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Abstract

The aim of this MA thesis is to analyze bare subjunctive structures in Romanian in order to
account for the syntactic and semantic behaviour of such constructions. The analysis, although
focusing on Romanian, will be placed in a broader context, namely that of the Balkan
Sprachbund. It is well-known that the languages of the Balkan Peninsula share common
linguistic features, among which subjunctive structures in both embedded and root clauses.
While embedded subjunctives in these languages have been widely studied because of their
substitution of the Romance-type embedded infinitive, bare subjunctives have received less
attention. In this thesis, | introduce Romanian subjunctive structures from a typological and a
diachronic point of view, then | provide an analysis of the syntactic distribution of subjunctives
based on the syntactic status of the subjunctive marker. I also discuss bare subjunctives from a
semantic point of view, in order to reveal their various modal meanings. In addition to
presenting my own analysis of Romanian bare subjunctives, | also review a number of previous
studies that have dealt with structural properties that Romanian shares with the other Balkan
languages, namely Bulgarian, Modern Greek and Albanian.
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Introduction

The aim of this master thesis is to provide an analysis concerning subjunctive structures in root
clauses in Balkan languages, mostly focusing on Romanian. Balkan languages exhibit a series
of common linguistic properties covering various aspects of these languages, e.g. phonetics,
morphology, syntax. Among them, subjunctive structures play an important role in bringing
together these languages, which form a linguistic union better known as Balkan Sprachbund
(cfr. Sandfeld 1930; Banfi 1985; Rosetti 1978; Miseska-Tomi¢ 2006). In fact, Balkan
languages form and employ the subjunctive mood in the same manner: they all make use of
analytical forms which occur in the same type of syntactic structures bearing the same
meanings. These syntactic structures may either be embedded clauses or matrix clauses.
Although the former have been long considered a Balkanism (Sandfeld 1930; Banfi 1985;
Miseska-Tomi¢ 2006), it will be shown that the latter should be part of the list of Balkan
common features as well (Miseska-Tomic¢ 2006). Indeed, the languages of the Balkan linguistic
union employ subjunctive structures in order to express a variety of modal meanings in different
types of clauses. Even though other groups of languages may use this mood in similar manners,
e.g. Western Romance languages, the ones belonging to the Balkan Sprachbund employ itin a
more various way (Bilbiie & Mardale 2018). This thesis, however, will not only focus on the
semantics conveyed through these clauses. Before analysing their modal meanings, | will
concentrate on their syntax, mainly on the morpho-syntactic features of the subjunctive marker.
The thesis is organized in 5 chapters. The first chapter is an introduction providing a brief
overview on the theoretical framework employed in the syntactic analysis of Romanian and
Balkan subjunctives. While | will attempt an analysis by using the Cartographic approach, it
will be shown that linguists have employed both Minimalism and Cartography in order to
describe the syntactic properties of the Balkan subjunctive marker. For this reason, in the part
dedicated to the theoretical framework | will provide a brief summary regarding the Minimalist
Program (cfr. Chomsky 1995 and subsequent works) and the Cartographic approach (cfr. Rizzi
& Cinque 2016).

Chapter 2 introduces the concept of Balkan Sprachbund and the linguistic features that
characterize this linguistic union, mainly focusing on subjunctive structures. It will be shown
how the subjunctive mood is expressed in Romanian, Bulgarian, Modern Greek and Albanian,
and how these structures have developed from a diachronic point of view, mostly from the

Romanian point of view. Finally, a series of examples will illustrate how subjunctives are



employed in both embedded and root clauses, and which modal meanings are conveyed by the
latter, thus introducing the modality-related terminology employed throughout the thesis.

In chapter 3 | will focus on the syntax of the subjunctive clause in Romanian. After illustrating
how authors have previously analyzed it (Rivero 1994; Hill 1995; Alboiu 2002), I will introduce
some studies concerning the left periphery of the Romanian clause and | will test the position
of the subjunctive marker against elements appearing in the CP field (cfr. Hill 2002, Alboiu
2002, Hill & Tomi¢ 2009). Since, following other proposals (Rivero 1994; Alboiu 2002;
Socanac 2017; Bilbiie & Mardale 2018), | consider the subjunctive marker to be an IP element,
| attempt an analysis by employing the detailed representation of the inflectional field provided
in Cinque (1999; 2006) and I will try to suggest that, beside the syntactic position of the
subjunctive marker, the illocutionary force plays a crucial role as well.

The aim of chapter 4 is to illustrate the various modal meanings associated with bare
subjunctive structures. It will be shown that they can occur in different clause types: imperative
clauses, interrogative clauses, and declarative clauses; all of which may convey different modal
meanings. Imperative clauses are generally associated with root modality, interrogative clauses
may convey either root modality or epistemic modality, occasionally possessing other modal
flavours, while declarative clauses will be shown to correspond to truncated structures, mostly
conditionals.

Chapter 5 is a brief overview of previous studies on the syntax of subjunctives in Bulgarian
(Krapova 1998, 2001; Soc¢anac 2017) , Modern Greek (Roussou 2000; Giannakidou 2007), and
Albanian (Turano 2017). | will also provide a short semantic analysis of these structures,
following the pattern employed in chapter 4. This chapter does not aim at giving an exhaustive
analysis, its only purpose being to insert the Romanian syntactic and semantic phenomena
illustrated in chapters 3 and 4 in a broader context, namely the Balkan Sprachbund.

Finally, at the end there will be a final section where | will draw the main conclusions derived

from the analyses provided throughout the thesis.



Chapter 1

Theoretical framework

The general introduction has mentioned that chapter 3 of this thesis is dedicated to the syntactic
analysis of the subjunctive clause structure in Romanian. Before proceeding with my own
analysis, | provide a brief overview of previous studies on the topic. These analyses are carried
out within the Government and Binding theory (Chomsky 1981, and subsequent works), while
the more recent ones are provided within the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995, and
subsequent works). In the analysis of the left periphery of the clause, the studies | review are
generally carried out within the Cartographic approach (Rizzi 1997, and subsequent works).
In order to account for the position of the Romanian subjunctive marker, | provide an analysis
within the same approach, but focusing on the IP field and its functional projections (Cinque
1999, and subsequent works).

The following sections are therefore dedicated to a brief summary of the minimalist program

and the cartographic approach respectively.

1.1 The Minimalist Program

The Minimalist Program is a development of the Transformational Generative Grammar and,
more specifically, is based on the Principles and Parameters theory and its consequent
manifestation, i.e. Government and Binding (GB). In the Principles and Parameters model there
are four levels of representation: D(eep)-Structure, S(urface)-Structure, Phonetic Form (PF) and
Logical Form (LF). These levels of representation, which are related by derivation, are depicted

below:

1) D-Structure

S-Structure

PF LF

The derivation of every sentence starts out with the generation of the syntactic level of the D-

structure, where items from the lexicon are inserted according to their syntactic properties and



semantic roles. The D-structure is altered by movement transformations leaving traces, thus
creating a second representational level, the S-Structure, which is the phrase marker in the
derivation, i.e. “a representation of the abstract structural properties of a sentence” (Lasnik
2002: p. 433). The S-structure is then converted, by another set of operations, into a phonetic
representation, the PF, and a semantic representation, the LF. PF and LF are two interfaces, and
they are assumed to be essential since human language relates sound/gesture and meaning.
Considering the two interfaces, the PF is related to the articulatory-perceptual systems, while
LF is related to the conceptual-intentional system (Lasnik 2002; Haegeman & Lohndal 2011).
In the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995), the importance of D-structure and S-structure is
questioned, for they are considered non-essential for the computational system. As Lasnik
(2002: p. 432) points out, “Given traces, the role of D-structure in determining thematic
relations becomes insignificant, as derived structure (augmented by traces) includes the relevant
D-structure information”. Lexical items are not inserted in a single initial block but are rather
inserted during the syntactic derivation, which works ‘bottom-up’ through generalized

transformations. The derivation follows a new model, which is illustrated below:

2)

Numeration (lexicon)

/Spell—Dut

PF (phonology/phonetics) LF (semantics/pragmatics)

Numeration consists in a set of lexical items which are used in the construction of a sentence.
Each lexical item is associated with a counter indicating how many times the lexical item will
be used in the sentence. The LF and PF interfaces have already been defined earlier in this
section, while spell-out is an operation, and consists in the moment when the derivation splits,
thus sending part of the information to PF and part of it to LF.

Minimalism also establishes a syntactic structure and a series of syntactic operations. As far as
structure is concerned, the constituent is no longer formed by multiple heads, each with its own
specifier, and each justified by the morphology. The hypothesis put forward by Chomsky
(1995) in the Minimalist Program involves multiple specifiers for each head. The number of



heads changes too, and it is reduced to a minimal structure containing the following heads: C,
T, v, and V. Therefore, the syntactic representation of the clause follows the following model:

3) [CPC[TPT[vPvVI[VP VI

The head-complement and the head-specifier relationships disappear as a consequence of this
new structure where all local relationships derive from the notion of minimal domain, which
includes all the positions which are associated with a specific head. The minimal domain is then
subclassified in internal domain and control domain. The former includes the projection of
complements, while the latter includes the projection of specifiers.

From the point of view of syntactic operations, | will here illustrate Merge, Move, and Agree.
Merge, or external merge, is a syntactic operation allowing the lexical items to connect in the
constituent structure, showing and complying with their thematic and syntactic relations. Move,
or internal merge, is related to movement. This operation produces a copy in the item’s original
position. When we merge two elements (X; Y), there are two possibilities: in the first case we
have external merge, whereby X is not part of Y; in the second case we have internal merge,
whereby X is part of Y. At LF, the thematic roles are assigned by Merge, while the syntactic
roles, e.g. case assignment, are a prerogative of the Move operation, which takes place in
syntax.

Lexical items can be further analyzed by taking into consideration their features, which define
the lexical item in all its aspects. There can be different types of features: semantic, syntactic,
and phonetic features. Features are further specified on the basis of their (non-)interpretability:
an interpretable feature can be interpreted in the phonological system, otherwise it is
uninterpretable. Minimalism postulates that one of these features, namely the edge feature, is
responsible for the Merge operation.

Some lexical items possess some uninterpretable features, which, according to the Minimalist
Program, must be interpreted and then cancelled so that the derivation results successful. At the
end of the derivation, each uninterpretable feature must obtain its value, and, in order to do so,
we need the internal Merge operations, which, through the probe-goal relationships, match each
uninterpretable feature of a goal, with the value derived from its probe.

The probe-goal relationship brings us to the third syntactic operation, i.e. Agree. The latter is a
syntactic operation taking place between a probe and a goal under provided a Matching relation
holds: “Matching is a relation that holds of a Probe P and a goal G. Not every matching pair
induces Agree. To do so, G must (at least) be in the domain D(P) of P and satisfy locality
conditions” (Chomsky 2000: p. 122).



Moving back to features, in certain languages the movement of a feature is visible, while in
others it is not. This is a parameter linked to the PF, hence, even when movement is not visible,
it still takes place. In this case, we talk about covert movement, while in cases in which
movement is visible, we talk about overt movement. The former takes place after the spell-out,
while the later takes place before Spell-out. A feature involving overt movement is called a
strong feature, while a feature involving covert movement is called weak feature. A strong
feature, in order to be cancelled, undergoes overt movement, while a weak feature stays in its
original (first Merge) position and then moves in the position where it can be interpreted and
cancelled, usually at LF, by undergoing covert movement, which is not visible at PF. Strong
features must be interpreted and cancelled prior to spell-out, while weak features do not have
to. In order to explain this difference, Chomsky (1993; 1995) introduces a principle called
Procrastinate, i.e. delaying every operation as much as possible by following the Economy

Principle.

1.2 The Cartographic approach

As Rizzi & Cinque (2016: p. 143) point out, “the initial impulse for focusing on the fine details
of functional structures came from the Split Infl hypothesis™. This hypothesis allows to account
for the complexity of syntactic structures and for the rich articulation of functional projections.
The first representations in which the IP field was split into more functional heads focused on
T(ense) and Agr(eement), and further developed with the insertion of other functional heads,
such as Mood, Mod(ality), Asp(ect), Neg(ation). This gave rise “to the fully crosslinguistic
systematic approach to clause structure put forward by Cinque (1999)” (Rizzi & Cinque 2016:
p. 143). At the same time, the same approach was adopted for the CP field (cfr. Rizzi 1997),
which gave rise to a highly articulated structure accounting for particles occurring in the left
periphery, and allowing a structural approach to the mechanisms employed in the expression of
scope-discourse semantic properties and discourse-related articulations (Rizzi & Cinque 2016).
The aim of the Cartographic approach to syntactic structures is to provide detailed maps
accounting for the richness of the articulation of such structures. This approach focuses on
functional configurations, whose resulting maps “offer a new tool for comparative syntax,
interact in many ways with theoretical and descriptive research on syntactic computations, and
may provide a background for applied research, ranging from first- and second-language
acquisition to language pathology and computational linguistics.” (Rizzi & Cinque 2016: p.
144).



In the cartographic approach, the IP field is represented through a relevant amount of
functionally specialized projections for which Cinque (1999; 2006) presented crosslinguistic
evidence. These functional projections are rigidly ordered in a complex functional hierarchy .
Each projection has a specifier, which hosts a related adverb, and a functional head, which hosts
a grammatical morpheme accounting for the distinct moods, tenses, and aspects (cfr. chapter 3
for the detailed representation). This richly articulated IP field is located in between the VP,
which, in turn, may also involve a richly articulated structure, and the CP, whose complex
structure | briefly summarize below.

The CP field possesses an articulated structure too, although it is not as rich as the one of the
IP field. The work on the cartography of the CP field derives from the observation that those
elements which were previously classified as complementizer particles, in fact, occupy different
positions. The general hypothesis, based on the analysis of Italian, where different C particles
can occur simultaneously, is that the complementizer domain is delimited by two heads: Force,
the highest head expressing illocutionary force and clausal type, and Fin(itness), the lowest
head which is in direct contact with (“looks inside”) the content of the IP and is responsible for
properties like mood, tense and finiteness, all of which characterize the grammatical properties
of the clause. There are other projections occurring between these elements, e.g. Topics and
Focus (cfr. chapter 3 for a detailed representation).

The cartographic approach also provided detailed maps of the PP and the AP, which I will not
summarize here because they do not bear on the topic of this thesis. Instead, | will summarize
Cinque & Rizzi’s (2016) position on why Cartography and Minimalism should be considered
part of the same theoretical framework. Although the Minimalist Program adopts a very
simplified syntactic representation, while the cartographic approach adopts a rather detailed
one, these two approaches do not need to contradict one another. First of all, the cartographic
approach assumes the same elements of syntactic computation as the Minimalism, hence it
adopts the same syntactic operations introduced in the previous sections. Secondly, the labels
C, T, v, and V adopted by the Minimalist Program for the representation of syntactic structures
are often employed by the minimalist literature as abbreviations of the richer structures
provided by the Cartography. Apart from these two reasons, one must also take into
consideration the size of the functional lexicon, which justifies a view that functional heads are
quite large in number, giving rise to structural functional sequences when they co-occur (Rizzi
& Cinque 2016). In other words, “The cartographic magnifier reveals a finer structure that

shows the same inner geometric constitution of structures “visible with the naked eye”—



hierarchically organized head-dependent relations created by merge” (Rizzi & Cinque 2016: p.
157).

To conclude, Cartography does not contradict and is fully compatible with the Minimalism, for
the former follows the same syntactic operations as does the latter and, even if the syntactic
representation does not result “minimal”, but, on the contrary, is highly detailed, the labels
adopted by the Minimalist program are simply represented in a more articulated way in order

to account for the functional richness of syntactic configurations.



Chapter 2

Balkan subjunctives

The core of this thesis regards bare subjunctive structures in Romanian, however, as | have
mentioned in the introduction and as | will better show in the following sections and in chapter
5, this is a linguistic phenomenon concerning a specific geographic area: the Balkan Peninsula.
This geographic area corresponds to a linguistic area, which includes a series of languages
sharing an important amount of linguistic features, despite the fact that they are not directly
related from a genetic point of view. These languages belong to what linguists have called
Balkan Sprachbund, a concept that will be better explained in the next section. One of the
features Balkan languages share is the syntax and the semantics of subjunctive structures, which
are here analyzed when they appear in root clauses, i.e., as bare subjunctives.
Before proceeding with the next sections of this chapter, it is important to introduce the
strategies employed by the Balkan languages in order to form the subjunctive mood. The first
characteristic that should be noted, is that they all make use of periphrastic forms containing a
particle followed by an indicative verb. Since this thesis focuses on Romanian (though in
chapter 5 I will provide an overview of bare subjunctive structures in Bulgarian, Modern Greek,
and Albanian), I will show how the subjunctive mood is formed in these languages.As just
mentioned, subjunctives are formed through the use of particles, which I will call subjunctive
markers from now on. The subjunctive marker is lexicalized as sa in Romanian, da in
Bulgarian, na in Modern Greek, and té in Albanian. It is followed by the verbal complex, to
which it is strictly adjacent, and which, in the Balkan languages, may include negation, clitic
pronouns, adverbs, all being clitic elements. The verb occurring in the verbal complex, as
mentioned above, is generally inflected for the indicative mood, the only exceptions being
Romanian and Albanian, which still possess limited subjunctive morphology:

1) A. Trjabva da mu go varnes. BG

must  Subj.Mark cl.3SG.DAT cl.3SG.ACC get back.2SG.PRES
“You must get it back to him.’

B. Trebuie sa i- I duca Tnapoi. RO
must  Subj.Mark cl.3SG.DAT cl.3SG.ACC get.3SG.SUBJ back
‘(S)he must get it back to him.’
As it can be noticed from the glosses in example (1), the subjunctive marker precedes the whole
verbal complex, which in this case includes clitic pronouns, and, while Bulgarian employs the

indicative mood, Romanian is shown to use the subjunctive mood for the 3 person singular.



In order to illustrate how subjunctives are formed in the aforementioned languages, 1 will

employ a table summarizing the data:

Table 1
ROMANIAN + present indicative (1% and 2™ persons)/present subjunctive (3" persons)
5d
+ fi + pastparticiple (invariable for all persons)
BULGARIAN
da + indicative mood = perfective/imperfective
MODERN + simple present indicative
GREEK
na + simple past indicative stem + present inflectional affixes > perfective/imperfective
+ present perfect indicative
ALBANIAN + present indicative/present subjunctive (2° and 3™ person singular) *
+ imperfect indicative
té
+ perfect indicative
+ pluperfect indicative
* the verbs “to have’ and “to be’, which are also used as auxiliaries in composed tenses possess specific
morphology ot only for 24 and 3" person singular, but also for the 14 person singular and the 3" perzon plural.

As it is possible to observe from Table 1, the Balkan languages here illustrated, although not
possessing a specific morphology for the subjunctive mood, employ different linguistic
strategies. Moreover, it can be noticed that, while quite generally these languages make use of
various indicative tenses and/or verbal aspects combined with the subjunctive marker,
Romanian is the only language which employs present tense and an invariable past tense.
However, subjunctive morphology is not the only thing Balkan languages have in common. In
fact, it will be shown in this chapter that they also employ these constructions in a similar
manner, both in embedded and root clauses.

This chapter is organized in the following way: section 2.1 focuses on the concept of Balkan
Sprachbund and on the development of the subjunctive forms in Balkan languages, mainly
focusing on Romanian; section 2.2 provides an overview of the different uses of subjunctive
structures, i.e. in embedded and root clauses, introducing the modal meanings conveyed

through the latter; section 2.3 is a conclusion.
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2.1 The Balkan Sprachbund

Before focusing on the Balkan Sprachbund in particular, let us first define the general term
Sprachbund and its implications. A Sprachbund is a linguistic area where multiple languages
not related genetically but spoken in the same geographical region share several linguistic
features (mostly structural) due to their chronologically prolonged contact. According to the
theories exposed by Trubeckoy and Jakobson?, the languages belonging to a Sprachbund must
share a series of characteristics: they must belong to different linguistic families (or groups),
they must be spoken in neighbouring territories, and they must have developed a series of
common linguistic features which mostly belong to the phonetic and morpho-syntactic field.
However, languages belonging to the same linguistic union (or Sprachbund) also share common
vocabulary and semantic properties, as Georgiev (1977)? points out. He also highlights a crucial
feature of the languages that make part of a Sprachbund: the common linguistic features that
they share must have been generated in a relatively recent period of their evolution, otherwise
these common features could be taken as part of their genetic background.

The Balkan Sprachbund is a linguistic union formed by some of the languages spoken in the
Balkan Peninsula, more specifically, Albanian, Bulgarian, Modern Greek, Macedonian, Arli
Balkan Romani, Romanian (Daco-Romanian, Megleno-Romanian, Aromanian) and, to some
extent, Serbo-Croatian. As it can be observed, they are all Indo-European languages, but they
belong to different groups: Bulgarian, Macedonian, and Serbo-Croatian belong to the Slavic
group, Daco-Romanian, Megleno-Romanian, and Aromanian belong to the Romance group,
Arli Balkan Romani belongs to the Indo-Aryan group, while Modern Greek and Albanian are
isolated Indo-European languages. The reason why such a variety of languages share an
important amount of linguistic features should be ascribed to different causes. Sandfeld (1930)
points out that the peoples of the Balkans were strongly influenced by the Byzantine culture
and stayed for more than one thousand years under the domination of the Greek Church, which
created a certain homogeneity visible, for example, in the popular literature. Moreover, the
author also notes that the bilingualism which characterized a big number of individuals
inhabiting the Balkan Peninsula has also contributed to the formation of a linguistic union in
this region. A more detailed analysis is provided in Rosetti (1978) and Rosetti (1958), cited in
Banfi (1985). The author claims that there are three main factors which together determined the

common linguistic features characterizing the languages of the Balkans: the first factor is the

1 In Banfi (1985)
2 1bid.
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influence of the Thracian, Dacian, and lllyrian substrate; the second one is the aforementioned
bilingualism, which was imposed by socio-economical factors; finally, the third factor is the
Byzantine civilization, which unified the Balkan Peninsula from a cultural point of view.
Therefore, the substrate has played an important role in the formation of this linguistic union,
and the same can be said for the cultural and socio-economical sphere. This means that the
Balkan Sprachbund is the product of parallel changes in the languages spoken in this area,
which spread thanks to the multilingual environment which characterized the Balkan Peninsula
in the past, as well as of mutual influence (cfr. Miseska-Tomi¢ 2006, chapter 1.3).

As it was stated earlier in this chapter, the features shared by the languages belonging to the
Balkan linguistic union are several, and cover several aspects of each language. | will not
illustrate all of them, however, it is important to provide examples for some of the main features
that characterize these languages. From a phonological point of view, for instance, some of the
Balkan languages, namely Albanian, Bulgarian, Macedonian, Romanian, and certain Modern
Greek and Serbian dialects, have in common the realization of a neutral vowel sound [s]. This
vowel is represented ¢ in Romanian, in words like sandatate ‘health’, » in Bulgarian, in words
like mworc ‘man’, € in Albanian, in words like kémishé ‘shirt’. The most important features,
however, are of a morpho-syntactic nature. One of them is the vocative case marker, which is

here represented in Romanian and Bulgarian:

2) A. Maria NOM > Mario VOC RO
B. Petar NOM > Petre VOC BG

Another shared feature is the replacement of infinitive forms with subjunctive structures, which

I am illustrating for Bulgarian, Romanian, and Albanian:

3) A. Iskam da pija. BG
want.1SG.PRES Subj.Mark drink.1SG.PRES

B. Vreau sd beau. RO
want.1SG.PRES Subj.Mark drink.1SG.PRES

C. Dua té pi. AL

want.1SG.PRES Subj.Mark drink.1SG.PRES

‘I want to drink.’
A third characteristic shared by Balkan languages is the postposition of definite articles:

4) A. prijatel prijateljat BG
B. prieten prietenul RO
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C. mik miku AL
‘friend’ ‘the friend’

Balkan languages also share similar strategies in the formation of future tenses, which are
always periphrastic and employ a form of the verbs want and have to plus an indicative,
infinitive or subjunctive. The examples illustrated below show the formation of the future with

the will/want auxiliary:

5) A.ste pisa BG
will.Mod.Inv write.1SG.PRES

B. tha grafo MG
will.Mod.Inv write.1SG.PRES

C. pisati ¢u HR

write.INF will.1SG.Mod.Inv

‘I will write.’

The last feature |1 am going to illustrate concerns the pronominal clitic doubling, which I am

here exemplifying for Bulgarian and Romanian:

6) A. Na mene mnogo mi charesva. BG
to me.Pro.DAT much.ADV me.Pro.DAT.CI like.3SG.PRES
B. Mie mi place mult. RO

me.Pro.DAT me.Pro.DAT.CI like.3SG.PRES much

‘I like it very much.’

It was stated previously in this chapter that the languages belonging to the Balkan Sprachbund
also share common vocabulary, semantic features, and further morpho-syntactic and phonetic
features which were not illustrated in the examples above. Since, however, there is a series of
prominent morpho-syntactic features occurring in these languages, | just illustrate them with

the following table provided in MiSeska-Tomi¢ (2006).
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Table 2

Ma Bu SC Ro Ar MR Al MG BR
postpos. articles + + + + + +
Dat/Gen merger + + (+) + + + + + (+)
Voc case marker + + + + + + (+) (+) +
locat/dir merger + + (+) + + + + + (+)
preposit. cases  + + (+) (+) (+) + (+) (+) (+)
clitic doubling  + + (+) + + + + + (+)
Dat/Gen clitic
in DP + () () t
subjunctives + + + + + + + +
“will” future + + + + + + +
“will” future
in the past + + (+) + (+)
“have” perfect + + +
“have” past perf + +
evidentials + + +

(Miseska-Tomic¢ 2006: p. 27)

Ma — Macedonian; Bu — Bulgarian; SC — Serbo-Croatian; Ro — Romanian; Ar — Aromanian;
MR — Megleno-Romanian; Al — Albanian; MG — Modern Greek; BR — Arli Balkan Romani.

Table 2 provides a more complete account of the main features which define the Balkan
Sprachbund. As the author points out, the brackets refer to features occurring only in some
dialects or with some case relationships. If we analyze the table, we can observe that some
languages possess more Balkanisms than others, and these languages are Macedonian,
Bulgarian, the varieties of Romanian, Albanian, and Modern Greek, which are in fact the

languages considered the core of the Balkan Sprachbund.

2.1.1 Development of the Balkan subjunctive form

Some linguists believe that it is thanks to their prolonged contact if these languages have
developed similar strategies in expressing the subjunctive mood (Sandfeld 1930; Rohlfs 1933;
Joseph 1983; in Hill 2013), while others claim that the languages of the Balkans independently
developed these subjunctive structures and that only casualty lead to similar results (Demiraj
1970; Philippide 1927; Reichenkron 1962; in Hill 2013). If we analyze the Balkan languages
from a diachronic point of view, we notice that Bulgarian, for instance, has never had a
subjunctive mood, while the Greek subjunctive became through time the equivalent of the

indicative (Asenova 2015). In the case of the Greek, the emergence of the subjunctive is linked

14



to its secondary functions, e.g. the expression of anteriority or posteriority, that led to a switch
from non-finite verbs to finite verbs introduced by ina ‘in order to’, which further developed
into the subjunctive marker in Modern Greek. This switch was caused by its secondary
functions, which allowed infinitive clauses and finite clauses to be used interchangeably. The
decreased usage of infinitive forms in Greek is attested in Biblical texts ever since the 7%
century and, after the Byzantine period it is not employed anymore. The development of these
constructions with the use of a particle, if we accept the contact hypothesis, is the result of the
Greek influence over the other languages of the Balkans. More precisely, Greek is seen as the
epicentre from which this construction expanded. As far as Bulgarian is concerned, the first
translations of the Bible (1X/X centuries) from Greek influenced the development of da-clauses,
which began to replace the Bulgarian infinitives (Krapova 2001). Krapova & Cingue (2018)
point out that, although subjunctives and infinitives compete in Bulgarian up to the XV/XVI
centuries, replacements of infinitive forms through subjunctive forms are attested earlier,
mostly as a marker of disjoint reference: “The first uses of the da-construction are seemingly
related to the use of the particle as a marker of disjoint reference in contexts (e.g., in final
clauses) where an infinitive would imply subject identity (strict coreference). Sometimes,
however, the two constructions appear to be (near) parallels. For example, in Codex
Zografiensis we find isplsnise sa dense roditi ei ‘the days arrived [for her] to give-INF birth’,
while in the same place Codex Assemanius uses a da-construction isplsnise sa denije da rodits
‘the days arrived PRT give-3SG birth’ (Mirc¢ev1978: 233)” (Krapova & Cinque 2018: p. 170,
fn. 18). Greek also influenced the evolution of Romanian and Albanian subjunctives and
implemented the use of sa-clauses and té-clauses respectively (Rosetti 1978).

If we accept the opposite claim, the development