Aegeo-Balkan onomastics and Fertile-Crescent roots

Adrian PORUCIUC (Iasi)

In this article, I will use an already published summary (Poruciuc 1996) as
an introduction, then add illustrative arguments. In fact, what I deal with here goes
along the line of a series of articles! I have published during this decade. By those
articles I try to present and interpret the existence of a Namenbund (i.e. onomastic
union) in South-Eastern Europe. That union, in its turn, has quite obvious links
with the most archaic Microasian onomastic stock (as presented in Zgusta' s
works). In my opinion, the impressive number, as well as the systemic characteris-
tics of the proper names representing the earliest layers of Aegeo-Balkan onomas-
tics should be explained first of all demographically rather than linguistically.

Taking into account that a solid, persistent demographic basis was formed in
the area under discussion beginning with the Advanced Neolithic and the Copper
Age, one may safely assume that it was at that time of early farming & settled life
when an Aegeo-Balkan onomastic system (non-Indo-European in type and matter)
was being shaped. That system, in its turn, was most probably part of a vast
Sprachbund (i.e. glottic union) fundamentally depending on the spreading of agri-
culture from the Near-East Fertile Crescent to the Aegeo-Balkan world (as well as
to North Africa). I insist: it was mainly the socio-historical context of the 6th-4th
millennia BC which can account for the roots of an onomastic union manifest in
thousands of proper-names still in use (however modified in shape, and in apparent
reference) in the area under discussion.

Specialists should never forget that what Gordon Childe and others regarded
as the "Neolithic revolution" did not mean mere passage from hunting-gathering to
a new system of subsistence, farming (which implied domestication of both plants
and animals). It also meant a demographic explosion, and spreading of a popula-
tion of the Mediterranoid stock from the Fertile Crescent to other regions. The
demographic basis created under those circumstances proved then strong enough
to become, in my opinion, a real basis of absorption through subsequent ages. The
Fertile-Crescent expansion has little to do, directly, with the "Indo-European
homcland", and with "Primitive Indo-European" language?. However, an impor-
lant quantity of linguistic matter could be taken over, later, by Indo-Europeans
from idioms of Fertile-Crescent descent (idioms which I suppose to have been of a
Hamitoid type, and thus rclated to Proto-Egyptian).

As for the Aegeo-Balkan area, one major result of the above-presented
development was the following: for all the repeated "hcrizons of destruction”
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attested in the area in later times (from the steppic intrusions of the Bronze Age, to
the imposition of Roman power) certain speech habits of the archaic farmers, as
well as a quite rich system of proper-names could be perpetuated under circum-
stances of numerous and stable rural communities. Even though "language death"
(or, more correctly, language loss) repeatedly occurred in the area, being habitually
doubled by new-language imposition (after longer or shorter periods of bilingual-
ism), there was perpetuation of linguistic matter too, and not only genealogically3.
As alrcady suggested above, certain articulatory habits, morpho-syntactic pattemns,
appelatives, as well as proper names could be transferred from "lost" idioms to
newly imposed ones. To a signifiant extent, that is what must have happened in an
area where a stable post-Neolithic demographic basis had to adapt itself to repeat-
edly renewed socio-historical conditions, many of which were imposed by intrud-
ers. The autochthonous majority could either absorb aliens both anthropologically
and linguistically, or adopt idioms of superposed alien elites. In order to under-
stand how pre-Greek inhabitants of Greece came to speak Indo-European we
should analyse the way pre-Turkish inhabitants of Anatolia came to speak Turkish
(for nobody could possibly demonstrate that all Turkish speakers of Turkey are of
Turkic blood). And, since I must return to proper-names, no matter how much
today's Greeks and Turks may insist on their conflicting distinctness, both peoples
continue to use (with local colour) proper-names which are neither Greek nor
Turkish, but of the pre-Ancient Aegeo-Balkan stock.

Practically, what I propose (by this article and others) is a doubly expanded
vision: from literate-ancient times to prehistory, as well as to present-day. What
Zgusta presented as a Common-Microasian onomastic stock (with very few clear-
cut ethnic distinctions) was made up of names written down during the early histo-
ry of Asia Minor; but many of those names (even a majority of them) certainly had
prehistoric local roots, of which the most important went to the Neolithic Fertile
Crescent. Also, it is quite easy to discover that the most frequent of Zgusta's
Microasian names had Palaeobalkan correspondents (most of them recorded as
Greek, but also as Thracian and Illyrian). As for the other direction of the proposed
expanded vision, in earlier articles as well as by the handouts I gave at the 1996
Congress of Thracology (see features included in Table 1) I demonstrated that the
ancient Aegeo-Balkan link has clear prolongations in today's onomastics of the
same area (i.e. in countries like Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, and Romania).

In my opinion (cf. Poruciuc 1993: 343), for discussions on onomastic conti-
nuity in a certain area, perpetuation of anthroponymus is much more significant
than that of toponyms. However spectacular toponymic isoglosses may be?#, one
must observe that place-names will frequently be taken over from autochthonous
populations by intrusive ones. There also are cases in which natives are literally
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removed, while intruders continue to use a number of toponyms leained from the
natives before the removal. For instance, Manhattan spectacularly survives, while
nothing (to my knowledge) remains of the Algonquian-speaking tribe from which
Europeans first heard that place-name. By contrast, as regards person-names, one
can hardly imagine any significant anthroponymic perpetuation without demo-
graphic continuity?>.

Closer to the point, I consider that the onomastic union I have in mind (with
origins in the vast prehistoric Fertile Crescent) shows certain specific features per-
petuated through ages. Since many of those features (typologic-formative, phono-
logic, semantic-referential, and even ideologic) have been discussed, or at least
pointed out in previous articles, I will both summarize and add new things here.

Typologically, the onomastic pool I consider as most ancient in the Aegeo-
Mediterranean world is not made of names traditionally considered as specific to
the Indo-European common core. As regards person-names recorded as Greek
there is clear precedence of monomembers such as ’Attdc, Bapoic, Tatiag over
bimembers like 'Apiotagyog, Anpoédoog, Nikdprotog. While the first category
generally implies semantically opaque roots, and pre-Greek suffixes, the more
recent bimembers usually show transparent composition of lexemes interpretable
through Greek, or at least through known Indo-European vocabulary. Chrono-
logical precedence of obscure monomembers over more transpareant (and more
anstrocratic) bimembers was also observed in Thracian (cf. Vlahov 1972). Many
of the archaic monomembers I take into account were among the ones regarded by
earlier authors (of the Fick & Bechtel line) as hypocorisms produced mainly by
abbreviation of typically IE Vollnamen, i.e. bimembers (see also Poruciuc 1995b).
Anyway, it is quite obvious that the dominant category of hereditary person-names
(both officialized family-names and village-bound hereditary nicknames) which
survive in today's Balkans are not aristocratic bimembers of the Classical times,
but more archaic monomembers.

One thing that might become significant in the future is that, not only in
Anatolia and Greece, but also in Egypt, royal anthroponymic compounds represent-
ed a development preceded by less sophisticated monomembers. Most of the latter
can be explained through common appelatives in Egypt, while they remain obscure
in the other two areas of the ancient world. In Egypt, most predynastic and early
dynastic kings bore names which looked like monosyllabic radicals, such as Ska
(probably meaning 'throne’), Hu (‘scepter'?), or Ka (‘vital strength')®. After them,
during early dynasties, royal compounds were gradually introduced (Ban-n-neter,
Kha-sekhem, Neter-ka-ra, etc.), quite often doubled by either root-like names
like the above-mentioned ones, or by reduplicative names (Bebi, Pepi, Teta - a
category to which I will have to come back below). I would not have paid so much
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attention to Egypt (though I am not an Egyptologyst myself) if I had not been
struck by the multitude of obvious correspondences between Egyptian simple and
reduplicative names and the same categories of the Microasian-Aegeo-Balkan
stock. There certainly is more to it than I can say here.

As regards word-formation proper, it is easy to assume that reduplication is
a primeval device, which preceded what we know as composition and derivation”.
Classical philologists considered that widely spread nouns like papa (for either
‘food’-or ‘father’), as well as person-names like Baba (quite frequent in languages
of the area taken into consideration here) have their origins in infant babble, or
nursery speech8. My question is: how come that, over a vast area, childlike redu-
plications have such similar meanings attached to them? It is true that all infants in
the world first utter basic syllables containing consonants like /p/b/, /m/n/, or /k/g/,
and vocalic sounds of the /a/ type. But it is parents who teach infants to attach cer-
tain meanings to those syllables; and such attachments are fixed by age-old tradi-
tions. It so happens that many such traditions seem to have been the same in the
Mediterranean world if we consider, for instance, that: Rom. (infantile) papa
‘food’ can hardly be said to have been invented by either infants or grown-ups of
Romania, since there was a Lat. pappa ‘food’ (presented by Emout/Meillet as
“mot expressif du langage enfantin”); moreover, the now Semitic-speaking
Maltese use pappa with the quite specialized meaning of ‘bread’ (cf. Bugeja
1982). As for proper-names, instead of accepting any idea of independent nursery
productions, I will rather consider the possibility of a primeval Fertile-Crescent
name-giving system. The latter might account for the Egyptian theonym Baba,
Babai, Babi, Bebi (Gk. BéBwv), borne by the “first-born son of Osiris”, as well
as for the most frequent Phrygian name, Baba, and the Romanian family-name
Baba (whose position as head-member of a group of over 60 onomastic deriva-
tives - cf. Poruciuc 1995b- makes it impossible for me to accept the traditional
view according to which such names derive from the Slavic loan baba ‘old lady’).
Speaking of reduplicative appelatives and proper-names in languages as remote (in
space and time) as Egyptian, Phrygian, Albanian, and Romanian, both frequency
and social-cultural implications of such lexis make me think that it should be
referred not to individual infancy, but rather to the infancy of language itself.

I will have to go back to Egyptian again because in it we find early attestations
of Fertile-Crescent language, and, more particularly , a multitude of primeval mean-
ingful monosyllables, many of which are easily interpretable as “Nostratic” (mainly
since they may be referred to radicals traditionally regarded as Indo-European)?.
And there hardly is any such Egyptian monosyllable without a significant reduplica-
tive extension: e.g. ba ‘soul, might, courage’ > baba ‘to use force’; ga ‘to see, to
look’ > gaga ‘to oggle, to goggle’; ta ‘bread, loaf, cake’ > tata ‘sacrificial bread’;
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sef ‘flame, fire, heat’ > sefsef ‘to smelt, to cook’. Such developments may look
unusual from the viewpoint of today’s European languages. However, we should not
forget that reduplication used to manifest itself in certain verbal forms of carlier
Indo-European languages (cf. Lat. cand ‘I sing’ - cecini ‘I sang’, or do ‘I give’ -
dedi ‘T gave’). As for today’s Mediterranean idioms (with traces of prehistoric pat-
terns), most remarkable is the significant amount of reduplications and of reduplica-
tive variation in Maltese: e.g. dekdek ‘to drink’ - dekdiek ‘drunkard’, gemgem
‘to grow!’ - gemgumi ‘grumbler’, sefsef ‘to whisper’ - sefsif ‘whispering’. It is
also worth mentioning that, besides reduplications “from the nursery”, or of ono-
matopoeic origin (papa ‘food’, nani ‘sleep’, murmur < Lat. murmur), colloquial
Romanian makes use of full-word reduplication, especially in creating expressive
adverbs. Such products often coincide, in form and meaning, with concoctions of the
same type in Albanian (a language which has much in common with the pre-Roman
substrate of Romanian): e.g. Rom. gata-gata ‘almost’ (< gata ‘ready’) =Alb. gati-
gati ‘almost’ (< gati ‘ready’); Rom. roata-roata ‘all around’ (< roatd ‘wheel’) =
Alb. rreth-rreth ‘all around’ (< rreth ‘hoop’).

There is another aspect worth considering. Many of the reduplicative words
taken into account here (as both appelatives and proper-names) belong to the
semantic sphere of ‘father, progenitor, procreation’, and have clear counterparts
among archaic interjections. Though in that field I can hardly accept the idea of
mere borrowing (such as from Greek to Latin, as indicated by Chantraine and
Ernout/ Meillet), there certainly is correspondence between Gk. fafai ("exclama-
tion exprimant la surprise et I’étonnement”) and Lat. babae (“exclamation de la
langue comique” - to which the Ernout/ Meillet dictionary adds papae = naxai).
Also, there are Lat. tat and tatae, as “onomatopées marquant I’étonnement”, to be
compared to Lat. attat and babae (cf. Phryg. attas ‘father’ > Attas, Attes,
Attis as most frequent Phrygian anthroponyms; and Phryg. Baba, presented zs
“nursery word”, just like attas, in the glossary of Diakonoff/ Neroznak 1985). The
usage of a father-appelative as a means of expressing surprise and amazement
seems to be of respectable age, and of impressive spreading, if we also consider a
well-known Romanian formula, “ma, tatd, ma!”, used in the same situations as the
ones in which Gk. Baai or Lat. tatae were uttered (Romanians do use “tataie!”
too). Under such circumstances it becomes hard to believe that there is mere coin-
cidence (and not also ancestral common tradition) in the field of the Egyptian-
Microasian-Balkan-Italic “nursery words” turned proper-names, of types like
Ata/Atta, Baba/Babba, Papa/Pappa,Tata/Tatta!0.

As for the primeval (mostly monoconsonantal) syllables on which appela-
tives and names like the ones above are based, it is, again, Egyptian which can
give us very early clues. That archaic language contained words which, in Wallis
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Budge’s transcription, appear as at ‘father, prince, king, priest’ (cf. Alb. até
‘father’), at, ata ‘vagina, vulva, womb’, pa ‘ancestor’ (> papa ‘to give birth to’),
as well as theonyms like Ta ‘the primeval Earth-god, husband of the Sky-goddess’
and Tatiu ‘Earth-gods as opposed to sky-gods’ (cf. Lat. Tatius!), or Baba ‘the
first-born son of Osiris’. We will certainly have to go back to them.

I have insisted on reduplication and its implications because I think that
device should be taken seriously, especially since it manifests itself so richly in the
onomastics of both Egypt and the Anatolian-Balkan-Italic inter-peninsular connec-
tion. I do think that both Asia Minor and Egypt can be of much help in interpreta-
tions of the phenomenon I designated as Aegeo-Balkan Namenbund. But now,
since I am still within a discussion on word-formation, I should add something on
the better known device of derivation (see also note 7). In the case of the latter, as
in the case of composition (which is not in need of much explanation), we should
try to go to the roots too, i.e. we should go as far back as we can (through attesta-
tions and reconstructions), to discover the probable origins of Aegeo-Balkan for-
mants (prefixes and suffixes). I have proofs (many Egyptian ones, which I will dis-
cuss elsewhere) sustaining the independent-word origins of many of the most fre-
quent Aegeo-Balkan formants (like the -EW, -IT, -JA, -WA suffixes contained in
derivatives of the Man anthroponymic family of Table 2). We may also discover
that “particles” fossilized in appelatives and proper-names of prehistoric origin
(see, for instance, the much-discussed -inthos) may even have functioned as
grammatical markers in idioms of the remote past. An example is the “optional”
prefix 1€- in Albanian (mashk/l€émashk ‘moss’, mazé/l€émazé ‘whipped
cream’ - cf. Gabinschi 1993: 38), a formant which I referred to the Anatolian
(Hattic) le-, with collective-plural functions. Albanian l€- has a closer correspon-
dent in Romania 13-/le- occurring in substrate words (like leurda ‘wild garlic’).
But I would not be surprised to find proofs in favour of a common origin not only
for the above-mentioned Anatolian-Balkan formant, but also for the proto-Semitic
preposition-prefix la- ‘for, belonging to’ (“also dative particle”, according to
Bergstrisser 1983: 19), and, last but not least, Romanian preposition la ‘at, to’ (of
unknown origin - cf., however, Celtic la), also used in analytic datives (e.g. “Dati
mancare la copii” = “Give food to the children”).

For another example, besides the fact that we must dismiss a Hungarian ori-
gin for most of the -as suffixes in Romanian!!, we must also sustain a substrate
origin of such suffixes, by more arguments than the ones in Poghirc 1969: 363. For
instance, a comparison between Rom. -as and its Ancient Greek correspondent -@g
(and there are many other correspondences of the same kind) may lead to conclu-
sions regarding not only Aegeo-Balkan word-formation, but also semantics and
phonology. First of all, we may observe the perfect correspondence in the double
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function of the suffix under discussion in the two languages: Gk. -G¢ created
derivatives in the field of trade-names, and in that of diminutives and nicknames
(sec the Chantraine dictionary, for instance s.v. yfv “oie” > y1vig as “nom de
métier” > person-name X1Vvacg; see also s.v. éAéa “oiseau chanteur”, where there
is a comment on “le suffixe -@g de sobriquets, cf. éLaodg); identicaily, Rom. -as
occurs in trade-names (e.g. coasd ‘scythe’ > cosas ‘mower’), and diminutives
(e.g. copil ‘child’ > copilas ‘little child’). In both languages the suffix is added
to a noun, to create another noun. Whether the Aegeo-Balkan suffix under discus-
sion has something to do with Hittite -a§, functioning as a nominativc-genitive
marker (cf. Hittite atta$ ‘father, father’s’) is hard for me to demonstrate now. I
should go back to proper-names.

I will probably never cease to be amazed at the amount of correspondences
between ancient Microasian names and a whole mass of Romanian ones (which I
just happen to know better, without overlooking the existence of identical or very
similar ones in Albanian, Bulgarian, and, partially, neo-Greek and Slavic idioms of
fonmer Yugoslavia). There hardly is any Microasian reduplicative person-name
without an exact correspondent within the Albanian-Bulgarian-Romanian connec-
tion!2. Here is just a small series:

MAs. Bafa Taya Aada Aara Nava Ilara Tata
Alb. Babo (Gogo) Dado Lala Nano Papa Tato
Bulgg Baba Gaga Dada Lalo Nana (Papanov) Tato
Rom.. Baba Gaga Dada Laldi Nana Papa Tatu

For the ones inclined to stick to the old idea that such things are only results
of mutual borrowing, or, worse, coincidences due to independent nursery produc-
tions, I will ask the question: how come that there also is correspondence in (hard-
ly infantile) formants attached to such reduplicative names, in both Microasian and
Balkan idioms? Quite many of the Microasian derivatives of the type reduplication
+ suffix have their clear counterparts in the Balkans. For the sake of simplifica-
tion, I will give only a Microasian-Greek-Romanian triangle (observe, vertically,
correspondence in the -AS/-ES/-IS suffixes, added to reduplicative themes like the
above-presented ones):

MAs. Navag Bapng Nawvig IMawvig
Gk. Navvag Bapng Navig ITawig
Rom. Nanasg Babes Nanis Panig

Phonologically speaking, we may be grateful to the Greeks for their consis-
tent marking of accents (while, with few exceptions, Microasian, Thracian, and
Illyrian, attested mainly in inscriptions, remained without accent markers). Thus
we may observe not only correspondence in the onomastic employment of suffixes
(like the ones of the -AS/-ES/-IS type in the three languages taken into considera-

224



tion above), but also Greek-Romanian similarity in accent patterns. In the case of
-G¢ = -as, we can see that they occur in conunon derivatives too, not only in per-
son-names; and in both Greek and Romanian the two suffixes appear as stressed
(see Gk. ynvag and its anthroponymic product Xnv@g, in comparison with Rom.
cosas and Cosasu).

There is something Albanian, Romanian, and partially Greek have in com-
mon as regards suffixation, namely the regular shift of the stress from theme to
suffix. I will stick to -AS, mainly since Greek also participates in that case. The
accent shift (without qualitative changes in the root-vowel) visible in Gk. xfjv >
ynvag is clearly the same as the one in Rom. suta (‘100’) > sutas (‘commander
of a hundred’), though accents are usually not marked in Romanian writing. Greek
only rarely shows a tendency like the Romanian (and partially Slavic, possibly as a
substrate feature there too) weakening of vowels which remain unstressed by
accent shift. For a rare case in Greek, we might consider the shift @/ov (most
probably /0:/>/u/) visible in the derivation from odnwv ‘soap’ (I suspect the stress
could have been, earlier, on  in this borrowing from Celtic, maybe through Latin)
to gamwouvdg (attested at Odessos, and translated by Chantraine as “fabricant de
savon”); there is Rom. sdpuin > sdpunas too, but the latter means ‘little soap’
(by the diminutive function of -as). To go back to the above-mentioned vocalic
weakening, 6 > u is quite well-known in Romanian grammar (cf. pot ‘I can’ -
putém ‘we can’), while in derivation proper it remained regular especially in the
more archaic Macedo-Romanian (c6pil ‘illegitimate child’>cupilaéu ‘little
boy’). In standard Romanian, we may observe that the acceptable type of deriva-
tion is porc ‘swine’ > porcar, but we may discover that there are family-names
like Purcaru, Purcédrea, Purcdreanu, Purcaréscu, Purcaréte (all referred
by lordan 1983 to purcar, as an “older and regional” version of porcar ‘swine-
herd’). Unlike 6 > u, another manifestation of vowel weakening in Romanian, vis-
ible in written form as a > 4, is still part of standard language (with the exception
of recent borrowings, in which intellectuals prefer to avoid it): e.g. gazda ‘land-
lord’ > gdzdas ‘tenant’; palma ‘palm of the hand’ > palmas ‘manual labourer’.

Proper-names of the Aegeo-Balkan stock also show (not in a fully systema-
tic way, but rather as numerous reflections of a disturbed and partially lost system)
phonologic features like the ones presented above. For instance, Albanian is quite
constant in its shift o stress to added suffixes, in appelatives as well as in proper-
names (cf. family-names Kalo, Kaléschi, Kaloshi, all most probably derived,
ultimately, from Alb. kal€ ‘horse’; cf. also Rom. family-names Calu, Caléscu,
Calus, Calut, to be referred either to Rom. cal ‘horse’, or, possibly also to Thrac.
KaAng included in Detschew 1957). But Romanian, like Greek, has many “hesita-
tions” in stressings of onomastic derivatives (the above-mentioned Gk. Navi¢ was
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also recorded with an initial stress, Nawg - cf. [Tawg in the same list). There is, in
Romanian proper-name derivatives, an initial-stress tendency which is too deep-
going (cf. Thrac. KdAng, with an initial stress) to be explained by recent influence
like the German and Hungarian-ones. There are cases in which an older final stress
is considered as correct, against the generalized use of initial stress: for instance,
the name of a Romanian writer is pronounced Hoégas by most people, while
teachers may insist on the original pronunciation, Hogas. And, while Albanians
pronounce their family-name Balashi with a stress on the suffix, Romanians pre-
fer an initial stress for the correspondent of that name, Balas (just as they pro-
nounce Babes, structurally closer to Gk. BaBnc and Thrac. Kaing).

Some paragraphs, at least, should be on a rather delicate matter, namely that
on the relationship between proper-names and appelatives considered to represent
origins for those names. One has to admit that all proper-names have (more or less
visible) origins in common words. But one should not expect names used in a par-
ticular language to derive all from common words of that language. What we
should never forget, in onomastics, is that languages may be replaced and lost,
while names produced by those lost languages may survive through succesive eth-
nolinguistic disruptions, under circumstances of (at least partial) demographic con-
tinuity in a given area. To resume, what we now have in Balkan linguistics in the
field of appelative-name relationship is generally bad; mainly because of what I
may call a known-language screen. In that respect, there is a lot of national-myth
colouring, and of ideologic bias. For instance, national linguists have “naturally”
tried to interpret hereditary names of their own languages primarily through native
vocabulary, or through that of neighbouring languages (as most obvious in Iordan
1983). True enough, if one finds a Romanian family-name like Sutasu one should
first refer it to Rom. sutag and its basis sutd (even without also considering the
rather obscure origin of that numeral). The trouble is that, besides hundreds of
transparent Romanian names of the Sutasu type, there are other hundreds of
names showing the same kind of suffixation, but no clear relationship with familiar
appelatives. In such instances we may assume origins in lost idioms of the same
ethnolinguistic area. Let me continue by some illustration.

Since there have been so many Baba names above, I may go back to them
and assume that, while certain Romanian Baba names may have something to do
with Slav. baba or Baba (cf. Iordan 1983), Slavic cannot account for Microasian
and Greek names of the same isogloss. Moreover, there is an etymologically
obscure derivative, Rom. baban ‘big, full-grown’, accounting for Rom. family-
name Baban (see, however, Alb. Babani, besides Babi, Babo, Babogi,
Baburi). Taking into consideration that, whatever national folk etymologies say,
Baba names represent an Ancient Aegeo-Balkan tradition, and given the fact that
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such names obviously reflect archaic reduplication, I presume to assert: such redu-
plication must have started from primeval Fertile-Crescent syllables, such as the
one recorded as Egypt. ba ‘soul, might, courage’ (> baba ‘to use force’). I, for
one, can easily admit that, in keeping with archaic name-giving ideology (with a
lot of magic-wishful thinking in it), names like the ones recorded as MAs. Bafing,
Gk. Bdpng, as well as Rom. Babes, can be thought to have originally meant
“Mighty-One” or “Brave-One”, rather than “One-Looking-like-an-Old-Lady”.

For another example, as already suggested above, Rom. Nana, with its rich
group of (over 30) derivative family-names, also has quite clear Aegeo-Balkan
correspondents, ancient and modem (among other things, the Nana family may
also be considered as showing Aegeo-Balkan /a/c/o/ alternation -see Table | -,
since there are Rom./Bulg. Nana-Nena-Nona family-names too). Rom. Nana
could be explained “on national ground” as derived from nani ‘god-mother’ (also
a fonn of address to elderly women); there is a masculine of that too, nan ‘god-
father’, synonymically doubled by its derivative nanas, abbreviated as nas (cf.
family-names Nanas, Nianag, Nas). So, since it would be hard for anyone to
deny the existence of an Aegeo-Balkan isogloss in the case of Nana names,
should we think that the Romanian above-mentioned appelatives (as possible relics
from lost idioms) can account for the original semantics of that isogloss? Why not,
I would say. Many of the most widely spread Aegeo-Balkan names do have refer-
ents in the field of religious-ritual practices (and what about Egypt naa ‘great,
greatness’, naanu ‘good, beautiful’, or nan ‘to proclaim’?). If Rom. nan, nana,
nanas have been Christianized and have good positions (at least in Romanian vil-
lages) among social-ritual terms, I might say that few Romanian speakers know
now that ndnas once also meant ‘offering, gift’ (cf. Iordan 1983, s.v. Nanas).

With examples like these at hand, we should be reluctant to consider that
Romanian names of the Man type (included in table 2)!3 come either from abbrevi-
ations of the Judeo-Christian Emanuel (‘God-with-Us’), or from family-names of
the neighbours (who are bound to have their own folk-etymologies in that respect).
We should rather consider the probability of Man names being gradually attached to
Emanuel (as pseudo-diminutives of it) after Christianization; and we should try to
find credible appelatives as clues to the origins of the Man isogloss. Good candi-
dates are, in my opinion, words representing the above-mentioned religious-ritual
sphere: e.g. Gk. pfing/pawg 'divine rage', Lat. manes 'good gods' (and manis
'good'), and, last but not least, the semantically rich Rom. a meni 'to foretell, to wish,
to promise, to decide, to predestine, to soothsay' (which cannot possibly derive from
Slavic words based on men- 'change'). More study is needed here too!4.

For the time being, what I here propose for publication are only scraps of a
vision of the Aegeo-Balkan onomastic union as manifestation of major facts and
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factors of the Aegeo-Balkan ethnogenesis. While in previous articles I insisted on
observation of links between Asia Minor and the Palaeobalkan domain, as well as
between such links and certain aspects surviving in modern Balkan languages, this
time I added (cautiously enough, I hope) references to Egyptian as continuator of
primeval Fertile-Crescent language. I have now a sufficient number of arguments
to declare myself in favour of Musu's idea of an "Aegeo-Egyptian fund"!3, as long
as that fund may be shown to have had its original basis in the Neolithic and
Copper-Age demographic boom (of course, with many subsequent reinforce-
ments). I hope to make ready for publication, as soon as I can; quite a number of
other arguments sustaining the existence of an Aegeo-Balkan onomastic union,
with specific features which have correspondence in both the Hamito-Mediter-
ranoid stock of Egyptian, and in modemn languages of the Balkans (and other parts
of Europe). I already know that there is system in that field; and I hope others will
reach similar conclusions soon.

Adrian Poruciuc
Universitatca “Al. |. Cuza” lagi
Bd. Copounr. 11, 6600 lasi

Rominia

NOTES

1. See especially Poruciuc 1992a, 1993, and 1995b in the bibliographic list.

2. Although I insist on the importance of primitive Near-East farming and of its
spreading to Europe, I find no reason to believe Renfrew (1987) about Neolithic Anatolia
as Indo-European "homeland" (see good criticism in Haarmann 1994). As regards impo-
sition of Indo-European idioms in the Aegeo-Balkan area I think we should develop the
Gimbutas-Martinet-Mallory line (cf. Poruciuc 1995: 58). As an opponent of the
genealogic (Schleicherian) glottogenetics I do not really feel in need of a unique "home-
land". And as a representative of what I may call the polygenetic model I will refuse to
accept things like "the coming of the Greeks" (we may, of course, say something like
"the coming of the linguistic ancestors of the Greeks").

3. For instance, genealogically, Romanian is a "daughter-language" of Latin, which
was the language imposed on natives of Dacia (where Latin-speakers were also colonized).
But, if we have a look at the numerous correspondences between linguistic (also onomastic)
elements of the Ancient Italic fund, and those of the Palaeobalkan one (i.e. also of pre-
Romanian), we may say Latin and Romanian have substrate elements in common too. If we
have a look at any collection of Romanian family names (many looking very much older than
the modern age in which they became officialized), we may discover that the number of names
derived directly from the mother-language, Latin, is small enough; also, the number of heredi-
tary names transparently derived from Romanian appelatives, on Romanian ground, is not
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bigger than that of obscure monomembers sinkingly resembling not only Albanian and Bul-
garian names, but also Ancient Microasian, Mycenaean, Thracian, Illyrian, and Greek. That
situation imposes the idea of a common Aegeo-Balkan onomastic stock, of prehistoric origins.

4. As Poruciuc 1995a demonstrates, I do not deny that substrate toponymus can
offer important linguistic clues too.

5. I do not overlook special cases of apparent perpetuation through intermediaries,
such as that of Etruscan names which first became Roman, then Romanic (we should not
forget, however, that Etruscans were not simply removed, since most of them gradually
became Latin-speakers). As for ideglogically spread anthroponyms (like the Hebrew ones
which became pan-Christian, or the Arabic ones which are now pan-Islamic), they repre-
sent a phenomenon of real signifiance only for ages too recent to count in this discussion.

6. Egyptologists will excuse my usage of the outfashioned vocalization (practically
Wallis Budge's). [ simply find that more recent "literal”" (i.e. mainly consonantal) transcrip-
tions make Egyption somehow look like an unreal and inaccesible language, which it cer-
tainly is not. Since most of the "exact" values of Egyptian vocalic sounds are not known
even to specialists, and since, in inherited vowels, Coptic shows a lot of variation (often
strangely resembling Palaeobalkan "alternations" and "oscillations"), I may not regret using
a where most Egyptologists now use i, and using arbitrary-conventional e where they
write nothing,

7. While reduplication primarily meant repetition of semantically charged mono-
consonantal syllables, the result being semantic intensification or enlargement (e.g. Egypt.
sa ‘to break, to destroy’ > sasa ‘to run against, to attack, to change, to overthrow’), what
is generally known as composition implies combination of different words, often different
parts of speech, as in Engl. blackbird and runway. In its turn, derivation obviously devel-
oped later than (and out of) composition, since many of the particles now regarded as mere
formants (mainly prefixes and suffixes) once were independent words (e.g. Engl. -dom
has the same origin as the independent noun doom; and the now opaque Engl. -ly has the
same origin as like, namely an old Germanic word meaning ‘body’).

8. Chantraine regards Gk. mdnna (a vocative for ‘father’) as “un terme de la nur-
sery [!] avec redoublement et gémination”; in its turn, the Emout/ Meillet dictionary pre-
sents Lat. tata (“papa”) as “mot enfantin” to be compared to Gk. Tdta’ the same dictionary
adds that tata was epigraphically attested (so it must have been very old), and was proba-
bly related to person-names like Tata, Tatta, Tatius.

9. In Poruciuc 1995: 39 there is a brief presentation of the undeniable correspon-
dence between a radical traditionally considered as Indo-European, namely *ak- (refer-
ring to notions like “stone”, “sharp or pointed objects”, “sharpness, quickness™), and a
whole Egyptian family of appelatives, such as aku ‘stone quarry’ and aken ‘a digging
tool, hoe, plough, pick’.

10. I prefer variants of a-vocalism here, not only because, as stated above, the earli-
est infantile vocalic sounds are mostly of the /a/ range (as easiest to articulate), but also
because, at least as regards the Italic pool, a-vocalism has been interpreted as a sign of
archaic-rural-dialectal language (see repeated remarks on it in Emout/ Meillet).

11. I have to admit that, though Rom. -ag has an Aegeo-Balkan explanation, in cer-
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tain words that suffix could be of other origins (such as Turkish, or Hungarian), as indicat-
ed in Poghirc 1969: 363.

12. While for Microasian names my sources are mainly Zgusta's works, for Romanian-
Bulgarian correspondences in family-names I made use of Iordan 1983 (without accepting his
general tendency of indicating borrowing from Bulgarian). As for Albanian, I did my own col-
lection of person-names (also from telephone directories) during my 1996 stay in Tirana.

13. To the Man names in Table 2 I tentatively added some names recorded with
initial B-, as I took into account a well-known Palaeobalkan /b/m/ alternation (cf. the
Thracian theonym Bendis/Mendis). Moreover, I am aware of a similar alternation in
Egyptian too: e.g. bait 'house' (= Hebr. bayit) - mait 'dwelling’; or bet 'grains, seed' -
met 'seed, offspring'. Much more can be said on a larger Egyptian-Aegeo-Balkan corre-
spondence which appears as a /b/p/f/m/ alternation (quite similar to many things presented
as Palaeobalkan in Poruciuc 1995a); see also a mention of "exchanges between m, p, and
b, with especial reference to Anatolia" in Bernal 1991: 582.

14. As an opening for a future discussion, I may invite Indo-Europeanists to explain the
position (and the Aegeo-Balkan type of /a/e/o/ vocalism) of a group of assumedly related
roots. Two root-variants appear as "manu-s oder monu-s" in the Pokomy dictionary. The
same dictionary considers that "maybe" (vielleicht) the two variants are related to men- 'to
think', which, in its turn (as suggested by Pokomy, with a question mark), may be referred to
another men-, meaning something like 'to remain, to stop to think, to dwell upon' - cf. Lat.
manere > Rom. a ménea 'to stay (overnight)'. The strange (?) thing is that Egyptian has both
men 'calculation, statement' and another men 'to remain, to abide, to be permanent, to be sta-
ble’; and the latter could be written by the single hieroglyph "draughtboard”, the one which
could also mark the name of Men (Gk. Mrjvng), the legendary king who established Dinasty
I and thus laid the foundations of the Old Kingdom. We will have to come back to such corre-
spondences, now that there is a credible connection established between Egyptian Men and
Cretan Minos (cf. Bernal 1991: 171-177); maybe future studies will also solve the situation
“made still more confusing by the fact that the legendary Indian founder of political order and
lawgiver was called Manu" - cf. Benal 1991: 571 (to which I may add some more confusion
by mentioning that Germanic tribes also had a "founder", and his name was Manus).

15. There still are some hesitations in my acceptance of two Egyptian-inclined authors,
namely Bernal and Mugu. The former (of whom I know only through his Black Athena, vol.Il)
uses an extremely rich amount of interdisciplinary information, and insists mainly on Bronze
Age influence of Egypt on the Aegean (also by colonization); my primary concern is with the
effects of a much earlier phenomenon, the Fertile-Crescent deomographic expansion of the
Neolithic and the Copper Age. As for Musu, I included only his most recent book in the bibli-
ographic list of this article (and I will only mention he has an earlier one, Lumnini din depértan
(= Lights from Far Away, 1981), with similar ideas and intentions. What I find most appealing
in Musu is his general vision of an "Aegeo-Egyptian fund". It is a pity that Musu only incom-
pletely used archaeology, and he often resorted to literature instead of minute linguistic analy-
sis. He observed mainly correspondences between Egyptian and Greek, but he also took into
account "pre-Thracian", Romanian and Albanian. Though Musu did not know about Bernal,
they often coincide in conclusions. So there must be something there.
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Table 1

Some features of specific Aegeo-Balkan anthroponyms
(presented at the 7th International Congress of Thracology, 1996)

1. Reduplication (at two chxonologgc-g 0 graphlc extremes)

MAs. Bofa Acdo Toaye Acro Noava Ha:ta Tam
Rom. Baba Dada Gaga Lald Nana Papa Tatu

2. Vocalic alternations (Wechsel), max;»:r

a) MAs. Ada - Eda, Appoag - Eguoag, TaBalg TePBeLs.
b) MAs. Aadng - Andng - Aodng.
Alb. Dado - Dede - Dode.
Rom. Dadu - Dedu - Dodu.
c) Whole “alternative” families of person-names:
MAs. Av(v)a Awog Awakn  Awwkog  Awto AVnAlg

Eva Evvag Ewta

Oawa  Owvrg Ovava Ovavaiig
Rom. Ana Anea Anachi Anica Anita

Ene Enea Enachi Enica Enita

Oand Onea Onacd Onica Onita Onel

233



O-na-jo, O-ne-u, O-na-se-u/ Wa-ni-ko, Wa-na-si-
/ Ovawa, Ouvveig, Ovavaiig
(Bavaic, Davarlg).
Onciu / Oang, Oane, Oancea (Vancea)
/ MoaA.etg, MwaAelg
(cf. Mouyetag, Mwyetag)

Molea, Moleanu (Molianu) / Moale (< moale “soft”?)

a) Myc.
MAs. Ovwng, Ovvelg

Rom. Onuy, Onea,
b) MAs. MoAeag, MoAtavog

Rom.

“t'alj,z\at,ion (cf. Rom. mana ‘hand’-

4. Pseudo- dlphthongs, by anticipatory.
pl. maini, ochi ‘eye’- pl. dial. oichi):

a) MAs. Ava, Awva Eva, Ewva Ateg, Avteg Andig, Astdag

b) Bulg. Mano, Manja, Majnov, Manju, Mijno
Rom. Manu, Manea, Manea, Mainea, Manescu, Miinescu

c¢) Rom. Bonea, Boinea; Gunea, Guinea

ve” alternations, such as s1mp1e/emphat1c
1 zed/nasalized:

5. “Indifference” to voice and
(“gemmated") explosive/fri

a) MAs. BaPBo/Tlara, Aaéag/ Tatag
Alb. Babi/Papi; Dado/Tato
b) MAs. Ang/Atug/Adng; Aadeag/Oadeag

Thrac. Ate/”Atug/Adng
¢) MAs. BaBa, BapBa, Bapuia/ Iaxag, IManrag, Moprag

NGk. Bape, Bapiy Mroumnn, Mroprovie/ IMaxdg, [Tapmrig, IMorxota
Rom. Babu, Bambu, Vamvu (> Vamvulea)/Papiu, Pampu

(> Pampulea)
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13 X4

Tablc 2 An Aegco-Balkan anthroponymic isogloss

Myccnacan Asia Minor | (Nco-)Greek Thracian [llyrian Albanian Bulgarian Romanian
(1) Ma-no Mav(v)og Mavog Mavrg Mano/Bano? | Mano Manu/Banu?
(“Mave*) Mavwm Maveg Mav(v)ig Mane/Bane? | Bana? Bana?
Me-na Bawg? Mawg Mnwg Mani
(“Mnva*) N. Mnavog Bavng? Mene Bcena? Bena?
Pa-no? N. Mxevog Meni/Beni Beni
(“Davog?) Pano? Panu?
(2) Mc-nc-u Mnvw? Menev? Manau
(“Meveug?”™) Majnov?
(3) Ma-na-je-u | Mnvet Mavvetog Bevvatot? Manaj
(“Mavatevs?”) Bavorw? Menaj
(4) Ma-na-sa Mavag Manasa
(“Mvaoag?”) | Mavooag Manase?
Ma-na-so Bavag? Mz}nasm
(“Mvagoc?”) Minese
(5) Ma-no-u-ro N. Mavoirg Manol Manul Manole
(“7*Mav- oupog™) Menella? Manuli
(6) Me-ni-jo D Minju Maniu
(“Mewoc™) Mnwog Miina Miin(escu)
(7) Me-nu-wa Mevova
(“Mevvag)
8) Mav(v)ea Mawao Mawa Mawoi? Manja Manja Manea/Manea
Moav(v)ia N. Mawag Mainea
Mnwag Bania? Banea?
&) Manius Bennius Manushi Manu$ Manos/Banusg?
Bewog? Banushi? Minusi/Binus?
(10) N. Mawvikag Meniku Mainicd/Banica?
N. IMTawkacg? Benica
(1) Mawtag Mawtng Bevetoc? Manica Manita/Banita?
Manitiu
Maneaja?

* Mark spccific altcrnations, and typcs of suffixcs (-AS/-ES/-US; -AJ/-EJ; -AW/-EW; -EL/-OL/-UL; -IK; -IT; -JA; -WA etc.)
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