the three gender classes: (a) ‘animate’ vs ‘inanimate’, and
then (b) ‘masculine’ vs ‘feminine’, and if so, are they inherited, introduced in

4 There is also another solution, more extended in Bulgarian than in Macedonian:
postposition of the dative clitic, as in majka mi, sestra ti, etc.; finaly with /+human/ nouns
there is still other solution, cf. kniga na Petre ~ Petrova kniga, griza na majka ~ majcina
griza, etc.

5 In Proto-Slavic there was an attempt to introduce postpositive anaphoric article
glued to adjective modifiers, but it evolved into a syntactic, distributional phenomenon
without semantic relevance.
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the “Balkanization era” and under the Balkan influence, or are they of a still
newer origin?

Ad a. The neutral, unmarked character of the (nomen omen!) neuter gen-
der can be seen in its use in typically depersonalized constructions, i.e. con-
structions where the performer/ agent is unknown and/or not pointed out
/ not named, as e.g. Mac. Se slucilo nesto loso ‘Something bad happened’,
Togas kazuvalo deka ‘It was interpreted that’, etc. These are old, inherited
constructions.

Ad b. In the domain of word formation we find some structures showing
the “masculine domination”, e.g. Mac. Dojdoa Vlastovci. ‘Vlasto and family’,

Marjanovci letuvaat na more ‘Marjan and his family’, where only the hus-
band’s name (never the wife’s name) can appear; cf. also professional names
such as profesor ~ profesorka, minister ~ ministerka, prodavac ~ prodavacka,
and the like, where the feminative suffix is glued to the name of the mascu-
line performer. There are also numerous pejorative names for women, but
very few, if ever, for men, and so on. It should be also mentioned that a group
of both sexes is always referred to with the masculine plural form. However,
to our thinking, these are the echoes of the local social and cultural stratigra-
phy, not connected with the situation in other Balkan languages.

Perhaps it is not incidental that in the system of pronominal identifying
replicas we find N = M, and not N = F syncretism.

4. Individual vs multitude

In Proto-Slavic there were three series of grammaticalized constructions
informing on the number of denotates of the concept referred to in a NP: ‘one’
(singular construction), ‘two’ (dual construction) and ‘more than two’ (plural
construction). In the course of time in the majority of Slavic languages the
dual was lost.

In Macedonian dialects two new types of serial constructions were born
and they were introduced into the standard norm: a) collective plural, and
b) counted plural. They were both local innovations in the domain of word for-
mation, collective plural derived from masculine and feminine nouns with the
old suffix *sje, meaning ‘great quantity (of a substance) and/or great number
of denotates of some concept taken as a whole, cf. Mac. vog’e ‘much water,
as in a water- fall’, /ivag'e ‘great areal covered with meadows’, lisje ‘great
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number of leafs’, etc., and counted plural appearing in sintagmes with num-
bers and derived from masculine nouns with the old dual ending *-a, cf.Mac.
pet moliva ‘five pencils’, tri voza ‘three trains’, etc. Both these constructions
are local innovations not connected with the processes of Balkanization.

Conclusion

As mentioned in the foreword to this text, the majority of impulses
stimulating the evolution of language come from the semantic plane. Such
is also the character of impulses stimulating the so-called processes of
Balkanization. Thus, the evolution of the SouthEasternSlavic as a member of
the Balkan Linguistic League illustrates the accelerated evolution in a multi-
lingual environment. The results are strikingly similar to those known from
the history of the Romance languages and also from the history of English
in the WestEuropean MiddleAges and they led — in both cases — to what we
call to-day the Standard Average European. H.I. Aronson (2007: 31) writes:
“By not restricting our investigations to the narrow bounds of the Balkan
Sprachbund, we can place the Balkan languages into larger contexts. One of
these larger contexts is the general European one. Viewing the Balkan lan-
guages in this context, one is struck by the strong typological resemblances
between these languages and many of the languages of Western and Central
Europe”. Let us repeat once more: we are concerned here with the universal
direction of language evolution and one of the first bearers of the results of
the accelerated speed of this evolution “on the map of Europe” is just South-
Eastern Slavic. Quod erat demonstrandum.
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Wglad w histori¢ stowianskich jezykéw Batkanow.
Perspektywa macedonska

(streszczenie)

Celem artykutu jest wskazanie gtownych procesow, ktore sprawity, ze jezykowy
rozwoj potudniowo-wschodniej Stowianszczyzny (tj. dialektéw jezykdéw mace-
donskiego, bulgarskiego i cze¢sci dialektow potudniowej Serbii) poszedt odmienna
droga niz rozwdj pozostatych, bardziej konserwatywnych, stowianskich komplek-
sow dialektalnych. W wypadku potudniowo-wschodniej Stowianszczyzny jest to
rozwoj] motywowany w znacznej mierze przez tzw. zmiany kontaktowe, tj. przez
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interferencje¢ jezykow o réznej strukturze typologicznej, w wielojezycznych struk-
turach administracyjno-panstwowych, ktére narzucaja potrzebe komunikacji pod-
miotoéw nie wladajacych dobrze jezykiem rozmowcey. W efekceie jest to rozwdj, ktory
odkrywa wilasciwa hierarchi¢ komunikatywna przekazywanych informacji i pro-
wadzi do regularyzacji (gramatykalizacji) eksponentow informacji najwazniej-
szej dla szczegsliwego przebiegu aktu komunikacji. W systemie werbalnym jest to
przede wszystkim informacja z pola semantycznego oceny prawdziwosciowej fak-
tow, o ktorych mowa, w systemie nominalnym — informacja umozliwiajaca pra-
widlowa identyfikacj¢ zdarzen, o ktéorych mowa, i protagonistow tych zdarzen.
Przedstawiamy t¢ problematyke z perspektywy mechanizmdéw ewolucji charaktery-
stycznych dla macedonskiego terytorium jgzykowego, pokazujac, jak wspomniane
impulsy semantyczne przeksztalcaja gramatyczne (morfologiczne i syntaktyczne)
dziedzictwo prastowianskie. W tym zwiazku przyciaga nasza uwage analogia mig-
dzy kierunkiem i rezultatami ewolucji tzw. batkanskiej ligi j¢zykowej i procesami,
ktore w p6znym $redniowieczu przyniosty uderzajaco podobne rezultaty w rozwoju
romanskich jezykow zachodnio-europejskich i jezyka angielskiego.






