Further Data regarding the Latin-Autochtonous Glottic
Interaction in the Balkan Area

Marc A. GABINSCHI (Chisinau)

The purpose of this paper is to familiarize the English speaking reader with
some of the author's recent not yet published results in the domain they are pre-
sented against a broader background of his Balkanologic considerations published
in previous years.

It should be noted that, paradoxical as it is, the data obtained and regarded
by the author as his most important ones in the domain do not relate to the Latin-
autochtonous interaction itself, inaccessible to our direct observations, but to some
later glottic phenomena due, in the last analysis, to the pre-requisits which existed
long ago, most probably in the first millennium A.D. Now it is practically impossi-
ble to state what the concrete source of the autochtonous influence in the pre-
Romanian Latin or early Romanian itself was. It may have been the Dacian sub-
stratum, as well as the several centuries long (pre-)Romanian-(pre-)Albanian coex-
istence in some zones of the Central Balkans, like the often mentioned in this con-
nection Dardania or the Morava and Timok basins or the Nis' (<Naissus) - Skopje
(<Scupis) - Sofia (<Serdica) triangle etc. The two versions do not exclude each
other, because we can not yet regard the Illyrian provenance of Albanian as an
indisputable fact, so that it could also prove to be Thraco-Dacian, nor do we know
what the degree of community (due to kinship and/or Sprachbund-like relations)
between Illyrian and Thraco-Dacian was. However, since there were few direct
Albanian-Romanian contacts in the present millennium, the two languages' areas
not even bordering upon each other for many centuries (the Aromanian micro-
areas being of little importance), it is clear that the most striking common features
of the two languages owe their existence to the territorial community or intense
contacts of remote past times. To say nothing of more wide-spread phenomena,
shared by other Balkan languages as well (the loss of the infinitive, the postposed
article, the evolution of the verb "to want" into the formant of the future tense, the
homonymization of genitive and dative, resp. of their prepositional equivalents
etc.) at least the following main Albano-Romanian features should be pointed out:
the formal individualization of the genitive through what is called some kind of
"articles"which are in fact left semi-confixes, quite indifferent towards the defi-
niteness or the indefiniteness of the noun introduced by them, or the frequent use
of the so called "supine" of Romanian, e.g. the action noun of participial form,
more productive there in the past and universally productive even now in Albanian
(cf. the € béré! type). But at the same time, as the productivity of the action names
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like f3cut decreased in the last centuries (almost none of them is now used for the
many thousands of neologic verbs which build their action names in -re, but also in
-aj etc.), some of their specific prepositional constructions developed, which,
unlike such nouns themselves, are transitive, as in dJe facut, la facut, pentru facut,
etc. So the first step towards verbalization was made. The complete verbalization
was achieved in cases in which the preposition ceased to be what it was, becoming
the left part of a confix, i.e. a discontinuous formant whose right part was inherited
from the participial action name. This deprepositionalization is peculiar exclusive-
ly to de. Standard Romanian approves of a limited number of such uses (e.g. the
patterns like e de facut; am de facut; mantw/sfarsesc/termin etc. de facut; de facut
am facut; rdméne de facut; e grew/usor/imposibil etc. de facut), but in substandard
spheres, e.g. in folklore, and especially in Moldova, the de facut constructions are
much more numerous, cf. such wide-spread uses as trebuie de facut; se poate de
facut; de facut pol/stiv/vreau etc.; Cum de facut?; ca de facut; este ce de facut etc.,
cf. especially the subject role, e.g. De vrut e una, da de putut e alta. The evolution
has reached its present day summit in the sporadic inclusion of verbal clitics, e.g.
de te facut, de le facut, de o facut etc. Such facts entitled us to state the appearance
of a secondary infinitive in Romanian and to suppose a similar shift in Albanian.
We meant the 7€ béré type, our assumption being confirmed by two phenomena.
First, it was the recent evolution of pér té béré (named "future infinitive" already
in the first Albanian grammar2 and frequently characterized later as an "infini-
tive", but being mostly a destinative form, like the Latin supine I and becoming an
infinitive sensu stricto only in some sporadic uses peculiar to the last decades).
The second phenomenon in question was the verbalization of the sé bérr type, still
usually regarded as ablative, but being in fact already a non-finite verbal form spe-
cialized to follow first of all finitive verbs (e.g. mbaroj/pushoj/rresht etc.), more
seldom vazhdoj/vijoj and even more seldom fi/loj/nis etc. (cf. Rom. termin etc. de
fAcut), cf. also the recent inclusion of clitics as in s'v bér, sé€ mé bén etc. Many
facts and considerations on the matter can be found in our special works on the
topic3. Of course, we were not the first author to notice the strong infinitive-like
features of the forms in question, as well as their resemblance in Romanian and
Albanian. Our predecessors were K. Sandfeld (-Jensen)4, A. Pancratz3, A. Philip-
pideS, to whom we paid tribute. However, they neither had strict criteria of what
noun, verb, participle and infinitive are, nor had they at their disposal so many
facts of the intense evolution as we could observe in the last decades. On the other
hand, there were some not well thoughts of attempts to deny the very fact of the
Balkan secondary infinitivity, based on its absence in Bulgarian and on not seeing
the clear confixal character of the forms discussed (Rom. de... P, Alb. pér té.. P
and sé... Pi, where P is a homonym of the participial ending) by our critics like V.
Georgiev’ and his followers jurantes in verba magisti (B. Simeonov, P. Asenova
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a.0.) who do not know the Romanian, especially Moldavian, glottic reality. Such
attempts could by no means overshadow the obvious real character of the intense
evolution which we witness every day in Moldova.

Provided the appearance of an infinitive as a process accessible to our direct
observations is a chance of utmost importance for Indo-European and general lin-
guistics, we consider the facts referred to above as the most important object of our
research in the field of Latin (resp. Romance)-autochtonous glottic contacts,
despite our being able to observe only their consequences as they look today.

As to the well-known confrontation of the Romanian "supine" and the
Albanian primary infinitive, the now only Gheg me batype (see the works referred
to), it is not clear what the degree of their contact-caused community is. The me ba
type appears completely formed long ago already in the first Albanian texts where
it is morphologically developped (inflected for voice and objects) and very poly-
functional, unlike the forms mentioned above, even as they appear now. It is also
built without the once article té/s€, now a left semiconfix or a segment of it in the
types sé bérr and pér té béré (cf. for contrast the later me ¢ béré type expressing
immediate precedence or simultaneity, already containing the #€). So if me ba is
also a former preposition + noun, it must have come into being in a time when the
participial nomina actions had still no prepositional formant regarded by linguists
as an article, as shown by E. Cabej8. According to our hypothesis, the me ba type
could develop in common Albanian (cf. its Tosk remnants) as a commitative
prepositional group of an action name ("with doing"), later becoming a gerund (cf.
his antonym, the privative Gheg pa ba, Tosk pa béré, now sporadically restructured
into pa t€ béré) and then re-interpreted (in contexts like the ones in which gerund
and infinitive are interchangeable in Albanian even now) as an infinitive%. Unlike
the pér té béré, sé béri - de facut pre-infinitive community of prepositional resp.
case meanings, it could hardly be pointed out what such a community of Alb. me
and (pre-)Rom. de could have been. The latter, very polysemic, has, in common
with Alb. pér, the destinative meaning, both active (e.g. gekan pér té rahur - cio-
can de batut) and passive (e.g. ujé pér té€ piré€ - apd de bdut), as well as, with the
ablative, the elative one (e.g. mbaroj/pushoj/tresht sé punuari - sfarsesc/méntui/ter-
min de lucrat) etc. But Alb. meis oligosemic, mostly commitative, while de has no
such meaning, Alb. me usually corresponding to Rom. cu. K. Sandfeld's attempt!0
to see in me from me fjet "un analogie curieuse" (!) of a from a dormi, which is an
old Romance (not secondary post-participle) infinitive, is in itself unsuccessful and,
of course, is far from shedding any light on the me ba - de ficut relations. Perhaps
the common meaning of me and de as prepositions, the relative one ("as to..."), rare
enough in both, could be invoked: cf. Alb. 1 madh/i vogél me wrup, 1 madh me
zemér, Rom. mic de stal, mare de ani, slab de inger etc. So the me ba - de ficut
initial relations are rather obscure. We know about them approximately as little as
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about the causes of the much discussed resemblances between Alb. and old-Rom.
and Arom. -fin kénduat and vori cdntat, Alb. and Rom. -m in kam (cf. also jam,
them) and am, Alb. and Rom. -¢ in the feminine genitive and dative indefinite sin-
gular (e.g. (7) njé shtépie - (al) unei case), the latter being inherited from Lat. -ae,
but perhaps with the support of a homonym autochtonous formant in bilingual
speech. (As to the well-known parallelism in the confixal structure of ordinals, like
Alb. J dyté - Rom. a/ doiles, the latter seems to be rather due to internal factors,
because confixal adjectives are often primary (not derived) and belong to various
semantic groups in Albanian, while their Romanian correspondences are exclu-
sively ordinals, i.e. words with numerical meaning, a fact which the Romanian
preposition a could well account for (cf. mam4 a doi copin!!.

Of course, a condition of the new infinitive's evolution in both languages is
the common Balkan loss of the old infinitives. As is generally known, the discus-
sion about the causes of this Balkan phenomenon is very long, at present three of
several more once circulating explanations still being of interest. As we have tried
to show in detailed examinations of the three versions, the polygenetic one is prac-
tically inconsistent, while the now prevailing explanation through Greek influence
on other Balkan languages, based on some arguments regarding Greek itself (the
traditional phonetic one!2 and the recent one founded by E. Kurzova on semantic
factors!3) is insufficient to account for the loss of the infinitive in Greek. In other
words, we continue, in line with G. Weigand and others' views, to regard the
preservation of some substratum (most probably Thracian) glottic habits as the
main cause of the tendency towards replacing the infinitive. Of the many argu-
ments presented in the discussion we would like to elaborate on the one which he
has recently completed with new facts. We mean the extrapolation of data about
the source of the phenomenon from a period accessible to our observations into an
inaccessible one. So we have invoked the factor of the neo-Balkan languages as
natural models of the older ones of the region, to help localize the initial source of
the phenomenon. Taking the old Balkan languages themselves for a kind of "black
box", we try to see how languages brought later to the Balkan glottic area (not just
only in geographical sense) behave. So we have made use of the facts demonstrat-
ing various degrees of the infinitive replacement in Southern Calabrian, Southern
Apulian and Northern Sicilian formed on Greek substratum (after G. Rohlfs), in
some local varieties of the Banat Serbian, where the substratum is Romanian (after
P. Ivi¢), in the also Romanian influenced varieties of Hungarian (secui and
ceangdu, after H. Schuchardt, K. Sandfeld and W. Giese), in Gagauz (after L.A.
Pokrovskaya) and, the masdar being concemned, in some Balkan Turkish vernacu-
lars (after Zs. Kakuk)!4. Cf. also the complete loss of the old Indo-Aryan infinitive
in Romany, strongly influenced by Greek and Romanian. Scattered examples of
the same phenomenon is what we have witnessed in the Russian speech of Molda-
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vians. But our main application of the method in question was invertigating the
Judeo-Spanish (or Sephardic) of the Balkans, where on all their glottic areas there
is a more or less strong tendency to replace some Spanish-type infinitive construc-
tions with those subjunctive-based, especially such as K¢ ke (f)aga? (cf. Rom. Ce
sd fac?) and Kale ke (f)aga (cf. Rom. Trebuie si fac), i.e. typically Balkan turns of
speech, unknown to Spanish.

The phenomenon was described by us in a series of works which provoked,
as expected, objections of those preferring other explanations of the Balkan evolu-
tion. To say nothing of the simple denying of the facts (as B.D. Joseph does!?),
some of the objections were quite unrealistic (as the "mechanism of contacts"
itself, by M.J. Rosenzweig!6), others, on the contrary, suggested (although together
with rather strange statements that the infinitive-subjunctive shift took place
"almost everywhere") that the Maghreb variety of Sephardic should also be
explored (P. Trost)!7. Of course, should it show the same tendency, it would
become clear that the Balkan Sephardic data adduced had no diagnostic value.

Indeed, as soon as Maghreb Sephardic texts became recently available to us,
we explored them, as was required, finding among the more than three hundred
cases of relevant contexts not a single one of Balkan type (i.e. purely Spanish turns
like tengo que hacer and ;Qué voy a hacer? etc.!8 are the only possible means of
expressing the respective contents). Such a comparison delineates once more the
exclusively Balkan localization of the phenomenon.

So, as the neo-Balkan languages and dialects suggest, the transmission of
the subjunctive replacing the infinitive from one language into another is a real
fact. This is an evident advantage of the substratum based explanation of the
process over the one attributing the most specific Balkan glottic change to the
internal evolution of Greek!9: the loss of such a morphologically highly developed
(cf. its 12 categorial forms) and very polyfunctional infinitive without external
influence is a purely hypothetic evolution with not a single known parallel in any
language of the world. On the contrary, what is supposed to be the result of an
infinitive replacing influence from without, due to some alloglot speaking habits
transmitted through bilingualism, is a process directly witnessed in several lan-
guages. Moreover, they are spoken just in the area where Thracian (resp. Dacian)
was used and is supposed to have influenced in the same way Greek and Latin.
That is why the neo-Balkan evolution described has the right to be extrapolated on
the Balkan past inaccessible to our direct observations, as opposite to the internal
changes supposed for Greek. Most neo-Balkan languages also show, that it is just
this tendency which penetrates from one language into another more easily than
other Balkan grammatical phenomena do (see above), including the article postpo-
sition which Greek does not even know (and also more easily than some phonetic
habits of presumably Thracian origin, as identified through their reflexes in mod-
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ern Balkan languages by C. Poghirc20).

The method of searching for autochtonous, among them presumably Thra-
cian etymons is on the whole similar to that of identifying the same probable her-
itage in grammar, however it is of a lower degree of certainty. Possible Thracian
(resp. Dacian) etymons are sought for first of all among the so called Albanian-
Romanian words, since they were identified by J. Thunmann in 17742!. But both
Romanian and Albanian written texts appear in the 16th century, i.e. almost one and
a half millennium later than the first certain signs of the infinitive-subjunctive
replacement appeared in the Greek New Testament (if not earlier, as some facts of
Greek are sometimes interpreted). So, unlike the latter phenomenon which excludes
its provenance from languages appeared in the area in the last fifteen centuries,
many words of unknown origin may have penetrated Romanian or/and Albanian
from more languages than a tendency traced back to ancient times did. Among all
the Albanian-Romanian word couples, it is only ma/ - mal and méz (mdz) - manz
which have sure ancient parallels, but they are also extra-Balkan, while the Dacian
pi¢ovla, given its meaning, is not a sure parallel of the modhull - mazire couple??,
Besides that, it is much easier for a word to be borrowed by a language in a relative-
ly short time, as opposed to restructuring a sphere of grammar, which process
requires a period of mass bilingualism. The heterogeneity of a lexical stock of
unknown origin is especially probable in areas like the Balkans in which many peo-
ples, some of them nomad, alternated. Cf. especially the so called Wanderworter
which come sometimes even from (resp. through) well-known languages being
there of unknown origin, to say nothing of languages known only fragmentarily.

Nevertheless, since finding Thraco-Dacian or Illyrian etymons among
Romanian and Albanian words of sure Latin, Greek, Slavic, Turkish, Romance or
whatever other origin is excluded a priori, the sphere of Romanian-Albanian words
of unknown provenance remains the one in which Thraco-Dacisms (but also
Illyrisms, old Macedonisms etc.) could be found. It does not mean, however, that
all such words are certainly of one and the same origin, e.g. Thraco-Dacian, con-
trary to some overoptimistic theories according to which all the words in question
come surely from Thraco-Dacian, all of them allegedly reflecting there Indo-Euro-
pean roots and having penetrated already the local Latin. This theory, promoted by
LI. Russu and his followers (criticized by us more than once, but without any
known reaction) is vulnerable in the light of both general and particular considera-
tions. For the former see above, a fact corroborated by the very heterogenerous
composition of the common Albano-Romanian vocabulary of well-known origin:
cf. first of all the Latin etymons, inherited by Romanian and ancient borrowings in
Albanian which has more than 600 of them, more than 300 having Romanian par-
allels. In similar numbers both languages share their Greek, Slavic, Turkish and
modemn European borrowings. Nor each of these strata is homogeneous in itself
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(e.g. there are more indirectly borrowed Arabisms and Iranisms penetrated from
Turkish than indigenous Turkisms). Besides that, some of I.I. Russu's concrete ety-
mologies are beneath criticism: to say nothing of many of his artificial reconstruc-
tions of alleged Indo-European roots, e.g. the Slavism gorun, declared by him "co-
radical", with Lat. g/lans>Rom. ghindd proved to be a Slavism whose prototype is
one of a series of South-Slavic names for species of oaks: cf. Maced. 6aryH,
TopyH, KpacTyH, ci1agyH. Nor droaie (droan‘e in Banat) can be deduced from an
imaginary *drugia, nor can words like bur/an, cirlan, noian a.o. come from Latin
Thraco-Dacisms because of their endings.

So that to equate each old Romanian word of unknown origin, even if it has
an Albanian correspondance, with a Thraco-Dacism is an illusion. It is also clear
that such a double attestation itself does not grant the Indo-European origin of the
words. On the other hand, even if sometimes the Indo-European character of an
Albano-Romanism is very probable, we can not be sure that it comes just from
Thraco-Dacian (and not e.g. from Illyrian): cf. our comparison of Rom. a zburda
and Alb. shpurdh and shpurdhem, with regular phonetic correspondences, and with
a presumed initial sense of "escaping from a burden" (cf. Engl. burden, Germ.
Biirde etc. and the privative s-mobile).

Nor is it realistic to ascribe, as is often done now, the whole of the Albano-
Romanisms to the Roman epoch. While some of the words in question do show
sure phonetic signs of such a penetration (e.g. ceafd - gafé, jumatate - gjysém or
zard - dhallé, brusture - brushtull, sdmbure - thumbull etc.), others say clearly by
their phonetics that they are post-Roman (e.g. chelbe - gelb, ghionoaie - gjon, ghiuj
- glysh), while a great deal of the words concerned show no clear signs of being
borrowed before of after the individualization of Romanian (e.g. baltd, bilc, a
bucura, buzs, copil, gata, groapa, gusa, mareetc.).

So that in most cases we tried to identify some Albano-Romanian corre-
spondences of presumably autochtonous origin without a more concrete specifica-
tion. In all such cases our purpose must be neither to lengthen, nor to shorten, as an
end in itself, the list of presumably autochtonous words, but to make the list as pre-
cise as possible in the light of all the data at our disposal. Sometimes a purely
hypothetic etimology was proposed for discussion (e.g. bidrsand, a gdsi, olog, a
rdbda, rutes(e), toromac etc.), and even some definite revisions have taken place23.
So our autochtonous etymologies are the following24: barsana - bérthamé; bleg -
blegé; bole - boll€; borzd - *bollézé; ciucure - sukull; circel - kércell, kérciell, kér-
cyell; fusor - fushé; gaoace - guaské, guacké, gosé, gocé; a gasi - has; gogorifa -
gogol; a (se) indopa - zhdép(em); olog - ulok; a pica - pik; pojghitd - lévozhgé,
1évoshké, ¢voshk, shvoshk, xhvoshk; a rabda - I rrepté; rutes(e) - rishtas or rryetas;
speie - shpenje; toromac - torollak; titer - thith, cicé, sisé; furand - cur; furfure -
xurxull; a zburda - shpurdh(em); zdup, zdupac, a zdupaci - zhdép; a zgéria - gémryey.
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In rare cases double etymologies can be admitted: cf. s(e)arbad vs. i tharbét and
exalbidus. But also the following Albanian borrowings from Latin and Balkan
Romance have been identified: a astruca - strukem, a cdra - kérrej; carbune - kar-
bun; fecior - figor; maciucd - m(€)suké; masurd - misur; plai - pllajé; scroafa -
skrofké; sfarc - cfurk, sfurk. The series stdng - shténg, i1 shténgér - stingher illus-
trates a probable borrowing and retro-borrowing. An even more rare case is Alb.
ka mort (= ka vdekur), i.e. a perfect form built with a Romanian participle (cf. the
Gheg dialectal infinitive me frasé, also containing a Romanian participle, as
described by N. Jokl and E. Cabej)?5.

It is known as well that some autochtonous Balkan etymons have Iberian
parallels: cf. the much discussied Rom. ma/and mdnz (see above), but also Rom.
pdstaie, Arom. timbare, Alb. zagar a.o. As a post-Latin element of the kind, with
parallels in many other languages, Rom. dial. gaidd (= cimpor) can also be named.
Now we could add to the same series Rom. balegd - Alb. bajgé, bagélé etc.: cf. Sp.
boniga, Catal. buina, dial. bonyiga, Astur. bodica, monica. As such variations
within Iberia itself show, it is no wonder that there is a n-/ difference between
them and the Balkan words.

But even smaller phonetic differences exist between Basque doinu, dosu,
doifiu "melody", more seldom "song", and Rom. dornd (cf. also its variants, espe-
cially daind "melody" in Transilvania, sounding like Lith. darna "song" and Latv.
dama "folk-song", compared with doind already by B.P. Hasdeu), to which we
add Catal. en doina "in movement". The latter, given the sense of Sp. en danza "in
dance" > "in movement", indicates a probable Iberian *doin- connected with
dance, music, singing, etc.26

Proper names also offer some material for new comparisons in the domain.
E.g. the Romanian family name Borgs 27 is now, of course, firmly associated by the
speakers with bors (< Ukr. 60puy), but as we recall Rom. Bors, Borsa as local
names and especially Alb. Borshi and Borsha both as local and family names, we
admit a Bors - Borsh community much older than the Romanian-Ukrainian con-
tacts (cf. also Rom. Bals, Balsa and Alb. Balshi, Balsha with a probable identical
formant). The supposition of superseding in the Bors case is in line with some
recent theses of A. Poruciuc?8, as well as with cases like that of Caméria, now
associated with Alb. gam (< Turk. gam), but coming, in the last analysis, from the
ancient Sauic > Thyamis, identified already by M. Leake in 1814. Cf. also Rom.
Hancu - Alb. Hanko or the Romanian popular variants of Alexandru (Aleca,
Alecu, Lec, Leca, Leco etc.) and the Albanian popular name of Alexander the
Great Leka 1 Madh. Some of the name couples identified by A. Poruciuc may have
reflexes in Ukrainian: cf. boAko and [axan. It is still an enigma if the name of
the now President of Moldova Snegur is related to Alb. thnegullé (a North-Gheg
and Arbéresh variant of thnegél) of which it is a perfect phonetic correspondence,
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and as to semantics cf. Alb. Bubmrec, Rom. Furnicd and "ant" meaning names of
other languages.

Finally, some Balkan phraseological parallels should be pointed out for
which we have found neither Western, nor Eastern correspondences, so that we
probably have to do with a sphere of possible ancient autochtonous forms of
expression: cf. cite simai cite - sa e sa (+ a plural noun); a-i da (cu ceva) - ja ep
(+ dative); se ingroasd gluma - I trash shakarat; dial. maluri de vreme - mal dité; a-i
da ména (sd facd ceva) - (s')mé jep doré (t€ béj digka); cu musca pe caciuld - me
mizén nén késul€; a-1 iesi pe nas - 1 del prej hundésh; a avea obraz (sd faca ceva) -
kam fytyré (€ béj digka); a-i fi drag ca sarea’n ochi - e kam si kripén né sy; pe
semne - sipas shenjave; cu stea in frunte - me yll né ballé; in bortd (or gawrd) de
soarece - n€ vrimén e miut; nu md taie capul - smé pret mendja; pupintel /la trup - i
pakét nga trupi; nic c4t negru sub unghie - sa e zeza e thoit (or pér té zez€ té thoit).
Some of the sayings contain post-autochtonous words (e.g. Alb. shaka has come
from Turkish, Rom. vreme is of Slavic origin etc.), but this does not mean that
such words did not displace their older now less comprehensible or disappeared
synonyms. Cf. also a Romanian-Macedonian parallel, the folklore personage
Statu-Palma-Barbi-Cot and Jego-Ilega-/lakar-bpaga, as well as two types of
emotion expressing tautologies, also specific, to our knowledge, to Romanian and
Albanian cf. feciorul mamei, fecior - bir i nénés, bir and ménca-I-ar ciuma sé-1
manénce - ta hajé dreqi ta haje.

These are the main spheres of modern Balkan glottic phenomena among
which reflexes of Thracian or other ancient Balkan languages could be found?5.

Marc A. Gabinschi
2028, Chisindu, 28, poste restant
Republica Moldova

NOTES

1. Since we address balkanologists, we do not translate examples supposed to be
easy to understand for them.

2. See F.M. da Lecce, Osservazioni grammaticali nella lingua albanese, Roma,
1716, p. 59, 65, 177 etc.

3. See e.g. M.A. T"abuHckuil, Bo3HHKHOBEeHHEe HHQHHHTHBA K aK BTODHYHbIH
6a;TkaHCcKHHA A351K0BOH nponecc (Ha maTepHane anbanckoro s3s1ka), JleHuHrpan,
1967; idem, PacnpocTparneHHe JaKOPYMBIHCKOro BTODHYHOI O HHHHHTHBA, in:
BankaHncko e3nko3nanue, XIII, 1968, Nr. 1, p. 55-76.

4. See K. Sandfeld-Jensen, Rumaenske studier, 1, Kebenhavn, 1900, p. 65-80 and
other works, later summarized in K. Sandfeld, Linguistique balkanique. Problémes et résul-
tats, Paris, 1930, p. 130-131.
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S. See A. Pancratz, Das Participium Perfecti Passivi und seine Anwendung im
Rumiénischen, "Balkan-Archiv", I, 1925, p. 71-149.

6. See A. Philippide, Originea roménilor. II. Ce spun limbile romand si albanezs,
Tasi, 1927, p. 606-619.

7. See M.A. Tabunckuit, BTopsryyas AHQARHTHBHOCTS B OATKaHCKAX A3BIKaX,
in: Actes du Premier Congrés International des études balkaniques et sud-est-européennes.
VL. Linguistique, Sofia, 1968, p. 649-662 and V. Georgiev's commentary on p. 669, where he
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29. However, we would like to warn once more against running to extremes: taking
every Romanian-Albanian etymon for a sure (Thraco-) Dacism, as it is in vogue now,
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