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1. Introduction
While the grammaticalization of expressions of definiteness is one of the oldest
Balkanisms both in terms of possible attestation (Hamp 1982:79) and in terms of identification
as such (Kopitar 1829:106), that which can be regarded as the inverse of grammaticalized
definite marking, namely grammaticalized indefinite marking, has never figured in the
catalogue of Balkanisms. The use of the numeral meaning ‘one’ to mark indefiniteness in
Balkan Slavic is also considerably more developed than in the other Slavic languages and
resembles the semantic bleaching of the fully grammaticalized phenomenon of the indefinite
article in languages where it exists as such.1 I shall argue here that indefiniteness is
grammaticalized in Balkan Slavic (and Romani).2 The historical evidence and the nature of
modern parallels among the various Balkan and Slavic languages support the view that this
phenomenon, while widespread in the languages of the world, is nonetheless areal rather than
typological in its Balkan context, i.e. a Balkanism, although it has not been identified as such
in any of the standard handbooks. Moreover, in both the Balkan and Slavic contexts,
Macedonian occupies a specifically intermediate position in this respect. Unlike certain classic
Balkanisms, e.g. the loss of the infinitive or the grammaticalization of object reduplication, for
which the Macedonian system represents the most consistent type, the Macedonian use of eden
as an indefinite marker is more like the limitation of special verbal forms to certain modal
particles, in terms of which Macedonian is midway between Albanian and Romanian on the
one hand and Bulgarian and Greek on the other. I shall also argue that differences in the
prescription versus description of ‘one’ as an indefinite marker are motivated to some extent by
linguistic ideology.
2. ‘One’ in the Non-Slavic Balkan Languages
Grammars of Albanian, the Balkan Romance languages, Greek, and Turkish describe
grammaticalizations of the respective etymological numerals meaning ‘one’, usually
unstressed, as indefinite articles, e.g. Newmark et al. (1982:150–51), Graur et al. (1966:108–
11), Atanasov (1990:201), Householder et al. (1964:96), Lewis (1967:53–54). Aromanian
grammars do not treat the status of un[u]/[u]na* ‘one M/F’ as an indefinite article explicitly,
although Vrabie (2000:101) glosses it with the English indefinite article and it is clear from
publications and texts that it has this function.
In each of the non-Slavic Balkan languages, the use of ‘one’ as an indefinite article has
language-specific peculiarities. Thus, for example, in Albanian, një is used with certain locative
prepositions to distinguish definite from indefinite reference: Hipi mbi çati ‘He climbed on the
roof’ Hipi mbi një çati ‘He climbed on a roof.’ The indefinite article is used with predicate
nominatives only when they are modified: Ai ishte djalë ‘He was a boy’ Ai ishte një djalë i
vërtetë ‘He was a real boy’ (Newark et al. 1982:150). In Romanian, ‘one’ is used with
predicate nominatives to distinguish referential from generic/attributive: Ionescu este clovn
‘Ionescu is a clown [by profession]’, Ionescu este un clovn ‘Ionescu is a clown [a prankster]’
(Graur et al. 1966:109).
For Greek, Householder, Kazazis, and Koutsodas (1964:96) write that the indefinite
article is not used with with predicate nouns, often not with indefinite direct objects, and in
some generic contexts. According to Kazazis (personal communication) modified predicate
nominatives ordinarily do not take ‘one’, but as an identifying referential, ‘one’ occurs in
contexts such as the following: eimai enaw foiththw thw anyrvpologias sto
Panepisyhmio Yessalonikhs kai saw grafv gia na saw zhthsv mia sumboulh 'I am a
student of anthropology at the University of Salonika and I am writing to you to ask for your
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advice.' Similarly, to the question Poiow einai; ‘Who is it?’ one can answer [einai] enaw
foiththw ‘It’s a student.’
In Turkish, the syntax of bir ‘one’ disambiguates specificity and class membership: güzel
bir bahçe ‘a beautiful garden’ (as opposed to an ugly one), bir güzel bahçe (as opposed to a
beautiful meadow or ugly forest), bir bahçesi gördüm ‘I saw a [specific] garden’ (Lewis
1967:54, 248).
Balkan Romani and other significantly Balkanized dialects such as those belonging to the
Vlax group are described as using ‘one’ as an indefinite marker (e.g., Boretzky 1992:21, 163203; Hancock 1995:56; Igla 1996:42, 45, 252-75). Boretzky (personal communication) also
observes that in the Romanian-influenced Vlax Romani of Vojvodina, jek ‘one’ is not
obligatory as an indefinite marker, but when it occurs, it does so in a reduced form, k :
(1)

De ma ([je]k) phabaj
‘Give me an apple’

According to Sampson (1926:405), however, Romani ‘one’ is “never used to express the
indef[inite] article ‘a’, ‘an’” or “is rarely used in any dialect” (p. 151). The first statement is
based on a dialect in significant contact with Welsh, which does not have an indefinite article,
while the second is clearly not born out by the empirical evidence of later research such as the
sources cited above or the Kalajdz#i dialect of Bulgaria, in which jekh much more common than
in dialects spoken outside the Balkans (Hristo Kyuchukov, personal communication).
3. ‘One’ in Balkan Slavic
In Friedman (1976) I concluded that edin as an indefinite marker is obligatory in certain
referential contexts and proscribed by normativists in nonreferential ones. Vladimir Georgiev
(personal communication) supported my conclusions by stating that the two most common
actions of proofreaders at Bulgarian publishing houses are corrections in the use of the artificial
distinction between oblique and nonoblique masculine definite articles and the removal of edin
used as an indefinite marker. The strictures against such uses of edin which are taught to
children in Bulgarian public schools (Valentina Izmirlieva personal communication) and which
are prescribed in handbooks of correct usage (e.g., Brezinski 1968:49) indicate that indefinite
marker usage is widespread colloquially despite its proscription or debatable nature for
grammarians. Mayer (1988:121) concludes:
“The fact that the use of edin is obligatory in indefinite NPs
expressing specificity when the NP does not carry logical stress, at least in
initial position, as well as in a non-specific use with personal names
denoting members of a class means that there is an indefinite article in
Bulgarian, although its range is more limited than, for example, in English.
However, the fact that edin can function as an indefinite article in other
uses, namely in non-specific and generic NPs, lends further support to its
existence, despite the fact that these uses are far less frequent and in some
cases even marginal (e.g., in the predicate nominative function).”
Nonetheless, a decade later Bojadz#iev, Kucarov and Penchev (1998:470) stated:

“Po nawe mnenie, na tozi etap ot razvitieto na
b¶lgarski ezik ne e logiqno da se prieme naliqieto
na neopredelitelen qlen ot tipa edna kniga .
M¢stoto mu e v periferi¢ata na funkcionalnosemantiqnoto pole na kategori¢ta.”
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Peripheral or not, the arguments for grammatical status remain valid (cf. Avgustinova 1998:15,
Zidarova 1994).
For Macedonian, Koneski (1967:325) treats eden as an indefinite pronoun that is
distinguished from the numeral by the lack of stress in the former. However, eden has been
analyzed as an indefinite marker by Topolin!ska (1981-82), Friedman (1993:268, 291),
Minova-G⁄urkova (1994:59-60, 118-129), Povarnicina (1996), and Weiss (1996). Topolin!ska
(1981-82:712) makes the point that Macedonian eden is a semantically bleached referential and
generic marker whose use is broadening among younger Macedonians (cf. also Naylor
1981/82:538). Moreover, as is the case in Greek and Albanian (Kazazis and Pentheroudakis
1976), Macedonian eden in its specific-referential function, is grammaticalized to the point that
it can even trigger object reduplication:
(2)

Ja baram edna marka, no ne ja najdov.

‘I’m looking for a [specific] stamp, but I couldn’t find it’ (Friedman 1993:291)
It is also worth noting that in the editing of Macedonian for publication, just as is the case in
Bulgarian, there is a tendency in formal writing to eliminate article-like uses of eden, (Blaz#e
Koneski to Z. Topolin!ska, personal communication from Z. Topolin!ska). This in itself is an
indication of the process of the grammaticalization of eden as an indefinite marker in colloquial
Macedonian.
In Southern West South Slavic, i.e. the former Serbo-Croatian, the use of jedan ‘one’
as a marker of indefiniteness is more characteristic of the Serbian standard than the Croatian,
like the use of the imperfect (Collins 1990).3 Unlike the use of the imperfect, however, the use
of jedan as an indefinite marker is not a preservation but rather an innovation, although both are
characteristic of Balkan Slavic. As indicated above, the rise of ‘one’ as an indefinite marker
may be connected with the rise of the definite article, which occurs only in the southeast of
SWSS territory. When we turn to the standard grammars of Serbian/Croatian from the midtwentieth century, we find that if the problem of the use of jedan as an indefinite marker is
discussed at all — and it is frequently ignored — there is a differentiation between a
prescriptive Croatian approach and a descriptive Serbian one, resembling the situation for the
imperfect:
[...] mnogi danas#nji pisci kvare jezik upotrebljavajuc!i broj jedan bez
ikakve potrebe prema njemac#kom artikulu ein, franc. un, ital. uno,”
(Maretic! 1963:510)

Broj j e d a n se vrlo qesto u nawem jeziku
upotreb¬ava — ne da se …im oznaqi broj, nego viwe
kao neka vrsta neodre∂enog qlana, (Stevanovic! 1986:313)
Bulgarian prescriptivism criticizing the “unmotivated” use of edin also cites the influence of
French and German indefinite articles (Brezinski 1968:49).
4. Historical Comparative Data: The Bible
The use of ‘one’ as an indefinite marker is a feature shared to varying degrees by the
Balkan languages that is not inherited from the attested respective ancestral languages. In this
section, I examine comparative evidence from nine passages from the Gospels all of which
display indefinite article usage in English, which in this respect is typical of a language with a
highly grammaticalized indefinite article, i.e. one in which the article’s use is obligatory in a
wide variety of contexts.4 The passages are given in English and Old Church Slavonic with
data for the he following languages (in order of occurrence) in Table 1: Bulgarian (B),
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Macedonian (M), Serbian (Sr), Slovene (Sn), Czech (Cz), Russian (Rs) , Old Church Slavonic
(OCS [Codex Zographensis]), New Testament Greek (G), Latin (L), Romanian (Rmn),
Albanian (A), Turkish, (T), Romani (Arli dialect [Balkan group]; Ri-A), and Romani (Gurbet
dialect [Vlax group]; Ri-G).5 The order and choices of languages represent all of South Slavic
from south to north, both Balkan and non-Balkan, followed by one representative each of West
and East Slavic — the choice of Czech being dictated in part by the fact that as West Slavic
languages go it is closer to South Slavic than Lekhitic and, at the same time, has had its own
influences from a language with an indefinite article (German). The next three languages
represent ancestral stages for three of the four classic Balkan linguistic groups, followed by
modern representatives of non-Slavic Balkan languages, both classic (Romanian and Albanian)
and marginal (Turkish and Romani). In the case of Romani, we have examples from dialects
influenced by Balkan and non-Balkan Slavic, respectively.
Table One summarizes the results from the New Testament data. An X indicates presence
on an indefinite marker in the passage in question, a O indicates absence. An asterisk indicates
that the indefinite item is animate, while a dagger indicates that it is the subject of the sentence.
For the classification of indefinites, Avgustinova (1998) uses the terminology identifyingspecific (‘a certain one’), identifying-nonspecific (‘any one’), and categorizing-generic (‘any
and all’) for Bulgarian edin.6 The first two are the most common usages, but there is also one
categorizing-generic example that represents the typical situation. A superscript <s> indicates
identifying-specific in Avgustinova’s (1998) terminology, a superscript <g> indicates her
categorizing-generic, while lack of a superscript indicates identifying non-specific. Data for
languages with indefinite articles are given in bold face, those for languages with what we are
calling here indefinite markers are italic and bold face, while data for languages with no
grammaticalization of indefiniteness are plain.
Passage
Mk 6:27*s
Jn 9:1*s
Mt 4:8
Mt 4:18
Mt 8:2*†s
Mt 8:5*†s
Mt 8:9*†g
Mt 8:19*†s
Mt 8:24†

B
X
X
X
O
X
X
O
X
O

M Sr Sn Cz Rs OCS G L Rmn A T
O O O O O O
O O X
X X
X O O O O O
O O X
X X
O O O O O O
O O X
X X
O O O O O O
O O X
O O
X O O O O O
O O X
X X
X O O O O O
O O X
X X
O O O O O O
O O O
X X
X X O X X X
X X X
X X
O O O O O O
O O X
X X
Table 1. Presence of ‘one’ Marking Indefiniteness
*=animate, †=subject, s=specific, g=generic

Ri-A
X
X
X
O
X
X
O
X
O

Ri-G
O
O
O
O
O
X
O
X
O

E
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

English
Mk 6:27 And immediately the king sent an executioner, and commanded his head
to be brought
Jn 9:1
And as Jesus passed by, he saw a man which was blind from his birth
Mt 4:8 Again, the Devil taketh him up into an exceeding high mountain
Mt 4:18 he saw two brethren ... casting a net into the sea
Mt 8:2 And behold, there came a leper and worshipped him
Mt 8:5 there came unto him a centurion
Mt 8:9 For I am a man under authority
Mt 8:19 And a certain scribe came
Mt 8:24 And, behold, there arose a great tempest in the sea
Old Church Slavonic [Zographensis]
Mk 6:27 ¡ abié pos¶lav¶ c—r—§ vo¡na, povél^ prinésti glavõ égo
Jn 9:1 ⁄ mimo idè vid^ q—v—a sl^pa ot¶ r—s—a.
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Mt 4:8
Mt 4:18
Mt 8:2
Mt 8:5
Mt 8:9
Mt 8:19
Mt 8:24

pakè po¿ãt¶ égo népri^zn§ na gorõ vèsokõ ß^lo
vid^ d¶va bratra .. v¶méta¿õwta mréΩã v¶ moré
¡ sé prokaΩén¶ pristõp§ klanâ^awé émou
pristõpi k¶ nâémou s¶t§nik¶
az¶ q—k—¶ ésm§ pod¶ vladèko¿õ
⁄ pristõp§ édin¶ k¶niΩ§nik¶
¡ sé trõs¶ veli bèst¶ v¶ mori
Table 2: Test Sentences in English and OCS

The examples summarized in Table 1 illustrate the three possibilities for the
grammaticalization of indefiniteness: 1) None, represented by the ancient languages (Latin,
New Testament Greek, Old Church Slavonic) and the non-Balkan Slavic languages (Serbian,
Slovene, Czech, Russian); 2) Full (indefinite article), represented by Albanian, Romanian, and
Turkish; 3) Partial (indefinite marker) represented by Balkan Slavic and Balkan Romani. In Mt
8:19, the numeral ‘one’ is used in all the languages except Slovene to mean ‘a certain’ or ‘one
of the class of’. The substitution of an indefinite pronoun in the Slovene translation illustrates
the indefinite pronominal usage of ‘one’ that is the starting point for grammaticalization into an
indefinite marker. The patterns in Romanian, Albanian, and Turkish are almost identical to
English. The absence from MT 4:18 in Albanian and Turkish is due to different grammatical
constraints that incorporate such objects into the verb either as definite objects (Albanian) or as
unmarked accusatives (Turkish). The Romanian exception is a categorical-generic indefinite
article, and such usage is avoided in Romanian, as in Modern Greek.
The Balkan Indic (Romani) and Balkan Slavic examples provide patterns that are midway between the absence of the ancient and non-Balkan Slavic languages and the full
grammaticalization of English and the non-Slavic Balkan languages. Although the fact that
Macedonian eden can trigger object reduplication in its specific meaning (cf. example 2), and is
therefore arguably more grammaticalized, it has a lower frequency of usage than in the
Bulgarian examples — only four occurrences out of nine: All of them are animate and specificidentifying, and it is arguable that object quality in Mk 6:27 is different from that of Jn 9:1, i.e.
the act of sending involves an effect of agent on patient, whereas in seeing it is the patient that
can be said to affect the agent by being seen.7 All of the Bulgarian uses in our sample are
identifying, but Avgustinova (1998:8) has examples of generic-categorizing as well. Example
(3) is cited in Avgustinova (1998:8) and also Friedman (1976):
(3)
Edin v¶lk nikoga ne se rewava da umre ot glad pred

edno stado ovci.

‘A wolf never decides to die of hunger in front of a flock of sheep.'
In the 1923 revision of the Bulgarian Gospel translation, edin was replaced by the lexical
indefinite marker njakoj-si in Mt 8:5. This is may have been due to normative strictures that
discourage the use of edin as an indefinite article mentioned above.
The Romani examples reflect that of the dominant language of the country in which the
translation was published. Thus the Bulgarian Arli translation patterns exactly like the
Bulgarian version, whereas the Gurbet version is almost identical to the Serbian in its usage,
the identifying-specific usage of Mt 8:5 being the only exception. Data from Matras (1996),
with a series of examples from two Vlax Romani dialects (Kalderash/Lovari and Gurbet) and
one Northern dialect (Leshaki) illustrate clearly the relative greater frequency of jekh ‘one’ as
an indefinite marker in the Vlax dialects as opposed to the Northern dialects that have been
spoken outside the Balkans for a longer period of time and among contact languages that do not
have indefinite articles. Thus the use of jekh in Leshaki is half of what it is in Kalderash/Lovari
or Gurbet (eleven occurrences versus twenty-five; the two Vlax dialects pattern identically in
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this respect). We can therefore class the Gurbet Gospel translation with the Modern Greek as
unduly influenced by the source language.
5. Modern Comparative Data: Baj Ganjo and Sud’ba Cheloveka
This section contains comparative data taken from the first chapter of the Bulgarian novel
Baj Ganjo (Konstantinov 1895) and Sholokhov’s Sud’ba cheloveka (1956). The Baj Ganjo
corpus contains four Serbian/Croatian translations — Two Croatian (1909, 1917) and Two
Serbian (1907, 1955) — as well as Macedonian (1967), Slovenian (1942), Czech (1953),
Russian (1968), Albanian (1975), Modern Greek (1922), Romanian (1964), and Turkish
(1972). Although the sample contains about 1300 words in the original, it shows a
consistency of patterning that agrees with other sources. For example, Topolin!ska (198182:713-15) provides thirty-two examples of the use of eden as an indefinite marker from the
Macedonian translation of War and Peace of which 29 correspond to zero in the Russian
original (the other three correspond to the French indefinite article in the original). Examples
included all types of usages with all types of noun phrases. The results of the comparison
show that, leaving to one side differences owing to idiomatic translation or minor semantic
deviations, Albanian, Romanian, and Turkish show usages of ‘one’ consistent with a fully
grammaticalized definite article (Turkish had 48 occurrences followed by Albanian with 35 and
Romanian with 32).8 Occurrences in the Bulgarian original (12), as well as the Greek (10) and
Macedonian (10) translations are more consistent with the concept of indefinite marker
elaborated above. There were no instances of non-correspondence in which ‘one’ was present
in the Macedonian or Greek but absent in the Bulgarian. The non-Balkan Slavic translations –
Slovene, Czech, and Russian — pattern just like the Bible translations, i.e. ‘one’ does not
occur at all in the Slovene and once each in the Russian and Czech in the function of an
indefinite pronominal modifier meaning ‘a certain’, illustrated by example (5). Example (4)
shows a generic predicative use of an indefinite article, which only occurs in two of the three
Balkan languages with true indefinite articles (Turkish and Albanian; on Romanian see §2) as
well as a nonreferential specific indefinite article in those languages that corresponds to an
indefinite marker in the languages where ‘one’ is partially grammaticalized (Bulgarian,
Macedonian, Greek), and complete absence in the languages where the indefinite use of ‘one’
is lexical, i.e. pronominal (Russian, Slovene, Czech). The Serbian/Croatian translations show
a transition between grammaticalized indefinite marking and lexical indefinite expressions.
These will be discussed in greater detail below.9
(4)

a.

b.
j.

k.

Pomognaxa na ba∆ Gan¢ da sm¶kne ot ple∞ite si
agar¢nski¢ ¢murluk, nametna si to∆ e d n a belgi∆ska
manti¢ — i vsiqki rekoxa, qe ba∆ Gan§o e veqe c¢l
evropeec. [Bg]
edna belgiska mantija[M]
ena belgik`on mand£uan

[G]

bir Belci̧ka paltosu giyince, görenler: — Bay Ganü büsbütün bir Avrupalıya
benzedi, dediler. [T]
l. o pelerina* belgiana* [Rmn]
m. një pardesy belgjiane. Atëhere të gjithë thanë se baj Ganua qe bërë një
evropian i vërtetë. [A]
‘They helped Baj Ganjo take the heavy felt Turkish cloak off his shoulders, he
put on a Belgian frock-coat, and everyone said that Baj Ganjo had become a
real European.’10
(5)

a.

Zavedox ba∆ Gan¢ v kantorata na e d i n b¶lgarski
t¶rgovec i go ostavix tam, a sam se kaqix na tramva¢ i
otidox v Wenbrun. [B]
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b. vo kancelarijata na e d e n bugarski trgovec [M]
c. v kontoru k o d n o m u bolgarskomu torgovcu [Rs]
d. jednom bugarskom trgovcu u duc!an [Cr ‘09]
f. kod j e d n o g bugarskog trgovca [Sr ‘55]
g. j e d n o m bugarskom trgovcu u duçan [Sr ‘07]
h. v prodajalno nekega bolgarskega trgovca [Sn]
i. u!c#ta!rny jednoho bulharske!ho obchodni!ka [Cz]
j.

eºiw t`o kat£asthma ªen`ow Boulg£arou ºemp£orou [G]

k. bir Bulgar tüccarının yazıhanesine [T]
l. te një tregëtar bullgar [A]
m. la biroul unui negustor bulgar [Rmn]
‘I took Baj Ganjo to the office of a certain Bulgarian merchant and left him
there, then I hopped on a tram and went to Schönbrun.’
In example (4), native speakers of Bulgarian felt that edin could not be omitted, and that
replacing it with an indefinite pronoun or definite article would change the register or sense.
Native speakers of Czech felt that jeden could only be used numerically in such a context. In
general, Czech jeden only gave numerical or pronominal readings. Slovene speakers were
divided on the acceptability of using en in colloquial style. In the case of example (5), the
omission of edin as an indefinite pronoun in Bulgarian renders the effect of stressing that the
merchant was Bulgarian and not, e.g., Serbian or Russian. Example (6) illustrates the fact that
edin can function generically in Bulgarian but not in Russian:

(6)

I me pos¶vetvaxa v b¶de∞e da ne si igra¢ s peroto,
makar qe liqno az ne viΩdam kak e d i n xronist moΩe da
ne si igrae s peroto!
I mne posovetovali ne igrat§ perom v budu∞em, xot¢ ¢
liqno ne viΩu kak moΩet * o d i n xronist igrat§
perom!(Nitsolova 2000)
‘And they advised me not to play with my pen in the future, although
personally I do not see how can a chronicler not play with his pen!’

In this example, the Bulgarian author had translated ‘one’ into Russian, but a Russian
colleague, Elena Paducheva, pointed out that odin was unacceptable in this context.
In the case of the Greek translation, which had the same number of correspondences to
the Bulgarian original as the Macedonian, the places were somewhat different (see below). In
examples (7-8) the other Slavic languages all use the instrumental case, while in (9) none of
them have any lexical indicator of indefiniteness. In (10) there was a difference among the
Serbian/Croatian translations which will be discussed below.
(7)

(8)

a. s e d i n leniv glas [B]
k. tembel bir sesle [T]
l. me një zë të plogësht [A]
‘with a lazy voice’
a. s e d i n ton, net¶rp¢∞ v¶zraΩenie. [B]
k. me një ton të tillë, që s'duronte kundërshtim. [A]
m. pe un ton care nu înga*duia ta*gada. [Rmn]
‘in a tone of voice that would not brook contradiction.’
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(9)

a.
j.
k.
l.
m.

(10) a.

b.
f.
j.

k.

priwivawe edin nov dΩeb [B]

¢errabe mi`a kaino£urgia ts£eph [G]

bir cep diktig*ini [T]
po qepte një xhep të ri [A]
fa*cea un buzunar nou [Rmn]
‘he was sewing a new pocket’

Baj Ga…o priklekna nad disgite si g¶rbom k¶m mene,
izvadi polovin pita kawkaval, otr¢za si e d n o
delikatno k¶sqe, otr¢za i e d i n ogromen rezen xl¢b i
poqna da ml¢ska s edin qudesen apetit, [B]
e d n o tanko parqence, preseqe i e d n o ogromno parqe leb
i poqna da mlaska so eden qudesen apetit, [M]
j e d n o tanko parqe, otseqe i ogroman komad xleba i poqe
da m¬aska s jednim neverovatnim apetitom, [Sr ‘55]
e n a "delik£ato" kom£ati, ¢ekoce ka`i ¸ȩ
e n a k£ommato cvm`i
¢ekoce ¸ȩ
ka`i a
¢ rxise n`a mas§â yorubvd§vw m`e yaumast`hn o
¢ rejin, [G]

Heybenin bir gözünden yarım kelle kasa̧r peyniri cı̧kardı ve incecik bir dilim
kesti. Co̧ban dilimi denen kalın bir dilim ekmek de keserek, ag*zını sa̧pırdata
sa̧pırdata büyük bir isţahla yemeye basļadı. [T]
l. preu prej saj një jetëzë të hollë, preu pastaj një copë të madhe bukë dhe filloi të
përtypej me zhurmë dhe shije të çuditëshme, [A]
m. scoase o juma*tate de roata* de casçaval, din care ta*ie o buca*ti̧ca* subti̧rica*, sa*
vezi prin ea, lua* un codru mare de pîine si̧ începu sa* plesca*ie cu o pofta* de
invidiat, [Rmn]
‘Baj Ganjo leaned over his saddle-bags with his back to me, pulled out half a
wheel of kashkaval cheese, cut himself a delicate slice, cut a huge slab of
bread as well, and began to chomp away with a marvelous appetite.’
In examples (7), (8), and (10), the item in question is an abstract noun, whereas in (9) it
is a concrete inanimate that can be considered specific. In each case of non-correspondence,
however — including the Bulgarian original in which ‘one’ is used each time — the indefinite
marker is facultative. Native speakers of Bulgarian disagreed over the stylistic implications of
omitting ‘one’ in the original: Some felt that in (7), (8) and the last occurrence in (10) its
presence was important to add emotive affect, while others felt it was pleonastic. In the first
occurrence in (8), the usage was felt to be disambiguating (otherwise delikatno could be
interpreted as an adverb) while the remaining occurrences were felt to be stylistically more
specifying but nonetheless omissible. It is worth noting that elsewhere in the same chapter
Konstantinov uses ton without edin:
(11)

s ton, v ko∆to zvuqewe s¶Ωalenie za mo¢ta naivnost
‘in a tone of voice that expressed pity for my naïveté’

However, Konstantinov’s use of edin to specify a tone of voice was felt by some Bulgarians to
be particularly characteristic of his style.The Greek goes with Macedonian in (7) and (8) but
with Bulgarian in (9). The non-Slavic Balkan languages all agree with the Bulgarian except the
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Turkish version of (8), which simply used the expression karsı̧lık verdi ‘retorted’. In (10), the
Greek and Albanian omit the indefinite marker with the abstract noun ‘appetite’.
The SWSS material is closer to the East South Slavic than is the rest of Slavic, and the
Serbian is closer than the Croatian, although none of the versions use ‘one’ as an indefinite
marker as frequently as do Bulgarian or Macedonian.11 Of the twelve examples with ‘one’ in
the Bulgarian original that can be identified as indefinite markers, five are not translated into
any of the Serbian/Croatian versions. These examples illustrate several distinct usages of ‘one’
in Bulgarian not corresponding to Serbian/Croatian. We can generalize them, however, into
two types: One is the use with non-concrete objects (7, 8), the other is with concrete objects (4,
9). Examples (7) and (8) are stylistically marked in Bulgarian. In example (4), native Bulgarian
consultants felt that the object by itself was too non-referential, some sort of specifier was
needed, and that ‘one’ was the most neutral, whereas in the case of (9) the value of edin was
felt to be close to numerical and potentially omissible thanks to the contextual specificity of
‘new’. In example (4), the qualifier ‘Belgian’ serves a similar specifying or referential function
in the Serbian/Croatian translations but not in the Bulgarian. We can thus venture a preliminary
suggestion at this point that a difference between Bulgarian on the one hand and SWSS on the
other is the degree of contextual referentiality invested in qualifying adjectives (cf. Greek and
Albanian). Of these, one, given here as (12), is translated into all four as well as Macedonian
and the non-Slavic Balkan languages, and not into non-Balkan Slavic:12
(12) a.
b.
d.
e.
f.
g.
j.

az prespoko∆no se razpoloΩix pri e d n a masa i si
por¶qax zakuska i pivo. [B]
se raspoloΩiv na edna masa [M]
se uvalim u jednu stolicu [Cr ‘09]
sjedoh k jednom stolu [Cr ‘17]

sedox komotno za jedan sto [Sr ‘07]
razurim se kraj jednog stola [Sr ‘55]
ºek£ayhsa eºiw ¸e
ȩna trap£ezi [G]

k. bir masanın bası̧na geci̧p kuruldum [T]
l. ma* asȩzai linisţit la o masa* si̧ comandai o bere [Rmn]
m. zura një tryezë [A]
‘I settled myself comfortably at a table and ordered a snack and a beer’
This leaves six that show differential treatment. Of these, three are given in (7) and (12)
above, and the others are given in (13), (14) and (15) below. In examples (5) and (12), jedan
is lacking only in Rujanac’s (1917) Croatian version, in (14) Rujanac’s (1907) Serbian version
uses the indefinite pronoun neki where the other versions have ‘one’, and in example (15)jedan
is lacking in both Croatian versions and used in both Serbian versions. In (10) jedan (twice)
occurs only in Paunovic!’s (1955) Serbian version.
(13) a.
b.
d.
f.
g.
j.
l.
m.

N¢ma dΩeb, n¢ma niwto, ami bewe se porazprala malko
drewkata mi, ta turix edno parcalqe... [B]
staviv edno parqe... [M]

udarih jednu zadrpicu. [Cr ‘09]

udarix jednu zakrpicu... [Sr ‘07]
turix jednu zakrpicu... [Sr ‘55]
¢erraca ∞ena mikr`o kour£eli.. [G]

po i vinja një copë. [A]
i-am pus un peticut.̧ [Rmn]
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‘What pocket? There’s no pocket! It’s just that my jacket got a little torn so I
basted on a patch.’

(14)

a.

V tova vreme pod svoda na garata vlizawe medleno e d i n
tren [B]
vleguvawe poleka eden voz [M]

b.
d. ulazi polagano u kolodvorski svod jedan vlak [Cr ‘09]
e. ulazio je polako pod svod kolodvora jedan vlak [Cr ‘17]
f. ulazi polagano u staniqni svod j e d a n voz [Sr ‘55]
i. vji!z#de#l pod na!draz#ni! klenbu ne#jaky! vlak [Cz]
j. ºeke£inhn ¢embaine sig`a sig`a eºiw t`on staym`on ∞ena tra§ino [G]
k. po hynte mengadale një tren [A]
l. ag*ır bir tren giriyordu [T]
m. intra domol un tren [R]
‘At that moment a train slowly came in under the vaulted roof of the station’
(15) a.
b.
e.
f.
j.

Ex, da ima sega n¢ko∆ da me poqerpi edno vince [B]
e d n o vince [M]
j e d n o vince [Sr ‘07]
j e d n o vincem [Sr ‘55]
e n a kras£aki! [G]

k. bir bardakcık sa̧rap [T]
l. një njeri që të më gostiste me një shishkë verë! [A]
m. un viniso̧r! [Rmn]
‘Eh, now if only there were someone to treat me to a little glass of wine.’
Both (12) and (14) involve objects that are concrete and highly specific albeit not
definite. In both cases, the indefinite marker serves to concretize the item that is described. In
the case of the example (12), ‘one’ is obligatory in this context.13 For (15), Bulgarian
consultants felt that the omission of ‘one’ would produce a dramatic effect, like the stage
direction in a play or some other emphatic focus. This also appears to be the case in SWSS. It
could be argued that in (5) and (13) Rujanac is purposefully attempting to differentiate his
Croatian and Serbian versions of the same material in accordance with prescriptive norms such
as those articulated by Maretic!, cited above. In (15) however, both Croatian translations
eschewed jedan whereas it is present in both the Serbian ones. Finally, in (13) we see a
difference that may be due to the greater freedom in representing colloquial speech in Serbian
norms, especially more modern ones. If these examples are examined from a semantic point of
view, we see that almost all have concrete referents, ‘appetite’ in (10) being the one exception.
Example (5) is highly specific and referential while (13) also refers to a specific, concrete
object. In (15), the glass of wine is only potential and not specific or referential. In example
(10) we actually have three occurrences in the Bulgarian original and only two
correspondences in the latest Serbian (10), but of those two, one actually has a non-concrete
reference (‘appetite’), while the other resembles (13). What emerges from this picture is a
continuum typical of indefinite article development: The most highly specific, referential, and
concrete are the most likely to occur with ‘one’ in a non-numerical function. Moreover, taking
Bulgarian as the South Slavic literary language with the highest degree of article-like usage of
‘one’, we see that the Serbian and Croatian usages form a continuum with the Bulgarian and
Macedonian, with the Serbian closer and the Croatian more distant.14
A comparison of Albanian (1978), Turkish (1969), Greek (1986), Romanian (1973),
Bulgarian (1981) and Macedonian (1970) translations of the Russian novella Sud’ba cheloveka
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by Mikhail Sholokhov (1956) shows similar patterns of usage. The text contains twelve to
fifteen thousand words (depending on the language owing to differences in degree of
analytism). The root for ‘one’ (od[i]n- ) occurs 44 times in the Russian original, but only one
usage is of the indefinite pronominal type, the remainder being numerical or quantifying.
Macedonian had a total of 61 occurrences of ed[e]n- of which 11 were indefinite markers while
Bulgarian had a total of 75 occurrences of ed[e]n- of which 16 were indefinite markers. For the
non-Slavic languages, I used a computer word count that did not distinguish indefinite from
quantifying and idiomatic occurrences of the respective words for ‘one’, but even the raw
figures are indicative of much higher proportions: Greek (174), Albanian (274), Romanian
(317), and Turkish (452). The reversal of Romanian and Albanian may well be the result of
problems with the word count rather than statistically significant. In any case, the general
proportions observed in Baj Ganjo and, where archaizing did not interfere, in the Bible, are
born out in this set of comparisons as well.
A significant difference between the Sholokhov and Konstantinov texts lies in the fact
that whereas there were no Macedonian indefinite markers that did not correspond to Bulgarian
ones in the Konstantinov corpus, in the Sholokhov corpus seven of the examples were
common to both languages, but Macedonian had four markers where Bulgarian did not, while
the Bulgarian had nine markers without Macedonian correspondents.15
6. Conclusion
General typological questions of the use of the numeral ‘one’ as an indefinite article have
been addressed recently in Lyons (1999:89-99), who considers the indefinite article to be a
type of reduced quantifier, and Haspelmath (1997:29, 183–84), whose treats indefinite articles
as distinct from indefinite pronouns, but does not really address the problematic zone between
the two.16 Weiss (1996:451) observes that, contrary to the implicational schema given in
Givón (1984:333), according to which a grammatical marker does not normally encode nonadjacent meanings — DEFINITE > REFERENTIAL-INDEFINITE > NONREFERENTIALINDEFINITE > GENERIC — Macedonian eden can be generic or referential-indefinite but not
nonreferential-indefinite. Examples (16) and (17), are among those given by Weiss
(1996:436), are used to substantiate his point:17
(16)

Ima li kaj Vas lekar / nekoj lekar / *eden lekar ?
‘Is there a doctor at your place?’

(17)

Vikni lekar / nekoj lekar / *eden lekar !
‘Call a doctor!’

Here the point is that eden cannot be used with a nonreferential indefinite meaning. I found that
in general the judgments of Weiss’ consultants were substantiated by other Macedonians, and
the use of eden in these contexts was rejected out of hand. However, some consultants
accepted (16) but gave eden a referential reading. These same people accepted (17) in the
context of a patient in a hospital. Although in such a context ‘doctor’ does not have a specific
referent, one could nonetheless argue that the context provides the referentiality, or, perhaps a
generic quality.
Givón (1981:36) observes that the use of ‘one’ as an indefinite marker in what he calls
Street Hebrew represents “the first, earliest stage in the development of ‘one’ as an indefinite
marker, where it is used only to mark referential-indefinite nouns.” He defines Street Hebrew
as “a dialect spoken by native speakers in informal contexts ... [that] is in some sense a
‘Creole’ having been developed by first generation speakers out of variable, considerably
Pidginized input of non-native speech.” Givón, however, considers the development only as a
typological phenomenon, citing a broad range of languages, and he proposes discourse-related
factors that explain the choice of ‘one’ as the source of indefinite articles. Topolin!ska (1995),
however, observes: “Analytic markers of referentiality emerge in periods of convergent
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development, in conditions of creolization, while synthetic markers are instruments of
linguistic divergence.” Similarly, although Avgustinova (1998:15) refers to “striking
typological parallels” in the use of indefinite articles in the various Balkan languages, Hamp’s
(1977) distinction between areal and typological is crucial in understanding these phenomena in
a broader context. While the presence of grammaticalized indefinite markers in languages of
Western Europe and South Asia could be used to argue for a typological rather than an areal
explanation, the temporal and spatial patterns of distribution support the argument that
grammaticalized indefinite markers in Southeastern Europe represent a Balkanism.18
As seen in §4, the attested anceastors of the Balkan languages did not possess indefinite
articles. We cannot be sure of the ancestor of Albanian, but the possible existence of a definite
article in the language of Lower Moesia (Hamp 1982) allows us at least to speculate upon the
possibility that an indefinite article might also have been present. The evidence of Old Turkic
(Tekin 1968:145) indicates that bir was already involved in such usage at a time when its
functional equivalents were not so employed in the Balkan languages. The rise of the use of
‘one’ as an indefinite marker in the Balkan languages with attested ancestors is clearly a
development that took place in the context of contact with Turkish and the ancestor of modern
Albanian. While West European Romance and Germanic languages also have such usages, the
possibility of an areal origin in the Balkans in general and Balkan Slavic in particular is also
suggested by the geographic and grammatical patterns of South Slavic: As one moves through
South Slavic territory from south to north and from east to west away from the centers of
Balkan linguistic contact and innovation, such usages of ‘one’ gradually decrease. The fact that
‘one’ as an indefinte marker is not as highly grammaticalized in Balkan Slavic and Balkan Indic
(Romani) as in the other Balkan languages — and also the counterevidence to Givón’s
generalization about referential and generic usage — may be due to its later, contact-induced
impetus.
Like the grammaticalization of definiteness, object reduplication, infinitive replacement,
analytic comparative constructions, and futures using a particle derived from an auxiliary
meaning ‘want’ (= ‘will’), all of which are to be found in Western Europe, the rise of the
indefinite article in the Balkan languages took place during the period when those languages
were in contact with one another, and thus constitutes a Balkanism in this sense. It can be
argued that the situation of the Balkan indefinite marker is comparable to that of infinitive
replacement, which, as Joseph (1983:242-43) points out, is not completely realized in any of
the languages esxcept Macedonian ( but cf. also C‹as#ule 1989 on the use of the verbal noun in
impersonal infinitive-like constructions). Similarly, it can be argued that Romanian and
Albanian (and Turkish) show the highest degree of grammaticalization of indefiniteness,
followed by Greek, Balkan Slavic and Romani, which show weaker but nonetheless
significant degrees of grammatical marking for indefiniteness. The fact that indefinite markers
are considered more a colloquial than a literary feature in these latter languages is another
argument in favor of a contact origin.
The issue of prescription versus description is significant with regard to data collection.
According to Stephen Dickey and Tom Priestly (personal communications), the use of ‘one’ as
an indefinite marker is much more frequent in colloquial Croatian and Slovenian than in the
published norm, although still not as frequent as in more southerly South Slavic. In fact, our
Slovene text even avoided pronominal uses of ‘one’. Moreover, ‘one’ as an indefinite marker
is frequent in conversational Serbian (Hinrichs and Hinrichs 1995:55-57). The linguistic
(referential) and ideological (West European versus Balkan) functions of jedan as an indefinite
marker are explicitly indexed by Croatian and Bulgarian normativists. The Modern Greek New
Testament is similar, and Kuhlman (1997:92) discusses the proscription against ‘one’ as an
indefinite marker in Katharevousa. The differences in various Romani dialects can be attributed
to influences from other languages either through literal translation, as in the case of Dimic!
(1990), or later contact, as in the case of Leshaki and Welsh Romani (Matras 1996, Sampson
1926).
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Thus, although normativism plays a differential role in publications, nonetheless ‘one’ as
a grammaticalized marker of indefiniteness in Slavic is associated with Balkan linguistic
contact. Russian is conservative in this respect, reflecting that situation attested in Old Church
Slavonic. In Czech, despite the definite referentiality of ten (Kresin 1993), indefinite
referentiality does not appear to have developed to any significant degree. In South Slavic, the
usage is begins marginally in colloquial Slovenian and literary Croatian and becomes
increasingly grammaticalized to the south and east. The historical and social factors
surrounding the use of ‘one’ as an indefinite marker in Balkan Slavic were thus those of
Balkan linguistic convergence, and so while internal structural and universal linguistic factors
may have had a role to play, the development occurred in the context of the rise of the Balkan
linguistic league and the geographic distribution of the usage shows it to be stronger in East
South Slavic than in West South Slavic. Particularly striking in this regard is the tendency for
the usage to be more frequent in Bulgarian than in Macedonian, thus making a consistently
graded cline from east to west as well as north to south. Hence the rise of ‘one’ as an indefinite
marker can be considered a Balkanism despite the typological parallels elsewhere in the world.
In this regard, however, it worth noting that both Topolin!ska(1981/82:712) and Kazazis
(personal communication) refer to increased use of ‘one’ as an indefinite marker in the younger
generation of Macedonian and Greek speakers, respectively. Such usage would be the result of
West European rather than Balkan linguistc influence, given the fact that in the Balkans today
more young people know West European languages than other Balkan languages. Thus
English may contribute to the furthering of a Balkan Slavic process begun by Turkish and,
perhaps, the ancestor of Albanian .
University of Chicago
NOTES

The research for this article was aided by a grant for East European Studies from the
American Council of Learned Societies with funding from the U.S. Department of
State/Research and Training for Eastern Europe and the Independent States of the Former
Soviet Union Act of 1983 (Title VIII) and by a grant from the National Endowment for the
Humanities (reference: FA-36517-01).
1 I am using the term indefinite marker — in contradistinction to indefinite article — in a
different sense from Haspelmath (1997:22). Haspelmath uses indefiniteness marker to refer to
that part of an indefinite pronoun or collocation that carries the meaning of ‘indefiniteness’. I
am using indefinite marker to mean a bearer of the grammatical meaning of indefiniteness that
is not as fully grammaticalized as an indefinite article but is more grammaticalized than an
indefinite pronoun, i.e. semantically bleached and subject to some rules of obligatory
occurrence (cf. Topolin!ska 1981-82:705, Lyons 1999:276). For example the indefinite marker
in Balkan Slavic is obligatory in some specific-referential contexts but is omitted or omissible
in nonreferential contexts where a language such as English would require an article, e.g.
Macedonian Vikni lekar! ‘Call a doctor!’
2 Romani itself is usually excluded from the canon of Balkan languages (e.g., Sandfeld
1930:4, Asenova 2002:200), but other authors have argued for its inclusion, e.g. Weigand,
(1894/95:78), Joseph (1983:252-253), Igla (1996).
3 I shall use the term Southern West South Slavic (SWSS ) for the geographic complex
of dialects and the terms Serbian, Croatian, and Serbian/Croatian when referring to the specific
literary variants that are being compared here (with the understanding that these terms have a
geographic basis).
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4 Although modern translations are occasionally archaizing and therefore not useful as
examples of modern data, such differences as do exist in modern texts can be counted as
relevant. Like Ancient Greek, Latin, and Old Church Slavonic, Sanskrit did not use ‘one’ as an
indefinite marker, nor did Middle Indic (Masica 1991:248).
5 All translations were made from the original languages except the Romani, which were
translated from Bulgarian (Arli, Metkov 1995) and Serbian (Gurbet, Dimic! 1990). It is worth
noting that Zographensis tends to use ¿étér¶ for the indefinite specifier, whereas ¿édin¶ is
more common in Codex Marianus. (I wish to thank Cynthia Vakareliyska for this observation.)
In our sample, however, the two codices agreed. The translation into Modern Greek followed
New Testament Greek usage too slavishly to be useful, and so it is omitted. Phrases with
indefinite markers are given in Appendix 1.
6 Avgustinova (1998:4-5) makes two sets of distinctions aside from definite (unique) vs
indefinite (non-unique): limited (identifying) vs non-limited (categorizing) and within the
former specific/non-specific and within the latter generic/non-generic. She views the Bulgarian
indefinite article as having three main uses: identifying specific (clearly opposed to the definite
article), identifying non-specific, and categorizing generic. Here referential can be taken as the
equivalent of ‘identifying’.
7 This is reflected in many of the world’s languages by the use of oblique cases for the
agents of verbi sentiendi.
8 In the use of ‘one’ as an indefinite marker, just as in the use of definite articles, there is
never total isomorphism in usage between one language and another.
9 English translations will be normally based on the Bulgarian original.
10 It is worth noting that my English rendering illustrates how subtleties of translation
can affect individual examples. I could have translated the last phrase ‘quite the European’ or
‘completely European’ and still have been true to both the meaning and the style of the original.
11 Konstantinov’s original and three of the four Serbian/Croatian translations all date
from before the end of world War I. In some respects, both the language of the original and of
the translations reflect vocabulary and usages that are now obsolete. The question therefore
arises whether or not the use of ‘one’ in such texts is consistent with contemporary usage. In
the case of the Bulgarian original, I checked with native speakers born after World War II, and
all judged the occurrences of ‘one’ to be consistent with current usage. In the case of the
Serbian/Croatian translations, various factors may have influenced the translators’ choices, but
the general tendencies are nonetheless clear. According to Kostas Kazazis (personal
communication), the quality of the Greek translation meets modern standards. The Slovenian
translation was stylitcially mixed (Tom Priestly, personal communication).
12 Slovene informants agreed that in colloquial style en would be acceptable.
13 Lack of edin would require the preposition na and have an adverbial meaning of
manner or purpose (e.g. sednexame na masa da jadem ‘we sat down at the table to eat’).
14 Cf. also Ivic! (1971) on the intermediate nature of jedan as an indefinite marker.
15 Of these nine, four had Macedonian equivalents that differed owing to factors other
than the indefinite marker. An additional five examples had ‘one’ in Macedonian and/or
Bulgarian corresponding to zero in Russian which could, in principle, be taken as indefinite
markers. These all involved time expressions or some other sort of measurement, however,
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and were therefore omitted as too quantificational, although they arguably represent a transition
between quantification and indefiniteness marking (cf. Lyons 1999:95-106).
16 Writing about Bulgarian, Stamenov (1985:43) cites the notion of gradation (cline) as
relevant.
17 The indefinite pronoun nekoj ‘some’ lends a nuance of ‘some kind of’ to the
sentence, but in the context of the type of sentence being illustrated does not need to be
translated into English. Similarly, the sentence would be grammatical if eden were taken to
mean ‘one’ as opposed to, e.g. ‘five’. In speech, this would be clarified by stress and
intonation (cf. Koneski 1967:176, 325).
18 Masica (1991:248, 370-71) notes that in Eastern (Bengali-Assamese-Oriya) IndoAryan and Sinhalese, morphological (as opposed to syntactic) marking of indefiniteness has
arisen. In Sinhalese, there is a suffixed indefinite article (-ek, -ak) derived from ‘one’ whereas
in the Eastern type definiteness is marked by a series of suffixed classifiers of non-Indo-Aryan
origin, and when these classifiers are suffixed to ek ‘one’ the numeral becomes an indefinite
article. These independent developments, unlike the situation in Romani, were not
accompanied by the development of definite articles.
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Rezime
‘Eden’ kako znak na neopredelenosta vo balkanskite i nebalkanski slovenski jazici
Brojot 'eden' vo balkanoslovenskite jazici se upotrebuva so
znaqe…a koi odgovaraat na neopredeleniot qlen vo tie jazici kade
wto neopredelenosta se sprotivstvavuva na opredelenosta kako
gramatiqka kategorija. Se znae deka vo staroslovenskiot,
starogrqkiot i latinskiot nemawe takva upotreba na brojot 'eden'.
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Isto taka, od edna strana postoi moΩnost deka opredelenosta ve˚e
bila gramatikalizirana na balkanska poqva pred da dojdat
Rimjanite, a od druga strana se znae deka takva upotreba na 'eden'
kako znak za neopredelenost ve˚e e prisutna vo staroturskite
pametnici od osmiot vek. Pokraj ovie fakti, upotrebata na brojot
'eden' so znaqe…e na neopredelenost e najmnogu zastapena vo
turskiot, albanskiot, i romanskiot, vo grqki i bugarski newto
ponezastapena — kako i vo makedonskiot — i stanuva se poretka na
juΩnoslovenskata jaziqna teritorija koga se odi kon sever i zapad
preku Srbija i Xrvatska. Pokraj toa, takvata upotreba e znaqajno
poqesta vo razgovor sprema piwuva…e, i moΩeme da ja dodademe
zabelewkata deka analitiqna referencijalnost e osobeno
karakteristiqna za jaziqni konvergentni situacii. Od seto toa se
doa©a do zakluqokot deka upotrebata na brojot 'eden' kako
desemantiziran znak na neopredelenosta, imaj˚i go predvid
celiot balkanski kontekst, moΩe da se smeta za eden balkanizam
kojwto dosega ne bewe identifikuvan kako takov. Ruskiot jazik vo
ovoj pogled e mnogu konzervativen, t.e. blisku do staroslovenskiot,
dodeka qewkiot e malku ponekonzervativen, no ne tolku, kolku wto
e xrvatskiot. Vo referatot ovie zakluqoci se demonstriraat so
podatoci od sporedbeni prevodi i od terenska rabota.
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