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- Historical linguistics is the branch of linguistics con-
cerned primarily with the changes languages undergo and the
reasons for these changes. The causes of language change gen-
erally fall into one of two categories,! those that are
language-internal, i.e., involve responses to factors which are
entirely internal to one linguistic system, and those that are
language-external, i.e., involve contact between two or more
independent linguistic systems. While there are numerous
instances of purely system internal developments within the
languages of the Balkans,? it is the external causes of lan-
guage change which are of most relevance to the question of
what historical linguistics can contribute to the issue of lan-
guage use in the Balkans.

The reason for this is fairly obvious: from the earliest
times, the Balkans have been an important crossroads region,
and numerous groups of peoples have moved into (and out of) the
area, absorbing, or being absorbed by — linguistically as well
as socially and culturally — already existing groups. This
constant process of absorption has left its mark on the various
languages currently and previously in the Balkans, so that it
is possible for one to identify different layers of language
contact; these layers, in turn, allow one to draw conclusions
about shifts in Balkan language use from prehistoric times on.

A few comments about contact-induced language change are
necessary, though, beforé some specific cases from the Balkans
can be examined profitably. It is commonly thought that cer-
tain linguistic subsystems, for example the inflectional mor-
phology of a language, are less likely than others to undergo
contact-induced change,® and it is certainly true that the
effects of language contact can be seen especially clearly in
some areas of a language, most notably the lexicon in the form
of loan-words and place-names, and only less so in others.
However, it seems that no component of a linguistic system is

‘impervious to language-contact influence. Thomason (1981) has

shown numerous cases of contact change in all components of a
language and has demonstrated that differences in the likeli-
hood of contact change have more to do with the conditions
under which the contact takes place than with any 1ntr1n81c
properties of particular linguistic components.”

Accordingly, in looking into language contact in the Bal-
kans, one must be prepared to examine all aspects of the var-
ious languages without preconceptions about which types of
changes might be due to contact. The examples presented below
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bear this out, for they reflect contact-induced change in sev-
eral different linguistic components; all of them, moreover,
allow for important inferences to be drawn concerning language
use in the Balkans at different periods in history and pre-
history.

As noted above, the lexical component of a language is the
area in which influence from outside languages shows up most
readily. Since virtually no language is free from contact with
other languages in some way or another, the vocabulary of any
particular language will include many nonnative words often
from several different linguistic stocks. In the case of one
ancient Balkan language, for example, namely Ancient Greek, it
is possible to identify likely foreign vocabulary elements from

Semitic (e.g., xiLTodv tunic, wyoundooLg linen tunic, cayhvn.
large drag net), Anatolian (e.g., uvavdc dark-blue enamel,. #
lapis lazuli, nOuBAXOC. helmet) and Iranian (e.g., &yyonnvia .

honeycomb of bees).® These loan words, however, tend to repre-
sent cultural borrowings, i.e., the borrowing of the foreign o
name for a particular foreign cultural item when the item it-
self is borrowed,® and so could well have entered Greek through
chance contact with some peoples who happened to have had the
item and the name for it. As such, they are not so valuable as
a way of gaining insights into language use. However, other
aspects of apparent foreign vocabulary in Greek are more useful.
It has long been recognized that there are numerous words
in Greek which are most likely of nonnative origin, but for
which no apparent source language can be readily identified.
As noted by Kati&it (1976:53), in his summary of the literature
on the ancient languages of the Balkans, one group of these
words, those showing such suffixes as -vo~ or -oc-, includes
many toponyms and terms which "usually denote plants, animals,
and material objects that belong to the Aegean flora, fauna,
and material culture"; some examples are the toponyms Kdpivdog,
T{pvvg (genitive T{puvdog ), and Kvwoodg , and words
like wulvdn mint, &BAovdog wild fig, MUTIAPLOOCOG . eypress,
and vdpuioocog . nareissus, among others. The usual interpre-
tation is that these words reflect a language spoken by the
inhabitants of the area which is now Greece prior to the com-
ings of the Greeks into the region.’ Similarly, a second group
of words, with certain characteristic phonological (e.g., aspi-
rates where native Greek words have unaspirated stops) and mor-
phological (e.g., the occurrence of certain apparent prefixal
elements) features but of no definable semantic sphere, is also
to be found in the Ancient Greek vocabulary, e.g., dielo-w
anoint (cf. native Greek Afm-og fat), @EAA-€LG stony
ground (cf. native Greek mnéli-a  stone), Sepdn-vn dwelling

(cf. native Greek <tépau-vov dwelling). These too seem to
reflect a pre-Greek linguistic layer which may or may not be
distinct from the -v9-/-c0- language noted above.®

What inferences might be drawn from these facts and inter-
pretations about language use in the prehistoric Balkans, spe-
cifically in the southernmost region? First, from the evidence
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of toponyms, it is clear that a change in language use occurred
with the coming of the Greeks. Second, from the evidence of
cultural words like pnfvon , etc., it seems that the incoming
Greeks accepted autochthonous terms for new items they en-
countered; thus the coming of the Greeks to Greece, from a lin-
guistic standpoint, was not unlike the coming of the Western
Europeans to North America (see Footnote 6). Third, instead of
it being the case that the autochthonous elements were simply
pushed out of Greece, some must have been absorbed into the
Greek tribes and thus have undergone a shift in their language
use to Greek; still, they must have been present in sufficient
numbers to effect the entry into Greek proper of numerous auto-
chthonous words ( dArelow , etc.).? Thus the linguistic evi-
dence discussed here gives a fairly clear picture of certain
aspects of prehlstorlc language use and language shifts in the
ancient Balkans.!?!

The previous example drew mainly on evidence concerning
language contact at a lexical level. But, as already mentioned,
contact-induced change can affect other areas as well. One
that is on the borderline between lexical and phonological in
that it involves layers of lexical items with a particular
phonological shape is the status of the sounds ts and dz in
Modern Greek; moreover, this example sheds some light on an
interesting aspect of present-day language use in Greece.

It has been argued elsewhere (Joseph 1982a, 1982b) that
the sounds ts and dz11 have a special status synchronically in
Modern Greek in that they mainly function "allolinguistically"
in the overall language system. Allolinguistic is a term pro-
posed by Wescott (1975) for all aspects of language which are
"alienated from conventionally structured speech" (p. 497), and
it refers specifically to elements like conventionalized child
language forms, slang, onomatopoetic and generally sound-
symbolic words, diminutives, expressive and affective vocabu-
lary, and the like. 1In Greek, the sounds ts and dz occur quite
frequently (though not exc1u81vely) in just these types of
lexical items. For example, the following forms, constituting
just a small sampling of items with ts/dz, give an indication
of the range of occurrence of these sounds: the diminutive
suffixes -{toca. , -(to. for nouns, -odTOLHOC for adjec-
tives,'? independent hypocoristic diminutives like Mnitooc
(from AnuiTpLOC ), child language forms like <Cl{oLa (with
a variant toloira ) peepee, ToLTol meat, Todtoo aunty ,
onomatopoetic words and words derived from noises such as todu
sound of something breaking and toanllw I break or ypdtg
(with variants npdtg/xpdte ) sound of scratching and ypoaToouvdw
I scratch, expressive words like tClduna for nothing, free
and  tlouvtleg dwarf; ugly immoral person, and a number of
sound symbolic words such as ToOLuUnd pinch, Totu(m)olptL
tick, pest, TOLBInL tick, TOOLUKV( A nettle, where the
initial ToV- appears to signal a stinging, biting sensation
or figurative extension thereof. What is especially signifi-
cant about the distribution of ts and dz is that the vast
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majority of their occurrences in Greek lexical items is in such
allolinguistic words; no other sounds in Greek have such a lex-
ical distribution, i.e., one finds, for instance, a [k] in al-

lolinguistic forms (e.g., in wupdtrg and the diminutive suffix

- dut ) but it is not the case that [k] occurs primarily in al-

lolinguistic forms, while this is so for ts and dz. Thus, one

is justified in singling out ts/dz for allollngulstlc status in
Greek based on the range of lexical forms they occur in.

The question of language contact in connection with this
special status of ts/dz comes into play in two ways. First,
many of the words with these sounds are borrowed from neighbor-
ing languages; these include both allolinguistic words such as
TCduma , from the Turkish caba ([Jabal]) thrown into the bar-
gain, and <TCoutléc from Turkish cilice ([JiJe]) dwarf, and also
nonallolinguistic words such as mnanodToL shoe, from Turkish
papu¢ shoe ([papu&¢] , ultimately of Arabic origin). Further-
more, even these nonallolinguistic loan words with ts/dz func-
tion in such a way as to reinforce the special status of those
sounds. That is, the Greek lexicon is stratified into words of
different stylistic levels; in particular, a "higher style" and
a "lower style'" can be recognized,'® and there are often pairs
of roughly synonymous words which differ only in style, e.g.,
Aldog stone and nétpa Stone, Aeuvudg white and domnpog
white. In the case of words with ts/dz, it turns out that
where these words have synonyms in Greek, the ts/dz word is
always low-style while the synonym is higher style; examples
which bear this out include <Tduna ~ dwpedv gratis, for nothing,
nanoVtoL A Ondénua  shoe, and @dtoa nmnpdowno face. The rela-
tive stylistic value of the individual members of these pairs
enhances the special status claimed here for ts/dz, for again
it seems that no other phonological units in Greek pattern in
this same way. Thus loan words of all sorts containing the
sounds ts and dz contribute to the allolinguistic status of
these sounds.

The second way language contact is relevant here is more
historical in nature. Marchand (1953:59) has demonstrated that
t§ and 4% (spelled <¢>, <c>) occur in numerous words in Turkish
which he terms generally "lautsymbolisch," 1nclud1ng words for
murmured and vibrating noises in the case of t$§ and words of
"affective'" origin in the case of dz. From Marchand's discus-
sion, it is clear that these words are allolinguistic, in Wes-
cott's sense. Although it is not the case that Turkish ¢ and ¢
have allolinguistic status within their overall phonological
system in the way that Greek ts and dz do, inasmuch as they
occur in many ordinary nonallollngulstlc words and thus have a
different lexical distribution from the Greek sounds, still
they do have some sound-symbolic value. Thus it is possible
that the special status of ts and dz within Greek is at least
in part due to outside influences, since corresponding sounds
in Turkish, a language which had a considerable lexical in-
fluence, espe01a11y of what linguists call an intimate (i.e.,
noncultural) nature, over Greek within the past 500 years, have
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a similar value.'® This hypothesis, while highly speculative,

receives some suggestive support from the fact that many of the
sound symbolic words with tsV- designating stinging and the
like seem to have developed from Ancient Greek words with ini-
tial k(C)i- sequences, by various sound changes or morphologi-

cal reshapings,!’® e.g., cotp(n)odpL < uiupvpog (Hesychius
ULrpoAdyog counting trifles, caring about trifles),
Toounvido < uvidn nettle, TOoLPlut < uluBLE skinflint.

This suggests that the sequence k(C)i- may have had some sound
symbolic value in Ancient Greek, so that the change to tsV- as
the bearer of sound-symbolism for this lexical group would have
occurred only in the Post-Classical era, i.e., possibly only
after contact with a language in which similar sounds had a
somewhat special status or occurred in words with a special
status. .

In any case, the status of ts/dz in Greek phonology raises
numerous questions relevant to the issue of language use in one
of the Balkan states, namely Greece. Moreover, historical lin-
guistics, with its concern over borrowed versus native elements
and over the development of individual native words, contrib-
utes much to the understanding of these guestions.

The final example to be examined here involves a linguis-
tic feature at the morphosyntactic level, and thus shows the
same type of methodology applied to something other than the
phonology or the lexicon of a language; in addition, it focuses
on a different time period in the history of the Balkans. The
linguistic feature in question is the complete or partial ab-
sence of the verbal category infinitive,

As is well known, the languages of the Balkans share, to
differing degrees, a considerable number of linguistic fea-
tures. These include the absence of a distinction between gen-
itive (i.e., possessive) and dative (i.e., indirect object)
nominal cases, the presence of a future tense formation based
on a form of a verb meaning want, the presence of a mid-to-high
central vowel such as [=] or [i], an enclitic rather than pro-
clitic definite article, special formations for the numerals
between 11 and 19, and the absence of the infinitive coupled
with the use instead of finite verbal forms. Not all of the
Balkan languages have all of these features — Greek for exam-
ple, has a proclitic definite article and no mid-to-high cen-
tral vowel — but there is enough common linguistic ground
among these languages to be noteworthy,'® and to raise specula-
tion as to what the causes of this linguistic convergence might
be. While it is not clear what has led to the convergence for
all of these features, a scenario has been developed (Joseph
1981, 1983) for the absence of the infinitive which has inter-
esting consequences for the question of language use in the
Balkans.

First, though, the basic facts concerning the infinitive
in the Balkan languages need to be sketched.? In Modern Greek,
except for lexicalized, unproductive remnants of earlier infini-
tives, one finds the infinitive preserved, in a transformed
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shape (i.e., with ending [-(s)i] as in Ypdetr write instead
of Post-Classical -(s)ein as in YPAUYELV and Ancient Greek
-sai as in Ypdda ), only in the formation of the perfect
tense system with €x0 ‘have (e.g., &xo vypdUelL T have writ-
ten); this one stronghold for the earlier infinitive, however,
is not sufficient to warrant setting up a grammatical category
of infinitive, so that Modern Greek effectively is a language
with no infinitive; finite subordinate clauses, with the verb
often marked with the participle vd,!® are used instead of in-
finitives. In both main dialects of Albanian, an analytic in-
finitive consisting of a particle — the preposition p&r in the
southern dialect Tosk and the particle me in the northern dia-
lect Geg — plus a verbal nominalization is to be found; how-
ever, the Tosk infinitive is somewhat limited in use (finite
subordinate clauses are more common) and the analytic form in
both dialects suggests a relatively recent innovation, so that
at least Tosk and possibly Geg as well may have undergone a
prehistoric!® reduction of the domain of the infinitive in
.favor of finite complementation. The Balkan Slavic languages
show the absence of an infinitive and the corresponding wider
use of finite clauses to varying degrees — it is completely
absent from modern Macedonian, and present only in traces in
standard Bulgarian, being restricted to use as complement to
only four predicates and only optionally at that; in Serbo-
Croatian, the Torlak dialects of southeast Serbia sgow_the com-
plete absence of an infinitive, and in general the Stokavian
dialects located for the most part in the eastern part of mod-
ern Yugoslavia, shows less use of the infinitive than the more
westerly Cakavian and Kajkavian dialects. Finally, in Roman-
ian, the infinitive survives in numerous nominalizations and in
a few grammatical constructions (e.g., singular prohibitions,
the conditional, two future tense formations) and as comple-
ment to a few verbs, but has given way to finite subordinate
clauses even in these contexts and in others as well. Thus one
finds a continuum in the Balkans regarding the ipnfinitive, with
Macedonian at one extreme and Romanian (and non-Stokavian Serbo-
Croatian) at the other, with Greek, Bulgarian, Tosk Albanian
and Geg Albanian in between the extremes, in that order. This
distribution suggests that the loss of the infinitive is best
taken as a central Balkan feature, since the peripheral lan-
guages, especially Romanian and non-Stokavian Serbo-Croatian,??
retain the infinitive to the greatest degree. Moreover, to
judge from the historical documentation available for these
languages, infinitives are used to a greater extent in rela-
tively early documents and less so in later ones, so that the
loss of the infinitive can be dated to approximately the 10th
to 15th centuries.??

The qguestion that naturally arises is why the infinitive
was lost in these several languages which are geographically
clustered. Most explanations have sought to draw either on
purely language-internal or purely language-external develop-
ments. As an example of the former rcasoning, Togeby (1962)
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believed that the phonological merger of the infinitive with a
third person singular finite form was the underlying cause for
the loss of the infinitive in Greek, Romanian, Bulgarian and
Macedonian, while others have drawn on the existence of con-
structions?®? in which infinitives could alternate with finite
clauses in Vulgar Latin (Barié 1961) and Koine Greek (Hesseling
1892) as the source of the infinitive-loss in Romanian and
Greek, respectively. Among those who argued from purely
language-external developments, Sandfeld (1930) saw the overall
Balkan absence of the infinitive as the result of the influence
of Greek on its neighboring languages, while others, such as
Gabinsky (1967), have seen a prehistoric Balkan substratum with
no infinitive??® as the source of the infinitive-loss in each of
the present-day Balkan languages, and still others, such as
Rozencvejg (1969, 1976), have attributed this loss to the de-
velopment of a "mediator'" language, which effects a compromise
between synthesis (efficient language production) and analysis
(efficient language processing), in a bilingual contact situa-
tion such as would have arisen in the Balkans; the use of
finite complementation, it is claimed, would tend to aid analy-
sis and thus enhance communication in such contexts.

It seems clear, though, that neither type of explanation
is wholly satisfactory in and of itself, for the language-
internal developments generally cited either occurred too late
or are in themselves not compelling enough to have caused the
widespread demise of this category,’" and the language-external
accounts fail to take into consideration actual individual de-
velopments in each language which must have been contributory
to the loss of the infinitive. Therefore the best explanation
for this historical development within these Balkan languages’
seems to lie in a combination of language-internal factors with
some degree of language contact.

In order to draw on both types of factors, though, one has
to envision a central Balkan society, for example in Northern
Greece, in the 8th to 12th centuries, which is emerging as a
bi- or even multi-lingual society. The advent of contact among
Balkan peoples would no doubt have led to some simplification
along the lines posited by Rozencvejg (1969, 1976) increasing
the frequency of finite complementation in the contact lan-
guages. In some of these languages, such simplification might
have enhanced already-existing tendencies for replacing infin-
itives by functionally equivalent finite clauses, such as that
noted by Baric¢ (1961) and Hesseling (1892). At the same time,
though, in this emerging bi- or multi-lingual society, second-
language learning, partly of an imperfect nature, may be
assumed to have been going on. Schumann (1979:56-57) has noted
that second-language learners often go through a stage which is
characterized in part by the use of the "unmarked form of the
verb'"; among such speakers, therefore, there would have been a
tendency to use a single unmarked, and thus presumably non-
finite, verbal form in main and subordinate clauses.
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These conflicting tendencies, the one leading to wider use
of finite forms and the other to wider use of nonfinite (invar-
iant) forms, would have given a high degree of flexibility to
the linguistic systems at this time. Various functionally
equivalent but syntactically and no doubt stylistically dis-
tinct types of complementatiorn would have been available under
differing sociolinguistic conditions.?® Thus this scenario for
the loss of the infinitive requires one to make certain assump-
tions about the way various languages were used in the Balkans
during the period in question. The society must have been a
multi-lingual one in which speakers with widely different
abilities in the target languages had to communicate with one
another; moreover, speakers must have employed a number of com-
peting strategies for such communication, resulting in complex
code-switching and perhaps even the assignment of different
values to these different strategies and to the different lan-
guages involved.

Without these assumptions, it is difficult to construct a
plausible course of events which could have led to the present-
day situation with the infinitive in the Balkans and in the
Balkan languages.?® Once again, then, methods of historical
linguistics, in this case aimed at developing a coherent account
of an historical development in several languages, have led to
inferences about language use in the Balkans.

Somewhat deliberately, the examples discussed here — Pre-
Greek lexical traces in Ancient Greek, the loss of the infini-
tive in the Balkan languages, and the status of the sounds ts
and dz in Modern Greek — have been chosen from three different
time periods within the Balkans — prehistoric times, Medieval
times, i.e., the beginnings of the modern historical era, and
modern times respectively. Moreover, they each involve linguis-
tic features from different levels of linguistic organization —
the lexicon, the syntactic component, and the phonological com-
ponent respectively. They do share certain things, however.
Each example has a focus on Greek, although of necessity other
Balkan languages are brought into the discussion; furthermore,
and perhaps most important for the question of language use,
they all share the property of showing how the methods of his-
torical linguistics, especially with regard to different as-
pects of language contact and contact-induced changes, can be
applied to particular developments to allow inferences about
how the languages in question were used at the time the changes
were occurring. Historical linguistics, therefore, can form
an integral part of any research into this complex question of
Balkan use, regardless of the time period of the particular
language one is interested in.
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NOTES

1. As is argued at the end of this paper, in some cases 1t is more
realistic and more satisfactory to recognize multiple causation, often a
combination of external and internal factors. See also Joseph (1981,
1983:Chapter 7) for more discussion.
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2. For instance, the levelings that have taken place in most of the
Modern Greek nominal paradigms, giving forms such as nominative singular
MaTEPAC father, based on the accusative singular naTeépo , replacing
the Ancient Greek nominative mnatrp, are purely system internal, as are
sound shifts involving natural classes of segments, as when the Ancient
Greek voiceless aspirated stops @9y ([p", t®, k®], respectively) all
became voiceless fricatives (|[f 6 x] respectively) in Modern Greek.

3. For example, as Thomason (1981:2) points out, Meillet (1921:87)
"believed that grammatical loans were possible only between very similar
systems, especially dialects of a single language."

LY. For example, the social context can play a role. As Thomason
(1981:5-6) points out, early loans from Russian into Asiatic Eskimo were
altered so as to fit the native phonological system (e.g., Russian &aj
tea ~ Eskimo saja since Eskimo had no [&]), while more recent ones, which
have come within the social context of Soviet control of the area and
also instruction in Russian in schools, have instead led to the introduc-
tion of new sounds (e.g., [&]) into the language (cf. modern Zaj tea).

5. All of this is summed up, with meticulous documentation, in
Szemerényi (1974), though it is important to note that not all scholars
agree with Szemerényi's proposals. The ones given here are representative
and differences of opinion do exist even with these.

6. Examples from English would be the borrowing of American Indian
(specifically Algonquian) terms like moceasin, toboggan, or moose to desig-
~ nate these newly encountered objects, or the borrowing of French terms
like crépe or aubergine to designate those particular foods, introduced
through the French.

7. See Kati¥it (1976:39-55) for details; these terms nay well be Ana-
tolian in origin, as Szemerényi (1974:153) and others believe, but could
still represent a- linguistic layer on the Greek mainland before the coming
of the Greeks.

8. The Bulgarian linguist V. Georgiev is the source for much of this
work on the language represented by the second group here; see Georgiev
(1958, 1966), for example, and the summary of his work in Kati¥ic (1976:
71ff.). He believes the two groups of words are from the same language,
which he labels Pelasgian. As in the case in virtually all aspects of
Greek etymology (see Footnote 5, for instance), it must be pointed out
that Georgiev's conclusions are not universally accepted, and many scholars
take these forms as native Greek. They are presented here for their value
in showing how historical linguistics methods can shed light on prehistoric
language use.

9. Katidit (1976:37) does note that the spread of Greck over the en-
tire Aegean area suggests that the Greek invaders were quite numerous;
still, without a somewhat substantial autochthonous population, lexical
elements of the noncultural sort would probably not have survived.
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10. Similar remarks can be made about other languages of the Ancient
Balkans. Of particular interest and controversy is the question of
Albanian and Romanian ties and the relation of these languages to the
now-extinct and poorly documented Thracian and Illyrian languages. The
evidence bearing on this point is extensive and beyond the scope of the
present paper; moreover, it is nct clear that any special insights re-
garding language use per se come out of this issue beyond points similar
to those brought out already in the discussion of Greek and Pre-Greek lan~
guages. For a survey of the literature on these questions, see Katidit
(1976:128-88), and for some brief remarks, see Rosetti (1977).

11. It is controversial whether these represent clusters of two seg-
ments or unitary segments; Householder (1964) discusses some of the pho-
mwlogical gvidence bearing on this issue and in current research I am
examining the phonetic evidence. I use the designation "sounds" here so
as to be neutral on'this question.

12. See Ceorgacas (1982) for a thorough discussion of these and other
suffixes with —to~- , especially with regard to their origin.

13. For a somewhat different but nonetheless analogous type of lexi-
cal stylistic differentiation, see the discussion in Herzfeld (1981:564-6)
of the connotations of various terms for the evil eye in a Rhodian village.
The distinction under consideration here often coincides with the dichot-
omy within Greek of katharevousa (Puristic) versus dhimotiki (Colloquial)
stylistic levels but does not necessarily do so.

14. That a phenomenon which is allolinguistic in nature should be
able to spread from one language to another and in particular from Turk-
ish to CGreek is not necessarily unusual. Affective reduplication of the
type kitap-mitap hooks and things like that which is found in Turkish
(and seems ultimately to stem from more Eastern sources) made its way
into Greek and into other Balkan languages (and eventually even into
other Slavic languages, German, Yiddish and English). See Levy (1980)
and Grannes (1978) for some discussion concerning this trait in Greek and
Bulgarian respectively.

15. These etymologies, which are not without some controversy, are
from Andriotis (1967).

16. See Sandfeld (1930) for the classical statement regarding these
correspondences and Schaller (1975) for a more recent treatment.

17. This survey, like those in the handbooks (e.g., Sandfeld (1930)
or Schaller (1975)), is vastly oversimplified. Fur fuller discussion
regarding this phenomenon in each language separately and in the Balkan
languages as a whole, see Joseph (1983).

18. The presence of vd (as opposed to other subordinating parti-
cles like &TL or mdc ) is conditioned in part by the governing verb
and in part by the type of comstruction. '
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19. In the case of Albanian, "prehistoric" means before the 15th
century since the language is attested only from 1462 (in a one-sentence
baptismal formula) and the first substantial Albanian text, the Missal
of John Buzuku, dates only from 1555.

20. Greek and Albanian are ambiguous in this regard for Albanian
now, especially in Tosk, is undergoing a revival of the infinitive and
Greek during the Medieval period underwent a similar but ill-fated
renewal of the category infinitive.

21. Any dating must be considered very tentative, for one has to
filter out the general conservatism of written records, purely literary
revivals of the infinitive, and occurrences of infinitives in increas-
ingly restricted contexts after this period.

22. Compare alternations in English of sentences such as I expect
(that) I will win with a finite complement clause with one like I expect
(myself) to win with an infinitival complement.

23. Recall the discussion earlier concerning the Pre-Greek lan-
. guages; the lack of an infinitive for the ancient autochthonous Balkan
languages, however, is purely conjectural, resting on no empirical evi-
dence.

24. TFor example, in both English and German, there has been a formal
merger of infinitives with some finite forms, but both languages retain
the grammatical category of infinitive.

25. The conflicts between these opposing tendencies would have been
resolved on a language-particular basis, affected by such additional fac-
tors as continued contact, homophony of infinitives with finite forms
leading to reanalysis of the nonfinite forms as finite, and the like.

26. TFor further amplification of this point, see Jbseph (1983:
Chapter 7).







