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Abstract: The paper examines anaphoric use of the demonstrative pronoun
osaj/osa/oeo in Serbian. We compiled a sample from the electronic corpus
Serbian Web Corpus to explore the co-reference established by the anaphoric
use of the demonstrative and the contexts in which it is employed. Both inter-
sentential and intra-sentential usages are taken into consideration of the
phrases osaj/osa/oso + @ and osaj/osa/oso + noun. We also observe the
interpretation, additional associations and the semantic prosody of the
anaphor in certain contexts. The analysis has indicated that the demonstrative
is used anaphorically in narrative and informative texts, with negative semantic
prosody in the former and positive prosody in the latter, and that the anaphor
is not merely an instrument of the resolution of a non-salient antecedent.
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1. Introduction

In this paper we present the study of anaphora in Serbian through the
phrases ‘osaj/osa/oso + @ and ‘oeaj/osa/oso + noun’. The study
examines intra-sentential and inter-sentential demonstrative reference
in a sample extracted from the electronic collection of texts Serbian Web
Corpus. We have adopted a textual account of anaphora, by which
anaphorainvolves a subsequent reference to a linguistic unit mentioned
previously in the text. From the textual viewpoint, anaphora is
considered to represent the relation of co-interpretation between the
antecedent and the anaphor. In the analysis, we have also taken into
consideration the unfolded and the unfolding text, co-textual cues, the
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relations between the antecedent and the anaphor, and the semantics
of the cohesive tie.

1.1 Anaphora in the literature

In the literature, both anaphora and cataphora are described as
subclasses of endophoric reference, as they can be identified within the
context of a sentence/text and not in the extralinguistic reality. The
anaphor and the antecedent can occur within a single sentence, in which
case it is intra-sentential anaphora, or they can occur in discourse,
outside sentence boundaries (Huang 2005, 231). Halliday and Hasan
(1976) study anaphora as an instrument of cohesion. Halliday and Hasan
(1976, 4) suggest that one element presupposes the other, so the
elements are the presupposing and the presupposed. Halliday and
Hasan (1976, 145) categorize anaphora as the reference, which means
that anaphora is presupposition at the semantic level, often used in
textual presupposition to point backwards. Furthermore, they also
designate anaphora as a particular form of co-interpretation (Halliday
and Hasan 1976, 314).

Krahmer and Piwek (1997, 4-11) explain that the following
properties of anaphora suggested in the literature should be considered
its key aspects:

a) The contextual dependency of interpreting anaphors, by
which it is assumed that an expression is anaphoric if its interpretation
depends on a contextually given item;

b) The type of antecedent, which can be linguistic expressions,
mental representations hearers employ when interpreting a discourse,
and objects in the real world. Proper anaphora involves only expressions
whose interpretation is a matter of linguistic interpretation;

c) The location of the antecedent, which prototypically precedes
the anaphor;

d) The type of relation between anaphor and antecedent; it has
been claimed that an anaphor and its antecedent are co-referential, and
yet this does not seem a necessary property of anaphora.

e) Structural constraints on the relation between anaphor and
antecedent, which have been explored through the scoping domain of a
quantifier; and

f)  Therange of interpretations the anaphor allows for, which has
been investigated usually within dynamic semantics and linked to sloppy
identity in particular configurations, e.g. the way the sentence Bill loves
his wife, and so does John can have a sloppy reading.



Journal of Language and Literary Studies _

When we speak of the anaphoric co-reference, a prototypical
example would consist of an anaphoric expression and a nominal
antecedent that represents a single referent. However, the antecedent
of an anaphoric expression can also be a wider discourse entity with
propositional content. This type of anaphoric reference has different
labels, some of which are ‘discourse anaphora’ (Dipper, Zeinsmeister
2009, 166), ‘complex anaphora’ (Marx et al. 2007, 259) and
‘propositional anaphora’ (Snider 2019, 319).

Cornish (2009, 2) holds that discourse anaphora refers to the result
of processing and interpreting the surrounding co-text as dependent
upon the appropriate context, which includes the speaker’s presumed
intentions. In all events, deictic and the anaphoric procedures operate,
for which Cornish (2009, 6) gives the examples such as a) the co-text —i)
textual deixis in A: Our rhododendrons are in blossom right now. B: Oh
really? How do you spell that, by the way? and ii) anaphora in B: ...l know
it’s got three “d”’s and b) the discourse already created or anticipated —
i) discourse deixis: A: Listen to this: a man went into a butcher’s shop one
day wanting to buy a whole sheep, and... and ii) anaphora: A: ...Would
you believe it?

Within the cognitive approach to discourse anaphora, Huang (2000,
2) concludes that anaphora allows a speaker/writer to recall to the
consciousness of a hearer/reader entities or concepts already
introduced into a discourse. A cognitive dimension of anaphora is more
prominent than its linguistic aspects because it raises the question of
how hearers/readers understand a discourse and how it is represented
in their minds (Huang 2000, 6). The latest cognitive account of anaphora
is provided by Talmy (2020). He suggests that deixis and anaphora are
conjoined in the same cognitive processing of discourse (Talmy, 2020).
Namely, in their speech, speakers sometimes draw attention to some
entities in their discourse, which are called targets. Targets are located
in the speech-internal or the speech-external environment, they can be
anaphoric or deictic. Talmy (2020) proposes that language engages the
same cognitive system to identify both types of referents. When the
speaker uses a specialized lexical form at the relevant point in the
discourse and the hearer undertakes a specialized procedure, the form
triggers the procedure in the hearer. Triggers usually belong to a closed
set of lexical items, and in English they include this/these, that/those,
here, there, yonder, now, then, therefore, thus, so, such, yay, the,
personal pronouns, relative pronouns, and tense markers. The hearer’s
procedure has the following three stages: 1) the trigger directs the
hearer to find certain elements of information to which he has access,
which function as cues to the speaker’s intended target; 2) the hearer
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uses the cues in combination to narrow down to the target; and 3) the
hearer relates the concept to the conceptual content of the sentence in
accord with the trigger’s syntactic relation to the sentence. The selection
of a trigger, the three stages, and the cognitive processing of both
speaker and hearer is targeting. Targeting is a linguistic/cognitive system
in which deixis and anaphora represent a single phenomenon.

As already suggested, the notion of anaphora can be extended to
include a variety of structures which could serve as antecedent. It can
also be extended by shifting the understanding of anaphor from some
type of a pronominal structure to different kinds of reiteration, even
repetition, as noted in Piper et al. (2005). The authors identify the
following types of anaphora: 1) the substitute is a pronominal type of
word, as in Kynuna je oepomHe jabyke. Tonuke jabyke HUKAO paHuje
Hucam sudena; 2) the substitute is a synonym, e.g. Y oasbuHu ce sudeo
803. Komnosuyuja je 6una epno dyaa, a hypernym, e.g. Jobusa je pyxcy.
Leem je dusHo mupucao, or hyponym, e.g. Jobuna je ugem. Pyxa je
dusHo mupucana; and 3) the repetition of a word, e.g. YnosHana cam je
ca weghom. e joj ce donao (Piper et al. 2005, 925).

1.2. Anaphoric demonstratives

Halliday and Hasan (1976, 64-65) claim that English
demonstratives in anaphoric use require that in a noun phrase the noun
be explicitly repeated. In this way demonstratives signal exact identity
of specific reference, i.e. refer to the presupposed at the same degree
of particularization. On the other hand, a demonstrative without a noun
in English refers to a more general class to which the presupposed
belongs. Quite the opposite, we have found that the latter is not the
case in the Serbian sample we have examined. In Serbian, demonstrative
words in general were thoroughly studied by Klikovac (2006, 2013).

Within textual references, Ariel (1990, 18-19) discovers that
demonstratives belong to Intermediate Accessibility Markers, as they
are usually found in intermediate distances from their antecedent,
pronouns being High Accessibility Markers. The difference between
pronouns and demonstratives is in their secondary environments, since
pronouns prefer the same sentence, while demonstratives prefer the
same paragraph.

Vieira et al. (2005) have investigated demonstrative noun phrases
in Portuguese and French. Demonstrative noun phrases start with a
demonstrative determiner and have a head noun, e.g. cette région and
esta regidio. In the study, Vieira et al. (2005, 399) conclude that the
interpretation of demonstrative noun phrases depends on the context,
since for more than 80% of them the annotators could find textual
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chunks as antecedents. Their findings also indicate that over 80% of
demonstrative noun phrases have no additional modifier, which makes
them a less informative kind of anaphora which must rely on textual
context.

Demonstrative pronouns in English are one of linguistic markers of
anaphora, besides pronouns and ellipses. Huang (2000) provides
examples such as “It is no great matter to me,” Hotchkiss concluded, “for
I had only the wages of my Portland engagement, and that was no great
sum, | assure you” for an anaphoric demonstrative, A tall woman in a
long rustling gown appeared. “Hotchkiss!” she said in a hushed but
concerned voice for an anaphoric pronoun and “The Groundhog may be
in the hole, but Steeler fans are not @,” Mayor Richard Caliguiri told the
crowd... for ellipsis.

2. The Research

In the research, we follow the interpretation of anaphora provided
in Huddleston and Pullum (2002, 1455-1458), as it is consistent with the
textual approach we have adopted. First, we are concerned with
retrospective anaphora, which is the default case of anaphora, in which
the anaphor follows the antecedent, either inter- or intra-sententially.
Second, the interpretation of the anaphor is determined by the
antecedent while the demonstrative pronoun serves as an anaphoric
marker, which implies that the interpretation of the anaphor is obtained
from the antecedent. Third, between antecedent that is a noun phrase
and its anaphor there is a relation of co-reference.

The sample was extracted from the corpus of the modern Serbian
language Serbian Web Corpus (srWaC). The sample includes two types
of examples, i.e. the ones in which osaj/osa/oso is followed by a noun
and the ones in which no noun occurs after this demonstrative. For the
former, the selection criteria included a nominal token to the right, and
for the latter a verbal token to the right. To determine whether the
demonstrative pronoun is used anaphorically, we followed the criteria
stipulated in Huddleston and Pullum (2002, 1455) that a) anaphora
refers explicitly to a segment of the unfolded text and b) the referent is
present in the text/co-text. In view of that, we excluded instances of the
deictic use of the demonstrative in which it refers to an entity present
in the situation of the utterance and relatively distant from the
participants (Huddleston and Pullum 2002, 1455). Namely, in deictic use,
the demonstrative is not necessarily linked to an antecedent in the
previous discourse but to an element of the extralinguistic realty, as in
“A wma paduw na 0a 6u mo 6uo”, o02o080pu AHOpuUja Koju noped Heaa
cehawe xnadehu Hoze y peuu. Mapko: “Ucnyrasam casecHO ceoje
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epahaHcke OymHOcmu, sa08UM puby u caasum  6e3a3s1eHOM
KU4uyom o8y peky u reHe spbake.”

We shall also discuss semantic prosody in certain examples.
Sinclair’s (1996, 87—-88) definition of semantic prosody stipulates that it
is attitudinal, and can be located on the pragmatic side of the
semantics/pragmatics continuum. It is also a key factor in the
integration of an item with its surroundings and may be regarded one of
its functions’.

2.1 Osaj/oBa/oBo + @

In the sample, there is no instance of the phrase oso + @, with
neuter gender demonstrative, to refer to animate entities. The neuter
demonstrative is limited to references to a previous statement or fact,
which we shall demonstrate below. The masculine and feminine
demonstrative with zero noun refer exclusively to human antecedents.
Generally speaking, in Serbian, a demonstrative in pronominal use is a
marked phrase when referring to persons. Namely, it is viewed as a
pejorative reference, because omitting a noun when referring to a
person in question indicates that the speaker thinks the person is not to
be dignified with a mention, either by a common or personal noun. The
sample has showed that this type of phrase is used predominantly in
narration, specifically in storytelling, and the anaphor is linked mainly to
the one previously mentioned by their personal name. This kind of
reference is depreciatory to an extent. The usage of osaj/osa + @ in the
examples examined serves the primary function of disambiguation: it
consistently refers to the last of multiple possible antecedents in
previous discourse. It is clear that this kind of reference does not imply
an intention of the speaker to be depreciative, and it is commonly not
understood that way. However, native Serbian speakers would most
likely notice a slight stylistic displacement as if this kind of reference,
though serving the purpose of disambiguation better than the anaphoric
personal pronoun, could be labelled as somewhat informal, if not
disrespectful. We can see the hints of pejorative meaning even in the
examples when that is not the intention, as in (1) or (2). The awareness
of that meaning could have influenced the structuring of the sentence,
as the antecedent of this anaphoric expression is never the more
respected individual out of two in the examples that we examined in this
research. We can see that in the following instances, in which it is noted
that a) the antecedent is a less significant figure than some other figure,
as in (1), or b) that the antecedent’s position is outweighed by the
achievement of another, as in (2):
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(1) fpseo ce jasmwa Pouep bekoH, ybumess npupoode, uno3op
Koju je cee nodpeduo eKcriepuMmeHmaaHOM Uucmpaxusarby u 36oe moaa
bayeH Ha mapauHama jep je 6uo ucnped ceoz spemeHa (Wmo my upKed
Huje onpocmuna u ocydusna 2a je HA HEKYy 8pcmy MAaHACMUpPCKe
UHmMepHauyuje). 3Ha4ajHUju 00 Heaa jecme JoxaHec [yHc CKomyc, Koju
ce y npe8oj ma4ku pasnuxkosao o0 Tome AKBUHCKo2: OOK je 08aj noaasuo
00 Apucmomesnosgoez uHmenekmyanusma, Ckomyc ce spaha lTnamory u
AB2yCmuHOBOM CMABsbatby 80sbe UCPed pasyma.

(2) KownauHo, Jlucm je umao epemeHa Oa KomroHyje. ToKom
HapedHux 12 200uHa npepaduo je uau HAMUCAO OHO OPKECMAPCKA U
XOpCKa Oesna no Kojuma je ocmao ynamheH Kao komrnosumop. Ceojum
Hanopuma, ycrieo je 0a u3dejcmsyje ussohere BazHepose onepe
JloeHepuH 1850, 00K je osaj 6uo y e23uny y Llleajyapckoj.

Belittlement is also noted in a context in which achievements other
than the antecedent’s are implied by the knowledge of the world. The
outcome of the invention of aspirin is well-known so the rejection on
the part of the antecedent in (3) is also scorned by avoiding their name:

(3) AjxeHepyH Oonaszu Kod Apecepa ca acrnupuHOM MOYEMKOM
1898, anu osajodbuja, ca obpasnoiernem 0O0a Moxe umamu
HerososbaH y4YUHAK 30 CPYE...

From the examples with animate antecedents we can conclude that
the demonstrative pronoun is used to refer to the latter referent out of
the two in the previous discourse, i.e. the non-subject and non-topical
one, which is often regarded as the less salient sentence member from
the syntactic point of view although it could also be regarded as more
salient, because it is closer linearly. The notion of salience still remains
open, complex, and often contradictory (Molnar, Vinckel-Roisin 2019,
308). We may also consider the following examples:

(4) JaceHKko u 3opaH cy ocymrbuyeHu 0a cy, y 30paHo8oj Kyhu Ha
Manuhy Kojy o8aj Kopucmu Kao paduoHuuy, npeypeounu o0Ose
npocmopuje 3a y320§ MapuxyaHe y 3ameopeHOM Npocmopy.

(5) CeojespemeHo je, wiezoecemux 200UHQA MPOWI02 8EKd, jeOHO
He baw mMano WymaoujcKo cesno 0obuno ambyaaHmy u AeKapa onuime
meduyuHe. Asiu 08oMe ycKopo novewe 0a Oodujasajy 3y6060sbHU.
bydunu 6u 2a y cped Hohu, a darby npecpemanu KyKajyhu.

(6) ®pudpux ce eomoeo nockakyjyhu npubauxasao JaHky,
domakaswu Haj3a0 u wewup y 3HaK no30pasa. OH NpyHcu pyKy JaHKY
noxcenesuwu My 006po eeue, aau 08aj oCMade HeNOMUYaH, Kao 0a Huje
HU ripumemuo rfpyxeHy PyKy, U pedye npu2yweHo, ycmpenmasnaum
2nacom, mako 0a 2a je Maene jedsa uyo: ,,[dajme nucmo”.

(7) Majka upkea ,npasocnasHe mumpononuje y LipHoj Topu”
6una je Mehka Nampujapwuja, anu oHa 00a8HO hU3UYKU He e23ucmupd.
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Moena ce aymokegpanuja mpaxcumu u 00 Lapuepadcke
nampujapuwuje, anu o8y LipHo2opcka mumpononuja Hukada Huje
Mpu3Hana 3a Majky UpKsy.

Judging by the state of affairs described in (4) — (7), which are
essentially negative, we can note that the demonstrative in pronominal
use may be associated with negative contexts. The negative set of
circumstances is clearly indicated in the co-text as well. This does not
mean that the use of a demonstrative is motivated by the desire to
diminish someone or be offensive, as it is clearly motivated primarily by
the need for disambiguation, at least in most of the cases listed above.
However, a slight change of the tone and a disregarding attitude toward
the referent can be noted. This is especially clear in the cases such as (5),
in which there is no need for disambiguation so there is basically no
linguistically motivated need for the demonstrative. In cases such as (8),
the negative overtone is not expected. As we can see, this does not
make the use of the demonstrative unacceptable, as it still serves its
clarifying purpose, but it makes this sentence stylistically displaced and
less formal to an extent.

(8) BaneHmu je 1965. 2o00uHe 6uo0 cneyujaaHUu CcasemHUK
npedcedHuUKy JluHOoHy LloHcoHy, kKada je osajHajasuo Oa he ce
ocHosaMU AMePUYKU huAMCKU UHCmumym.

As mentioned above, the demonstrative pronoun of neuter gender
is not used for animate entities. It is used with an antecedent which is
either an idea, a sentence or a segment of it. It can be noted, however,
that the antecedent in this case is usually implied. This type of anaphora
represents what Halliday and Hasan (1976, 66) describe as ‘reference to
fact’, which includes referring to extended text through demonstratives.
This type of anaphora since reiterates the significance or impact of what
is referred to by the antecedent (underlined), so it came with positive
semantic prosody in most examples examined (which is not necessarily
the case, since the semantically negative contexts could still be referred
to as impactful and significant), as in the following instances:

(9) Modpwka beo2padckoj UHUYUjaMUBU je NpuU3HAHbe HAWojf
MemeoponowkKoj cayubu, jep Cpbuja uma OJy2y mpaouyujy y
ucmpaxkusarby Kaume. O8UM je YKA3QHA U 8eaUKA Yacm npogecopy,
Munymury MunaHKosuhy, jeOHOM 00 Hajno3Hamujux Kaumamosoza
C8UX 8peMeHa, Koju je #ueeo u paduo y beozpady.

(10) Esponcku hauyu u cmydeHmu cnobodHuU cy 0a y4e y busao Kojoj
3emMsbU YaaHuuu. Osum ce 0odamHo yHanpehyjy KynmypHa capadra u
mehycobHO N03HABAHE PA3AUYUMUX KYaAMYpPAa.
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(11) JedaH 00 Hajbosbux HAYUHA NOOPWKE yYerby U PasMUUbarby
Yy y3pacmy OCHOBHE WKOs/e je Kpo3 Y3UuMare aKmugsHoz y4ewha
o0dpacaux. 080 UMa o3umusHe epekme Ha MEHMAAHO 30passbe deye.

(12) Os0e je jow ysek npemexcHO pypaaHU Ha4uH 3usoma. 080 He
mopa bumu y cmapmy sowe jep ce 30208apa COYUjaaHA pasHomex(a,
udeje 3ajedHUUa, conudapHocm, jep ce nowmyje npupoada.

2.2 Osaj/oBa/oBo + noun

The sample has suggested that this type of anaphora is used to
establish cohesion between sentences.

One section of the sample includes sentences in which the
anaphoric noun is identical to the antecedent. The repetition of the
noun is employed in descriptive and informative texts as in the following
examples:

(13) ¥3 mo, nocmoje nocebHe 3eneHe uHuyujamuse 3a NOOU3aHbe
cgecmu 0 3awmumu xusomHe cpeduHe mehy 3anocsneHuma, nornym
cepuje  eO0yKamusHUX __MmeKCmogd HA UHMpaHem  fopmany.
Osu mekcmosu obpahyjy npumepe yHanpehera eHepeemcKe
epuKkacHocmu Koo KnujeHama Koje je 6aHKa huHaHcuUpana.

(14) Haume, uHmepHem omoeyhyje QHOHUMHOCM, Kojy je
Hemoeyhe nocmuhu 'y 6uno Kojoj Opyaoj  KOMYHUKauuju.
0Osa aHoHUMHocm ocaobaha u nodcmuve sbyde HA UHMUMHUje
KomMyHuyupare 00 yobu4ajeHoe.

(15) UmaHeHmHU deo OyX0BHO-KYAIMYypPHO2 nperopoda
AYHUYKOCPIICKO2 HaPOOd YUHU KHUMXEBHOCM Yuju ce pa3eoj mMoxe y
nyHoj mepu cmasumu y rps8y noaosuHy 19. seka. 08a KHU¥e8HOCM
umMana je maoa eaxcaH ydeo npu obpazosarby npozpecusHuUx uUoeja
coyujanHoe u noaumMuUYKoe Nokpema.

(16) Kao y bopxecosom onucy xunepbopejckux #0pasnosea: nmuuye
Koje neme yHG3a0, jep UM Huje 8axHO Kyda udy, Hez2o 00akKne
donase. Osu #0pasa08U, AKO je onuc 8epodoCMOjaH, HUCy npupooHa
buha, Kao cee nmuue, seh MHo20 suwe roydcka buha.

(17) Kao da cam vekao npuauxky 0a cam boez apaHmcupa Haw
cycpem u mako yseha mojy padocm. Osa npuauka ce yb6p3o rnojasuna,
mMada HU mada HuUcam moaao 0a ce AUYHO npedcmasum oyy JycmuHry.

(18) UmaHeHmHU deo OyX0BHO-KYyAIMYypPHO2 npenopoda
AYHUYKOCPIICKO2 HAPOOd YUHU KHUMXEBHOCM Yuju ce pa3eoj mMoxce y
rnyHoj mepu cmasumu y rips8y noaosuHy 19. seka. 08a KHuxtegHocm
umMana je maoa eaxcaH ydeo npu obpazosarby npoepecusHux uodeja
coyujanHoz u NoauMuUYKoz NoKkpema.

(19) KHe3 MunaH 2a yKa3zom nocmaesed 30 KOMAHOAHMA C8uX
dobpososbaukux oususuja Nbapcke apmuje. Osa apmuja je mada y
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ceom cacmasy umana oko 3.000 eojHuka, 4 naka mona, 24
Kasasbepucma, Koju Cy ca4urbasasnu Heky epcmy 2apoe u 0sadecemak
MuUoHupa.

(20) Ha ucmoyHomM 3udy, y3 yna3 y UupKsy ce. Amnocmona,
rnocmassveH je mepmepHu ,lpecmo ceemoe Case”. Ha osom npecmosny
cedesu cy CPrCKU apxuernuckonu u nampujapcu Kaoa cy npeocedasanu
UpKBEHUM CKYrosuma Koju cy ce o0pxcasanu y nehkoj npunpamu .

The anaphors in instances (13) — (20) are linked to antecedents
which are non-salient elements of previous sentences. This means that
through anaphora a non-topical antecedent is transformed into the
topic of the next sentence, which is expected in descriptive and
informative texts as they strive towards richness in information and
description.

The sample has demonstrated that anaphoric links may be created
through hyponymy, particularly in informative texts. This could be used
in order to refer to multiple referents by a single phrase, which is an
example of linguistic economy; however, since hyponymy is used to
refer to a single referent in many cases, we could conclude that this use
is a support to the factual basis of informative texts since hyponymy
offers data on the class of the entity referred to by the antecedent, as in
the following:

(21) ApauyeHa nomuye u3 MPOMCKUX U CynMpOrcKux obaacmu
Asuje, Apppuke u JyxHe Amepuke. Osa snena u pado kopuwherna cobHa
b6usbka Moxce 6umu paszauyumoe uszneda y oOHocy Ha auwhe Koje Koo
c8ux pacme u3 poseme.

(22) Mepmep u _2paHum cy Hajborbu mMamepujanu Koje OaHac
mMoxxeme u3abpamu 3a pPaoHy KyxurbCKy nao4y. 0su npupodHu
mamepujanu cy 20mogo caspuieHu 3a ynompeby y npocmopuma 2oe je
nosuweHa xuaujeHa Heonxo0Ha u HazsaaweHa yrnompeba sooe.

(23) Akconomn je jeOHa 00 HajcnekKMakyaapHujux epcma
canamaHdepa Koju ce mozy Hahu HO amepudykom nem mpxuwmy. 3602
€802 NMopeKa 08aj canamaHoep je 4ecmo (wmo je epsao odzosapajyhe)
M03HAM U KOO MEKCUYKU aKcoaom.

(24) AgpenaHdpa pacme y ouervem cmary y Mekcuky, Konymbéy u
bpaszuny. Oea epsno uHMepecaHmMHa U deKopamueHa busbKa UMA OKO
50 sapujemema.

(25) Mada je npedasao apxumerkmypy, M. Banmposuh je nymoesao
no Cpbuju Kao usacnaHuk Cprnckoz yvyeHoz Opywmea padu
npeupmasara, oNnucuU8aHd U CHUMGAHA CPrCKUX YMEeMmHUYKUX
CMOMEeHUKa U CmapuHa no MaHacmupuma. Hbezos ycrniewiaH pad
Ha o8om riocay omoeyhuo je 0a 1881. 2oduHe 6yde u3zabpaH 3a
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npogecopa apxeosnozuje Ha Benukoj wkonu u 3a yysapa HapodHoz
my3seja y beozpady.

Within this segment of the sample we have found cases in which it
is rather difficult to identify the antecedent to which the anaphor is
linked precisely. The following examples can be considered:

(26) YueHuua ocmoz paspeda MuHa Munowesuh npeak je
Penybauke Cpbuje ca oceojeHUM MakcumaaHum b6pojem noeHa.
3a o8aj peayamam 3acayxcHa je u npogecopka Apazuya JosaHosuh.

(27) Ha Kpajy 6u 2a nosbybuo y Yeno u mume bu aydujeHyuja buna
3aspuieHa. Oea KHexcesa cy30pHcaHoCm Hu y KOM Cay4vajy Huje 6una
3HAK Hebpuee unu Hedocmamka oceharsa.

(28) Budapu eudapuHy Hucy mpaxunau, 0aeana um _ce
0paz2060/bHO. 3a seK ce, 3ap He, He Kaxyce xeana. 0sa spcma
mpaduyuje 00aa3una je y cykob ¢ npakcom senuxkoz ceemd, y Kome je
AeKap 3aHamAuja.

(29) JeduHo je sojcka npedcmassbana cHa2y Koja ce 4ecmo
u3paxaeana y 8ojHU4KUM byHama u ycmaHyuma. Mlako Huje nommnyHo
OMK/IOHUSO 08Y ONACHOCM, HAMPEO0B8AHE MNOjMA O 3aKOHUMOM rpagy
HO rpecmo Yy4uHUuao jy je Marbe 4ecmom U marbe rno2ubesbHoM Mo
duHacmujy.

(30) Ca dpyee cmpaHe, mo je HeAocmaMaK AUYHO2 UCKYCMaEa y
cmeapuma o Kojuma ce npocyhyje, a o cepcucxodHocmu uHmepHema
8asb00 Hajeuwe pacnpasseajy OHU Koju HUcy Hukada ceau 3a maj
YapobHu cypgepcku nyam. OHU KoOju Cy KpeHyau Yy osy asaHmypy
Hemajy spemeHa 0a ce base pacnipasom, seh ce mpyde 0a wmo suuwie
3aepabe U3 me 3emsbe 4yoa u cioboda.

Ininstances (26) — (30) we underlined potential antecedents, which
are actually implications on the basis of which the anaphor may be
interpreted. These examples illustrate antecedents and anaphors which
are not co-referential, as described in Huddleston and Pullum (2002,
1458). Namely, this relation is common when the antecedent is not a
referring expression so that it is not possible to identify a constituent of
the preceding text which expresses the content of the anaphor
precisely. We may also infer that the anaphors provide a label for the
states of affairs and actions described in previous sentences which
cannot be reduced to a single noun phrase antecedent. We believe that
these cases may be more accurately reconsidered through a cognitive
approach to anaphora, which would be out of scope of this study.

In the sample, there are also examples in which anaphors and
antecedents are clearly identifiable and yet it is rather difficult to
describe the lexical relation they form, beyond the anaphoric link. This
is evident in the following:
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(31) BpojHocm u pasHOBPCHOCM MUBOMUHCKUX 8pcma makohe
Kapakmepuwe HayuoHanHu napK bepdan. Kapakmepucmu4yHe
HUBOMUHCKE 8pCMme 3d 084j Kpaj Cy jeneH, CpHA, Oussba C8UH-Q, 3el,
aucuya, umo.

(32) Wupom Espone csake 200uHe Europa Cantat opeaHusyje
Hedesbe nesarba HA KOjuMa ce rnpomosuwe U yHanpehyje 8okasnHa
my3uka. Osu cycpemu npubnuxrasajy xopcko nesare EspornsbaHuma,
anu u EsponseaHe mehycobHo.

(33) Ty, y mom pacnoHy usmehy nosopHuue u 0sopaHe, y moj
KOMYHUKaQuuju u3mehy 2osoperbd U CAYWAHA, Kpemarwad U
nocmMamparba, y mom npenaumary aaymuesoe u3pasa u enedaoyesoes
ymucka - my ewu PyHKUUja U CYwmuHa Komnosuuuje.
o0 o8oM peuyjy, Koja moxoa u Huje HajcpehHuje u3abpaHa, He
noopasymesam camo Hewmo wmo je 4ucmo mexHUYKo.

To be precise, the context of the situation and the knowledge of
the world can be here considered to provide the foundation for the
interpretation of anaphora.

3. Discussion

We have analyzed anaphorically used demonstrative ogaj/osa/oso
in Serbian. The sample contained examples in which the demonstrative
is used to replace a section of previous text. When anaphora is
considered an instrument of cohesion, the link between the antecedent
and the anaphor is semantic as their interpretations are
interdependent. This is apparent in cases in which a) there is a so called
extended reference to fact, b) the antecedent and the anaphor are
related through hyponymy or c) the co-text facilitates the construal of
the anaphoric link.

Cohesion by the anaphoric demonstrative is occasionally paired
with positive or negative evaluation, which leads us to associate it with
semantic prosody. While semantic evaluation could not be considered
the main goal of the use of demonstratives, it sometimes accompanies
the demonstratives analyzed above, making certain sentences seem
stylistically inadequate. Semantic prosody has not been discussed with
function words or syntactic phrases and it may seem incongruous with
them. However, if we consider semantic prosody to take effect when
“the usage of a word gives an impression of an attitudinal or pragmatic
meaning” (Sinclair 1999), it may be reasonable to discuss it in relation to
the anaphoric demonstrative osaj/osa/oso. The sample has indicated
that the phrase osaj/oea/oso + @ is attitudinal when a) the antecedent
which is a personal noun is linked to the anaphor which is a function
word plus an empty slot for either the name or the corresponding noun
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and b) the anaphor is the topic of the sentence with the context that
allows for the possibility of negative associations with the co-referent of
the anaphor.

The results also suggest that cohesion through anaphora does not
involve a simple replacement of the antecedent. In the case of
hyponymy, for example, cohesion in discourse is established though the
relation of hierarchy or taxonomy since what is referred to by the
anaphor is the superordinate class the antecedent belongs to. It does
not even necessarily mean that antecedents and their anaphor have the
same focus. The focus may shift, and it may be the case that the
antecedent is not in focus while the anaphor regains the focus in the
unfolding discourse.

4. Concluding remarks

In this paper, we presented our exploration of anaphoric
referencing in Serbian with the demonstrative pronoun osaj/osa/oso,
used pronominally or in a noun phrase. When consulting the literature
for this study, we noted that it was suggested that the noun phrase with
a proximal demonstrative typically refers to a less salient element of
previous discourse (Poesio, Modjeska 2005, Fossard et al. 2012). Judging
by the sample analyzed, this is not necessarily the case; furthermore,
anaphor is not automatically the instrument for assigning prominence
to the antecedent. Some of the examples, such as those which involve
hyponymy, have demonstrated that an anaphoric noun phrase with a
demonstrative does not mean the antecedent is less salient than the
anaphor. Quite the contrary, they may be of equal status when cohesion
between sentences is being established. The only clear cases of a less
salient antecedent in the sample concern the repetition of the noun.

The literature has also suggested that anaphor as instrument of
cohesion may be a form of reduction or a way to avoid redundancy by
repeating (cf. Schmolz 2015). We noted that this is not the case in the
sample explored. If we consider cohesion to be a semantic tie between
the antecedent and its anaphor, then the anaphor appears also a) to
convey attitude through semantic prosody, b) to indicate a class of what
is referred to by the antecedent, c) in referring to facts, to indicate how
beneficial in achieving a certain state of affairs the antecedent can be,
or d) to shift the focus of attention to a non-thematic element from the
previous sentence.

The examples above demonstrate that the antecedent of the
phrase oeaj/osa/os0 + noun is not necessarily also a noun phrase, as in
the case of reference to fact. We are not concerned here with the form
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of antecedents, but will list the types of antecedents we have also come
across in the sample to be explored further:
- adependent clause:

(34) Mocmoju yak npemnocmasKka - 3acHO8aHA b6aw HA 08UM
peyuma - 0a_je moxda KoHcmaHmMuH nucao ceoje Yyumaso 0eso Ha
MO/bCKOM _aNU_2PYKUM _NUCMeHUMa. Jow je Jazuh u3pasuo cymrby
y 08y mozyhHocm, Kao wmo cmo eeh nokasanu;

- a question:

(35) 3a0uemeH nped cobom, yosek mpeba 0a KpeHe nymem HaA
Kojem he ea 3a0usumu ceem. [Oe je mayka npenasza? Mozay au ce Hahu
pa3nao3u 3a _mo? Jbybas, kKada je uma, my nomaxe U
paspewasa o8y majHy;

- a complex sentence:

(36) OHa je cmeopuna Hewmo jow 3Ha4YajHUje, MAjcMOpPCKU
pacrioped yKpaca, Koju je HaYuHUO 00 #U8oMnuca noy4yHo cpedcmao y
cnymbu upksee, U Ho8y UKOHO2pdaghujy, 8eoma pa3HoOBpPCcHy u bozamy,
Koja cmoju y ee3u ca npernopohajem uzspweHum y IX seky. [Tomohy
ceead 0802d BU3AHMUJCKA yMmemHocm je MohHO epuwiuna ceoj ymuuyaj y
uyesom ceemy, y byzapckoj kao u 'y Pycuju, y JepmeHCKOj Kao Uy jyyHOj
Umanuju;

- more than one sentence from previous discourse, particularly
in narration:

(37) OH cmade Ha cmpaHy AnekcaHdpa Il (1161 2.), cmasu my y
u3ened obHasrvarbe YpKeeHe yHuje U noHada ce 0a he 2a oH, y 3ameHy,
KpyHucamu 3a 3anadHoz yapa. ¥ ucmo epeme He208uU OurnaoMamcKu
YUHOBHUYU cy Hacmojanu 0a bapbapocu cmeope Henpujamersroe
nodpxcasajyhu nombapocky auey u 0ajyhu Hos4yaHy rnomoh AHKOHU,
beHosu, Mu3u, Mneyuma. C Opyze cmpaHe, 00K je Npasuo cMmymme y
Umanuju u Hemaykoj, MaHojno je xceneo 0a cmynu u 'y HenocpeoaH
000up ¢ Hema4dykum yapem. OO0 08uUX 3anaemeHUX U Heocmeapsbusux
HaMepa HUWmMmMa cmeapHoaa Huje npousuwsio.

- a set of prepositional phrases:

(38) Anu je mauHo O0a me mMHO20 suwie uUHMepecyje 36usarbe y
camom _cpeduwmy rno3opuwmd, y 2aymuy, y je3uky, nokpemy ... Ko
jeOHoM npodpe y 30HUM/BUBOCM 08UX CBEMOBA - 0 CBAKU eseMeHam
meampa je caem 3a cebe - maj mewiKo NMOMOM U3/a3U Oflem Harosve.

We may revisit Krahmer and Piwek’s (1997, 4-11) account of
anaphora features, cited above. First, there are examples in the sample
which illustrate that the interpretation of anaphors may depend on the
context, especially in cases in which there is extended reference to fact
or those in which the antecedent is hard to identify, so it is ‘contextually
given’. Second, we are concerned with anaphora proper, whose
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interpretation is a matter of linguistic interpretation, which is available
in all cases from the co-text, the unfolded text, or any kind of semantic
relation between the referring expressions, as with cohesion in general.
Moreover, the instances in which the antecedent is hard to isolate,
verify the idea proposed in Halliday and Hasan (1976, 304) that
reference is a semantic relation which rests upon the meanings of
particular instances. In addition, we also believe that although
sometimes the antecedent may be difficult to isolate, it is still easy to
identify, which may be explored further from the cognitive point of view.
Third, it is indeed the case that co-reference is not a necessary property
of anaphora, as demonstrated with anaphors which refer to fact.

We assume that the results of this paper suggest that the
proposition from the literature that the primary function of anaphoric
demonstrative is to refer to a less prominent element of unfolded
discourse is too general. Also, we cannot confirm that we observed any
vagueness with antecedents that would require usage of
demonstratives, as opposed to the personal pronouns, for example,
even in cases in which the antecedents cannot be reduced to a noun
phrase. The opacity, however, may be additionally tested from the
cognitive viewpoint. Similarly, the reasons for using this demonstrative
anaphorically do not have to relate to the change in sentence topic, and
the motivation may lie in the attitudinal reference or in the need to
provide additional information on the antecedent, which may require
further exploration of semantic prosody with syntactic structures,
theme and rheme with anaphor, abstractions and ideas as antecedents,
etc.

Works cited:

Ariel, Mira. Accessing Noun-Phrase Antecedents. London: Routledge. 1990.

Cornish, Francis. “Indexicality by degrees: Deixis, “anadeixis”, and (discourse)
anaphora.” hal-00960772. https://hal-univ-tlse2.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-
00960772, 2009 (accessed 16 October 2022).

Dipper, Stefanie, Heike Zeinsmeister. “Annotating Discourse Anaphora”.
Proceedings of the Workshop ‘Third Linguistic Annotation Workshop’. LAW
Ill, ACL-IJCNLP. Suntec, Singapore, 2009. 166—-169.

Fossard, Mario, Alan Garnham, H. & Wind Cowles. “Between anaphora and
deixis... The resolution of the demonstrative noun phrase that N”.
Language and Cognitive Processes 27 (9), 2012. 1385-1404.

Halliday, M.A.K. & Rugaiya Hasan. Cohesion in English. London: Routledge,
1976.

Huang, Yan. Anaphora. A Cross-linguistic Approach. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2000.

247




m Folia linguistica et litteraria

Huang, Yan. “Anaphora, cataphora, exophora, logophoricity”. In Keith
Brown (ed.) Encyclopedia of language and linguistics, New York: Elsevier,
2005. 231-238.

Huddleston, Rodney & Geoffrey K. Pullum. The Cambridge Grammar of the
English Language. Cambridge: University Press, 2002.

Klikovac, DusSka. “O upotrebi pokaznih re¢i u srpskom jeziku”. In:
Kognitivnolingvisticka proucavanja srpskog jezika, zbornik radova, 2006.
125-141.

Klikovac, Duska. “Gramaticka kategorija lica kod pokaznih re¢i u srpskom
jeziku”, Zbornik matice srpske za slavistiku 83, 2013. 269-286.

Krahmer, Emiel & Paul Piwek. “Varieties of anaphora”. Proceedings of the 11th
Amsterdam Colloquium, University of Amsterdam, 1997. 5-20.

Marx, Konstanze, Ina Bornkessel-Schlesewsky, Matthias Schlesewsky.
“Resolving complex anaphors”. In Schwarz-Friesel, Monika/Consten,
Manfred/Knees, Mareile (eds.): Anaphors in Text. Cognitive, formal and
applied approaches to anaphoric reference. Amsterdam/Philadelphia:
Benjamins, 2007. 259-277.

Molnar, Valeria, Héléne Vinckel-Roisin. “Discourse Topic vs. Sentence Topic.
Exploiting the Peripheries of German Verb-Second Sentences”. In: Molnar,
Valeria / Winkler, Susanne / Egerland, Verner (eds.). Architecture of Topic.
Berlin/Boston, de Gruyter, 2019. 293-333.

Piper, Predrag, Ivana Antonic, Vladislava Ruzi¢, Sreto Tanasic¢, Ljudmila Popovié
& Branko Tosovic. Sintaksa savremenoga srpskog jezika. Prosta recenica
[Syntax of modern Serbian language. Simple sentence]. Novi Sad: Institut
za srpski jezik SANU, Beogradska knjiga, Matica srpska, 2005.

Sinclair, John. “The search for units of meaning”. Textus 9: 1996. 75-106.

Sinclair, John. Concordance tasks. The Tuscan Word Centre.
http://www.twc.it/happen.html 1999 (accessed 7 January 2023).

Schmolz, Helene. Anaphora Resolution and Text Retrieval: A Linguistic Analysis
of  Hypertexts. Berlin, Minchen, Boston: De Gruyter.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110416756, 2015.

Snider, Todd. “Introducing propositional discourse referents”. Proceedings of
Sinn und Bedeutung 23. Vol. 2, 2019. 317-332.

Talmy, Leonard. “Targeting in Language: Unifying Deixis and Anaphora”.
Frontiers in Psychology 11. 2016.
https://www.readcube.com/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.02016, 2020
(accessed 23 September 2022).

Vieira, Renata, Susanne Salmon-Alt & Caroline Gasperin. “Coreference and
anaphoric relations of demonstrative noun phrases in a multilingual
corpus”. In Anténio Branco, Tony McEnery & Ruslan Mitkov (eds.),
Anaphora Processing: Linguistic, cognitive and computational modelling,
2005. 385-402. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing
Company.



https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110416756

Journal of Language and Literary Studies m

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG: ANAPHER MIT DEMONSTRATIVPRONOMEN
OBAJ/OBA/OBO IN SERBISCH

Der Artikel untersucht die anaphorische Verwendung des
Demonstrativpronomens osaj/oea/oso im serbischen Diskurs. Wir haben eine
Auswahl aus dem elektronischen Korpus Serbian Web Corpus
zusammengestellt, um die Koreferenz, die durch die anaphorische Verwendung
des Demonstrativs entsteht, und die Kontexte, in denen es verwendet wird, zu
untersuchen. Der Gebrauch von Anapher bei den Phrasen osaj/osa/oso + @
und osaj/osa/oso + Substantiv werden sowohl zwischen den Satzen und im
einem Satz berticksichtigt. Wir betrachten auch die Interpretation, zusatzliche
Assoziationen und die semantische Prosodie der Anapher in bestimmten
Kontexten. Die Analyse hat gezeigt, dass das Demonstrativum in narrativen und
informativen Texten anaphorisch verwendet wird, mit negativer semantischer
Prosodie im ersteren und positiver Prosodie im letzteren, und dass die Anapher
nicht nur ein Instrument zur Auflésung eines nicht hervorstechenden
Bezugswort ist.

Schlagworter: Anapher, demonstrativ, Pronomen, semantische Prosodie,
serbisch



