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A field of research like the one indicated by the title above is much
too vast to be consistently covered by a single person (or, so much the
less, in a single paper). Therefore, what this article could do is mainly to
urge as many researchers as possible towards some new views on Roma-
nian onomastics as part of a Pan- and Palaeo-Balkan stock. The latter
should, I think, be regarded as a Namenbund made not only of proper-
names which languages of the Balkan Sprachbund have come to have in
common by historical vicinity & exchange, but also of proper-names of
Palaeo-Balkan origin inherited — in spite of a whole series of major
ethnolinguistic disruptions — by Balkan languages of our times.

The directions and tasks proposed here seem to be even more difficult
if we take into account the main traditional approaches. Today’s resear-
chers have to correct, or remove altogether, a whole range of older
authoritative (especially ,,external%) visions, of which many are untenable
for reasons going from insufficient information to ideologic bias and ill-
will. In that respect, among the most harmful negative screens are the
following:

— Pseodo-academic (politico-justificative) ideology, be it Pan-Hel-
lenic, Pan-Slavic, Over-Latinizing, or (Neo-) Austro-Hungarian.

— First-attestation fallancy, based on the wrong idea that words
attested earlier in certain languages should be regarded as origins of
corresponding words attested later in other languages (nothing guarantees
that Lat. cincinnus is ,,sans doute emprunt au gr. xitvvoc®, especially
since the latter ,lui-méme doit étre emprunté¥ — cf. Ernout Meillet 1985;
similarly, it would be wrong to assert that Rom. brotac is of Greek ori-
gin simply because Gk. Bpotaxoc was attested much earlier).

— Prestige-language obstruction, exerted (often unintentionally) by
Greek, or Old Church Slavonic, through which many words of Palaeo-
Balkan (i.e. pre-Greek, and pre-Slavic) origin have reached us (some-
times in folk-etymologically distorted forms).

— Misleading interpretations, wrong etymologies, and pdeudohypo-
corism coming from ancient authors (Herodotus, Pausanias), or from more
recent ones (Fick, Bechtel, Tomaschek, Miklosich, Kisch, Iordan).

— Forced or incompletely sustained reconstructions (many of them
included in the Walde-Pokorny stock) imposed by Junggrammatiker.

— Insufficient attestation for certain SE European areas (including
Dacia); palaeo-linguistics often has nothing but a limited number of pro-
per-names to rely on.

— Unreliable transcriptions, due mainly to the fact that proper-
names of languages like Thracian, or Illyrian were written down by Greek
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and/or Latin hands, and (we may suspect) the two classical alphabets
could not properly render certain ,,barbarian“ sounds.

— Insufficient exploitation (by today’s researches) of valuable ono-
mastic material, such as the Greek and not-Greek one of Hesychios, the
Illyrian collections of Krahe and Russu, or the Thracian ones of Tomas-
chek and Decev.

For a helpful background, we should turn to good account wvalid
conclusions of recent Indo-European studies, from the Gimbutas-Martinet-
Mallory line (focused on the steppic factor), to the Caucasian stress of
Gamkrelidze-Ivanov, and the autochthonist-immobilist vision (however
exaggerated) of the Renfrew school. Older views on Hamito-Mediterra-
nean and Caucaso-Iberian substrates (Ivanescu 1957, Hubschmid 1960,
Lahovary 1963) should also be re-evaluated.

Though without helpful early attestations (in comparison with the
Near and Middle East), the extremely old age of the Aegeo-Balkan seden-
tary village & proto-urban life sustains the idea of a neolithic demograp-
hic dominant, and of an important degree of demographic-anthropologic
continuity in the Balkans. A major sign of that fundament would be
exactly onomastic persistance in the area under discussion. We may
assume that a certain number of Balkan proper-names may be as old as,
for instance, the Mesopotamian Uruk, which survives in today’s Warka.
Significant persistence may be shown by anthroponyms too; e. g. the
massive presence of non-Roman names in Balkan-Latin inscriptions
reveals mainly that not even the major changes caused by the Roman
conquest destroy the indigenous name-system.

In Romania, hydronyms like Arges, Cris, Dundre, Mures, Olt, Somes,
Timis, Vedea, as well as oiconyms like Abrud, Drencova, Hdrsova, Me-
hadia, Oltina have been credibly referred to corresponding ancient attes-
tations (cf. Poghirc 1969: 356—360). I consider that, besides the Roma-
nian toponyms so far discussed as coming from a pre-Romanian substrate,
there are many others which may be shown to be of substratic origin:
e.g. Altdna, Brdseu, Ciuc, Guranda, Ilba, Ilva, Mogna, Nemsga, Parta, Putna,
Turia etc. Most of these can either be referred to Thracian, Dacian and
Illyrian attestations, or they can be explained through common words of
substrate origin attested in Albanian and/or Romanian (cf. Mosna inter-
pretable through Rom. mog ’old man, forefather uncle’ -cf. Alb. moshé
‘age’).

The Neogrammarian (basically Brugmann's) reconstruction of a proto-
Indo-European phonologic system proves, in my opinion, to be hardly
applicable to Palaeo-Balkan material. We should seriously reconsider the
(now neglacted) observations of Decev 1952 on certain ,Etruscoid% fea-
tures in Thracian. Those observations seem to go hand in hand with
those of Furnée 1972 on the peculiar phonologic irregularities and alter-
nations of ,pre-Greek“. Furnée took account a system visible in the
,vorgriechisch-kleinasiatisch-balkanisch Toponymik% (1972: 48) and,
most significantly for us, his ,,pre-Greek“ aspects are sustained by quite
a lot of Microasian and Northern-Balkan illustrative material. Observe,
for instance, the ,,Wechsel* shown by: 'AcxAvmios/’ Ayhaoids, Taloos/xaldos,
TVRTOVY [ % VpTwoT), 'AxéAns [ Axéhns, M vySovia [ Mvxdovia, [Iapos,/ Papos,Ba-
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iy | Dataxes, Méravdos, | Mehdvrios, [MzAavdros, A6Bepos /[ Domerus, T{Bioxos
/ Tibisia. I may assert that the same (or very similar) alternations
may be found in Romanian variants of certain appelatives, or in
closely related words: e. g. bistrit/mistret (the peculiar sour taste of
certain wild fruit), cocoasd (Chump’) /gogoasd (’cocoon, doughnut’), démb
Chillock’) /tdmpd ('steep hill’), tarcd/sarcd (‘magpie’) etc. Macedo-Roma-
nian (Vlahic) is especially rich in such exemples: cdsdbd/hdsibd/hdsdpa
‘town’, camd/gamd ’house’ (good) family’, barangd/parangd ’hut’, breand,
mreand ’a fresh-water fish (barbel)’, acumpru/acumbdr 'l buy’, carabeu!
harabeu *woodpecker’ etc, (some of these have credible etymologies, others
are of unknown origin; but all are phonologically problematic). Finally,
there are quite many pairs (or series) of obscure Romanian proper-names
which raise similar problem: e. g. Bandu/Mandu, Boantd/Moantd, Burdea/
Furdea/Purdea/Vurdea, Oancea/Vancea, Oprea/Obrea, Tiutiorea/Tutora,
Tiolea/Tolea, Tinw/Dinu, Zdrand/SGrand etc. Such material, can tell us
more about pre-Romanian (and Palaeo-Balkan) phonology than all re-
constructions.

As regards Romanian hereditary names, traditional interpretations
(along the Miklosich-Iordan line) have imposed the idea that besides
names transparently derived from Romanian lexical material, there are
incredibly many borrowings, especially from (South-) Slavic and Greek.
In fact, I have many reasons to believe that most of the (undeniable)
onomastic connections between Romanian and those languages should not
be viewed as due to historical borrowing (which could be established by
form-analysis), but especially to a Palaeo-Balkan substrate community.
I must also assert (as I have already done in an article now in print at
Thraco-Dacica) that typically Romanian are not only family-names which
can be lexico-semantically analysed on Romanian ground -cf. transparent
derivations like Ailenei<Ileana (fem. first-name), Brasoveanu < Bragov
(city-name), Lungu<lung 'long, tall’, Lupu <lup 'wolf’ etc, Besides thesc
ones, there are impressively many names of general Romanian use which
cannot be interpreted through either Romanian or historically neighbou-
ring languages. Those name are, however, formatively and systemically
,native®. and many of them have correspondents (often as obscure) in
both ancient and modern Aegeo-Balkan (,,indigenous“ Microasian, Myce-
naean, ,,pre-Greek¥ Thraco-Dacian, Illyrian, Albanian, Bulgarian).

Something special: the idea of a perpetuation of hereditary names
from a Palaeo-Balkan substrate to Romanian may sound incredible espe-
cially if we take into account the rather recent date of family-name
officialization in Romania. But, hereditary are also certain unofficial
,.collectives¥, and village-nicknames*“ (nume de sat, or nume de rusine),
many of which are opaque in both forms and meaning, and are most
vernacular in ,,spirit“. The solid presence of indigenous second-names in
Balkan-Latin inscriptions, and the general presence of Romanian village-
nicknames seem to indicate an institution of most anccient age. I also
take account the following fact: many of the Romanian village-nicknames
look more archaic than usual Romanian officialized family-names (though
what functions as a nickname in one village may appear as a ,serious%
official name in another). Unlike trivial-flat derivatives like the official
family-names Ailenei and Brasoveanu given above, most of the etymolo-
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gically obscure village-nicknames are characterized by very expressive
phonic features, such as conciseness, sounds and sequences of archaic-
vernacular colour, etc. By such features, the nicknames under discussion
(e. g. Bucor, Bulei, Cioua, Ddrna, Durdu, Ghiga, Pitdl, Pricu, Singea, Zd-
child, all from Banat) are very close to Romanian family-names which
have obvious relationships with Romanian and/or Albanian, common
words of substrate origin: e.g. Rom. Abur, Bucur, Dasu, Sutiu, Zotea
(which can be easily referred to Rom. abur Alb. abull/avull, Rom. bucura,
Alb. bukur, Rom. das, Alb. dash, Rom. gut/ciut, Alb. shut, Alb. zot, res-
pectively). Moreover, both categories are represented by mono-member
names (usually theme+suffix), a type specific to Micro-asian, Mycenaean,
Illyrian, and Etrusco-Italic onomastics. There is a clear contrast between
that type and the one considered as basically Indo-European, represented
(as in Greek, Irano-Indian, Celtic, Slavic, Germanic and partially, Thra-
cian) by bi-member names which are, usually, transparent both forma-
tively and semantically.

To go back to village-nick-names, their great number and institutio-
nal status in Romanian lead to the conclusion that they must represent
an ancient system. Their perpetuation (safely away from official-admi-
nistrative interventions) is highly significant for the European SE an areca
of impressive demographic-anthropologic unity and continuity, and of a
dominantly sedentary village-life of prehistoric roots. In such a perspec-
tive, we cannot interpret as mere coincidences, or as just inter-bor-
rowings, the many correspondences observed by Iordan 1983 too between
Romanian obscure anthroponymy (all mono-members), such as Brascu,
Bubu, Ipu, Mangu, Minciu, Nelea, Ocu, Persu, Ragcu, Tdnfu, and similar
names of Albanian, Bulgarian, or Neo-Greek. But significant compari-
son can also be tried between Romanian names like the ones above and
ancient ones recorded as Microasian, Mycenaean, Homeric Greek, Thra-’
cian, or Illyrian. Along such a line, a ,short¢ hereditary name like the
above-mentioned Rom Ocu (taken not in isolation, but together with its
rich family: Ocd, Ochea, Oculescu, Oculici, Ocos, etc.) should be consi-
dered from a Pan- and Palaeo-Balkan standpoint too. There has been an
unavoidable tendency towards interpreting names of the Ocu-category
through common words of one or another historical Balkan language:
Iordan 1983 (s.v.) explains Ocd through ,,ocd, a variant of ocd“, Ochea as
derived from ,,ochi, by the suffix -(eja% and Ocog (more credibiy) by dia-
lectal ocos, ocds, ocus 'clever, witty, conceited, sly’. But could we possibly
explain Bulg. Oko, Okjo through Romanian appelatives too? My opinion
is that much older roots are indicated by Homer. wxls quick, swift’ (cf.
also compounds like wx¥-mos swift footed'. wyB-poos [swift-flowing*).
An important argument in favour of such a connection is the existence
of a Mycenaean onomastic series: O-ka, O-ko, O-ku, O-ke-u, O-ke-te-u,
O-ko-me-ne-u, O-ku-ka, O-ku-no (all to be found in Landau 1958); and
these, in their turn, may be referred to a Microasian family including
Oxe, Oxyo, Ovyya, Ovoyes (taken from Zgusta 1978). Last but not least,
Thracian participates in that onomastic field by attestations like O Zavvo
(an ethnonym) and ’'OZanvoi  (the attribute of a local Zeus) — cf. De-
cev 1957,
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In toponymy, explaining continuity through ages is not a difficult
task: it is a well-attested fact that, even under circumstances of repeated
historical turmoil and discontinuity, place-names of older indigenous
populations are taken over by new-comers (whether conyuerors, or mere
intruders). But a perpetuation of anthroponyms (like the pre-Greek and
pre-Roman ones) in the Balkans can be understood only against a back-
ground of provable continuity of a cultural-demographic vein. I can see
no serious reason for a rejection of the idea that a significant number
of Palaeo-Balkan person-names could be perpetuated mainly as family-
names, and hereditary nicknames) within the SE European systen of ru-
ral settlement, after Romanization, and after partial Slavicization. The
phenomenon here discussed could occur even in conditions of ethnolin-
guistic alterations and of interrupted links between proper-names and
apellatives that vanished through ,language-deaths®. For concrete (and
more recent) illustraitons of that complex phenomenon, we could inves-
tigate the fossilization and re-interpretation of Albanian and Vlah names
in certain communities once belonging to those minorities, but now
totally Hellenized in Greece. Or, for a pregnant Romanian illustration,
I may mention that, when members of the Cdndea family (like other
representatives of the indigenous Transylvanian low-nobility) became
magyarized, they did not actually take another name, but merely de-
viated the original one into Kende (cf. Izvoare 1989).

As a final stress. I must point out two aspects which I consider to
be of great significance for such a tentative approach to Pan- and Palaeo-
Balkan onomastics:

1) The correspondence between Microasian and Romanian mono-
member names are far from sporadic, and they manifest themselves not
only in form, but also in system. The two onomastic stocks have so many
things in common that they almost appear as extremes (in space and
time or conservative peripheral manifestations of one and the same Na-
menbund Microasian and Romanian families of proper-names (with im-
portant correspondences in Mycenaean and Illyrian) resemble one another
in themes (which are sometimes interpretable, other times totally obscure),
in suffixation, and, strikingly, in phonology: e. g. Microas. OvaXe (cf.
Microas. O%a, OvoXes, cf. also the numerous correspondents of the Rom.
Ocd[Ocu family given above), as well as Ovava (cf. Ovets of the same
family) and OvavBa show exactly the same kind of a-Umlaut effects as
Rom. Oacd (i.e. /wak/ -cf. Ocd), Oand (cf. Onu) and Oantd (cf. Ontoiu),
respectively. Such examples may be used in a reconstruction of an Aegeo-
Balkan articulatory-phonologic system visible not only in ancient lan-
guages attested in the area, but also in Balkan languages of our days.

2) An impressive amount of scholarly attention has been paid (since
Meyer and Hasdeu) to Albano-Romanian correspondences in common
words. But, as far as I know, no systematic research has been done on
the Albano-Romanian onomastic community (Iordan 1983 practically
overlooks Albanian, while it exaggerates a Bulgarian contribution to Ro-
manian onomastics). As an illustration, I will use here only the following
parallel between two obviously related families of Albanian and Roma-
nian anthroponyms: Alb. Balaej, Balak, Balan/Ballan, Balicé, Baliq, Balja,
Ballmir, Ballosh, Balsha, Ballush/Balush are perfectly comparable with
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Rom. Bdlaiu, Balac, Balan/Bdilan, Balint, Balici, Balea, Balomir, Balos,
Balsa, Balus/Balus, (cf. Thrac. Balla, Balas, Bales, Baloia, Balascae, Ba-
lius, and Illyr, Bales, Ballaios, Baloia). To be observed here are the folo-
wing facts:

— a) an obvious correspondence, on the one hand between Albanian
and Romanian, on the other hand between the two modern languages
and two ancient languages of the same area;

— b) a quite clear connection between the two Albano-Romanian
families and well-attested appelatives (of most probable substrate origin)
in the two languages: Rom. bdl, bdlas, balos, bdlai, bdlan, 'white, fair’
(which should not be regarded as borrowing from Slavie, although they
have relatives there), as cognates of. Alb. balash, balosh 'white; with a
white spot on the forehad’ — cf. Gk. Paios ‘white, white-spotted’ (a
borrowing from some non-Greek Balkan idiom, since Greek has its pho-
nologically , regular® gaioés/eahiés ‘white, light’), Lith. bdlas ’'white’,
O.C. Slav. belb 'white’, etc. (see Poghirc 1969; 328);

— ¢) the Albanian and Romanian series (as well as the Thracian and
Illyrian ones) have a whole lot of formants in common (and my arran-
gement points them out): -ak/-ac, -ja/-ea, -ig/-ici, -osh[-0s, -ush/us, etc.

The schematic presentation above manages only to indicate some di-
rections and principles that I consider worth observing in all attempts
at a more accurate view on the Romanian onomastic vein of provable
Palaeo-Balkan origin. My main conclusion is: is we try to go beyond the
negative screens mentioned at the beginning of this paper, we can obtain
credibile results in the study of all possible connections between the
ancient and the modern Balkan onomastic systems.

BIBLOGRAPHY

BECHTEL, F. 1917 — Die historischen Personnennamen des Griechischen bis zur
Kaiserzeit, Halle: Niemeyer.

BESEVLIEV, V. 1964 — Uber manche dltere Theorien von der Romanisierung der
Thraker. Etudes balcaniques, I, 147—158.

BUTURAS, A. 1912 — Ta neocllentka kyria onomata. Athene: Raftane.

CHANTRAINE, P. 1990 — Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque, Paris:
Klincksieck.

CONSTANTINESCU, N.A. 1963 — Dictionar onomastic romdnesc. Bucuresti: Edi-
tura Academiei.

DECEV (DETSCHEW), D. 1952 — Charakteristik der thrakischen Sprache. Sofiu:
Akademija.

DECEV, D. 1957 — Die thrakischen Sprachreste. Wien: Rohrer.

DJAKONOFF, 1.M., V.P. NEROZNAK. 1985 — Phrygian. New York: Caravan.

DOCI, R. 1983 — Antroponimia e Llapushés. Prishtiné: Instituti Albanologjik.

DORNSEIFF, F., B. HANSEN. 1978 — Reverse Lexicon of Greek Proper-Names.
Chicago: Ares.

FICK, A. 1874 — Die griechischen Personennamen, Goéttingen: Vandenhoeck.

FRASER, PM.,, E. MATTHEWS. 1987 — A Lexicon of Greek Personal Names —
The Aegean Islands, Cyprus, Cyrenaica. Oxford: Clarendon.

FURNEE, E. 1972 — Die wichtigsten konsonantischen Erscheinungen des Vorgric-
chischen. The Hague: Mouton.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro



~1

On palaeo-balkan elements 345

GAMKRELIDZE, T.V,, V.V. IVANOV. 1984 — Indoevropejskij jazyk i indoevro-
pejcy. Thilisi: Universitet.

GANDEV, H. 1989 — Badlgarskata narodnost prez XV vek. Sofia: Nauka.

GEORGIEV, V. 1981 — Introduction to the History of the Indo-European Lan-
guages. Sofia: Akademija.

GIMBUTAS, M. 1985 — Primary and Secondary Homeland of the Indo-Europeans:
Comments on the Gamkrelidze-Ivanov Articles. The Journal of Indo--Euro-
pean Studies, 13, 1 & 2, 185—202,

HAMP, E. 1980 — Thracian, Dacian, and Albano-Romanian Correspondences. Actes
du II-e Congres de Thracologie — Bucarest, septembre 1976. 57—60, Buca-
rest: Académie.

HUBSCHMID, J. 1960 — Mediterrane Substrate. Bern: Francke.

HULD, M. 1983 — Basic Albanian Etymologies. Columbus: Slavica.

IORDAN, 1. 1963 — Toponimia romdneascd. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei.
IORDAN, 1. 1983 — Dictionarul numelor de familie romdnesti. Bucuresti: Editura
Stiintifica.

IVANESCU, G. 1957 — Le réle des Japhétites dans la formation des peuples et
des cultures antiques. Studia et Acta Orientalia, I, 199—231.
IVANESCU, G. 1968 — Albanais et Japhétites. Studia et Acta Orientalia, VII,

5—10.
IVANESCU, G. 1980 — Istoria limbii romdne. lasi: Junim=a.
Izvoare privind evul mediu romdnesc — Tara Hategului in secolul al XV-lea.

1989, Cluj-Napoca: Dacia.

KRAHE, H. 1925 — Die alten balkanillyrischen geographischen Namen. Heidelberg:
Winter.

KRONASSER, H. 1965 — Illyrier und Illyricum. Die Sprache, XI, 1 & 2, 155—183.

KULISIC, S. 1966 — Traditions and Folklore of Yugoslavia. Beograd: Jugoslavija.

LLAHOVARY, N. 1963 — Dravidian Origins and the West. Bombay: Longmans.

ILANDAU, O. 1958 — Muykenisch-griechische Personennamen. Géteborg: Almquist.

LEVEQUE, P. 1987 — Aventura greacd. Bucuresti: Meridiane.

MALLORY, JP. 1989 — In Search of the Indo-Europeans. London: Thames &
Hudson.

MARTINET, A. 1986 — Des steppes aur océans — L’indo-européen et les ,Indo-
Européens“. Paris: Payot.

MEYER, G. 1891 — Etymologisches Worterbuch der albanesieschen Sprache. Strass-
burg: Triibner.

NILSSON, M. P. 1972 — The Mycenaean Originof Greek Mythology. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.

PAPAHAGI, T. 1974 — Dictionarul dialectului aromdn | Dictionnaire aroumain
(macédo-roumain). Bucuresti: Editura Academiei.

POGHIRC, C. 1969 — Influenta autohtond. In Istoria limbii romane, II, 313—365.
Bucuresti: Editura Academiei.

POGHIRC, C. 1976 — Thrace et daco-mésien: langues ou dialectes? Thraco-Dacica.
Bucuresti.

PPOKORNY, J. 1959 — Indogermanisches etymologisches Wérterbuch. Bern: Francke.
PORUCIUC, A. 1989 — Sufixe toponimice romdnesti interpretate de Iorgu Iordan.

In Iorgu Iordan — 100 de ani de la nastere. Universitatea , Al. I. Cuza* —
lasi.

PCRUCIUC, A. 1990 — Continuitatea onomasticii traco-dacice — principii §i su-
gestii de abordare. Symposia Thracologica, 8, 151—153.

PORUCIUC, A. — Onomastica romdneascd in perspectivd paleo- si panbalcanicd.

Symposia Thracologica, 9, 187—190.

REICHENKRON, G. 1966 — Das Dakische. Heidelberg: Winter.

RENFREW, C, 1987 — Archaeology and Language. Cambridge U.P.

ROLLE, R. 1989 — The World of the Scythians. London: Batsford.

RUSSU, 1.I. 1969a — Illirii. Bucuresti: Editura Academiei.

RUSS}J, 11. 1969b — Die Sprache der Thrako-Daker. Bucuresti: Editura Stiinti-
ica.

RUSSU, 11. 1981 — Etnogeneza romdnilor. Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica.

SHEVELOV, G. 1964 — A Prehistory of Slavic. Heidelberg: Winter.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro



346 Adrian Poruciuc 8

SIMENSCHY, T., G. IVANESCU. 1981 — Gramatica comparatd a limbilor indo-
europene, Bucuresti: Editura didactica.

TOMASCHEK, W. 1893—1894 — Die alten Thraker. Wien: Akademie.

TRUBACEV, O.N. 1985 — Linguistics and Ethnogenesis of the Slavs: The Ancient
Slavs as Evidenced by Etymology and Omnomastics. The Journal of Indo-
‘European Studies, 13, 1 & 2.

VLAHOV, K. 1976 — Trakijski liéni imena fonetiko-morfologiéni prouévanija. So-
fia: Akademija.

VRACIU, A. 1980 — Limba daco-getilor. Timisoara: Facla.

WHITTLE, A. 1985 — Neolithic Europe: A Survey. Cambridge U.P.

ZGUSTA, L. 1978 — Reverse Lericon of Indigenous Names from Asia Minor in
Their Greek Transcriptions. In Dornseiff/Hansen 1978, 321—340.

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro





