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— Balkan Perspective

he author presents the results of mutual Aromanian-Albanian-

Macedonian contact with a focus on the analysis of the Aromanian
Farsheroti dialect of the Ohrid-Struga region, which has never been a subject
of a separate linguistic study. This dialect is described in comparison with
the Macedonian Ohrid-Struga dialects and special emphasis is given to
their shared contact-induced phenomena in the Balkan context. Using such
an approach, the resulting parallel structures and the differences between
these dialects are more clearly indicated, thus giving a broader and more
detailed picture of the processes typical of the Balkan linguistic league.

Accordingto Weigand s (1891) and Capidan s (1932) basic classification,
the Aromanian dialects are divided into following subgroups: the Northern
group, which includes the Grammos and the other Albanian groups, the
Southern group - comprising the Pindus group which includes the dialect
of the Olympus Aromanians, and the distinctive Farsheroti Aromanians
dialect. However, today we cannot distinguish Aromanian dialects strictly
on the basis of their geographical location but we should also take into
consideration their family groups. The migrations of the Aromanians
throughout the Balkan started at the second half of the XVIII century and
continued until the first half of the XX century. In this period in the places
that were inhabited by the Aromanians more layers and different family
groups have appeared.

Farsheriots represent a separate group of Aromanians that were mostly
shepherds. Their historical provenience is the area around the town of
Frasheri in central Albania. It is believed that their actual origins are from
mountainous region of Pindus (Capidan 1932). Towards the middle of
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the XIX century, a large group of Aromanians Farsheriots settled in the
Ohrid-Struga region. They settled in the villages of the Upper and Lower
Belitsa, and a certain number settled also in the villages of Vevchani, Vishni,
Podgorci and Labunishta (TpajanoBcku: 1979, 1999). A large group of the
Farsheriots is still living in Albania and parts of Greece. With respect to the
Aromanian Ohrid dialects, we shall be mostly concentrated on the dialect of
the Aromanian — Farsheroti because of the fact that they are represented in a
large number in the Ohrid-Struga region, and because their dialect contains
several Balkan linguistic features not found in any other Aromanian dialects.

Some Albanian language features have been soundly incorporated into
Farsheroti language system. Because of their specifically conservative way
of living, they managed to keep those language features that make this
dialect different from other Aromanian dialects. Also, they came to the
Ohrid-Struga region in Macedonia some 150 years ago from the region of
Muzekia in Albania. In that respect their dialect shows certain Albanian
properties — mainly in the verbal system. Some of these characteristics were
later activated in some innovative processes resulting in the approximation
of the Farsheroti dialect to the Macedonian dialect of the region. The same
is true with the admirative mood that prof. V. Friedman has discovered
in the Farsheroti dialect during our common field research in 1992 (see
Friedman: 1994, 1996).

The developments in the nominal system of the Farsheroti dialect also
show some Macedonian influence. As a result of this interference, another
feature of this dialect became apparent - the simplification of its nominal
inflectional system.

At the first part of this paper I will focus on the phonological level and
the simplification of the monophthongization of diphthongs in all the
positions in the word, as for example: featd > fetd, mul "erea > mul "eri, soare
> sori. Later I will talk about the reduction of the vocalic system in the
unstressed syllables.

1.

The basic phonological characteristic that differentiates Farsheroti dialect
from the Aromanian system' is the absolute loss of diphthongs in all the
positions (this refers to the diphthongs with a as a second component).

' As amodel of the so called General Aromanian System I am using here the Krushevo Aro-

manian dialect because of fact that: firstly, according to the origins of the Aromanians from this
region and from the other regions in Macedonia, this dialect is most often used as the common
model for the Aromanian language, and secondly because of the monographic description of
Golab (1984) which provides an excellent image of this dialect and efficiently explores the struc-
ture of the Aromanian.

116 coLLoquia [l HUMANISTICA




THE AROMANIAN FARSHEROTI DIALECT - BALKAN PERSPECTIVE

Consequently, we could say that some tendencies for diphthongs loss,
which were registered by Golab (1984) and by some other Aromanian
descriptions, have already been developed and included into the system.

Here are some examples, which show monophtongization of diphthongs
(see Table 1)

Phonological level:
the monophtongization of diphthongs T1
Aromanian Krushevo Aromanian Farsheroti
0 0
/ea/ 'feata 'feta girl
'seara 'serd evening
vi'deare va’deri seeing
tra'dzeare tra’dzeri pulling
/oal 'oaie 'ofd sheep
'oara 'ora hour
'poate 'poti can, be able
s'koate s'koti remove

In this dialect, monophthongization also occurs at the end of the word.
This has impact upon the grammatical meanings that ending vowels have
at the morphological level (see Table 1a):

Aromanian Krushevo Aromanian Farsheroti

'puntea 'punte bridge
mu’ljarea mu’ljare woman
'padea 'pade ground
'valea 'vale river

InFarsherotidialect thereisalsoastrongreduction of unstressed syllables:
:a>3a,0>u,e>i and in some cases we have i > d. Rules of reduction of
unstressed syllables from those existing in Aromanian Krushevo dialect are
very different here. This means that the vowel reduction in the Farsheroti
dialect can also occur at the end of the word, where the final vowel carries
grammatical meaning. I would now like to show an example of reduction
of the word-final e in Aromanian of Ohrid (Farsheroti) which is unchanged
in Aromanian of Krushevo, and other Aromanian dialects. (see Table 2)
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the reduction of word-final unstressed e T2
Aromanian Krushevo Aromanian Farsheroti

'pade 'padi ground
'punte 'punti bridge
'parte 'parti part
'pane 'pani bread
'kale 'kali road
'vale 'vali river
a'mare a'mari sea
mu'ljere mu'ljeri woman

Those two phonological characteristics of the Aromanian Farsheroti
dialect had great influence upon the morphological level. This is most
evident with the opposition definite-indefinite. In all Aromanian dialects
the definite article for the feminine nouns is vowel a which is part of the
new formed diphthong. But in Farsheroti dialect the monophthongizaton
causes a loss of the definite marker. Consequently, as we can see from
the table 3, a new opposition indefinite-definite is established due to the
phonological changes.

Influence of the phonological changes upon the morphology: T3
Aromanian Krushevo Aromanian Farsheroti
definite indefinite definite indefinite
'kale 'kalea 'kali 'kale road
'vulpe ‘vulpea 'vulpi 'vulpe fox
'punte 'puntea "punti 'punte bridge
'minte 'mintea "minti 'minte mind
pa'dure pa'durea pa'duri pa'dure valley
mu'ljere mu'ljerea mu'ljeri mu'ljere woman

We can see that the indefinite form in Krushevo dialect is the same as
the definite form of the Farsheroti dialect. This shows how phonological
changes can influence morphology. This phenomenon proves that in a so
called language microsystem there are inner rules whose primary target
is to facilitate the communication between the speakers of this particular
microsystem and which show certain independence in its development.

2.
As a result of the mutual Macedonian-Aromanian interference, another

feature of this dialect became apparent - the simplification of its nominal
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inflectional system. The developments in the nominal system of the Farsheroti
dialect show some Albanian influence. The main parallelism in the Farsheroti
nominal system is the simplification of the definite article form.

Other Aromanian dialects have the definite article desinence -lu after

nouns with endings -C*, -V, -CV ;

But only Farsheroti Aromanian has the desinence -u after nouns with
endings -C*, -CCu, -Ca, -Vu, -CV;

other Aromanian dialects Farsheroti Aromanian dialect
non def. definite non def. definite
p'reftu p'reftulu p'reft p'reftu
pom* pomlu pom pomu
bar'bat" bar'batlu bar'bat bar'batu
pa'rumbu pa’rumbul® pa’rumb pa'rumbu
'dzungu 'dzungul* 'dzung 'dzungu
kasa'ba kasa'balu kasa'ba kasd'bau

These examples are related to Albanian masculine nouns with ending in
-k, -g, -h, and stressed syllable:

Albanian: Farsheroti Aromanian:
masculine

mik - miku pork - porku

shok - shoku korb - korbu

70g - zogu pulj - pulju

krah - krahu an - anu

bari - bariu andzi - andziu

njeri - njeriu

ka - kau

baféa - baféau
bo7 - bou

In the case of feminine nouns we can speak about similarities not only
between Farsheroti Aromanian and Albanian, but also between Aromanian
and Albanian in general. Such is the opposition definite - nondefinite in the
feminine nouns with ending in - in Aromanian, and -€ in Albanian:

Albanian:

Farsheroti Aromanian:

vajz€ - vajza

néné - néna
deré - dera
oré - ora
dor€ - dora
friké - frika

feminine

< 7eBojKa >
< mMajka >
<Bpara >

< caart, yac >
< paka >

< cTpaB >

feta - feta
dada - dada
porta - porta
ora - ora
mana - mana
frika - frika
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This doesn’t mean that phonetical similarities result form direct
interference between the two languages, but in global frames we can see
one tendency of simplification of the opposition definite - nondefinite in
Farsheroti Aromanian which shows some similarities with Albanian.

3.

Aromanian Farsheroti dialect shows also certain differences from other
Aromanian dialects in the expression of the category of case.

One of the most interesting phenomenon in a nominal system can be
seen at the morphological level were the genitive-dative case endings are
lost — a situation uncommon for the Aromanian dialects and known to the
Meglenoromanian only (Atanasov 2002).

The process of loosing of the case endings (desinences) is completed
with the masculine nouns both in singular and in plural, while the
feminine nouns, which in singular end with -4, show a modified ending -i
(corresponding with -ljei in Romanian and in other Aromanian dialects).
Also the preposition signaling the Genitive-Dative case relation varies,
depending on the grammatical gender: it is al with masculine and ali with
feminine nouns.

The loss of the case desinences:

singular plural
masc. fem. masc. and fem.
G-D. -lui -ljei -lor  (G-D desinences in Aromanian)
a barbatlui a fetiljei a ominlor
- these desinences are lost in the Farsheroti dialect where we have
“analytical declension”: al barbatu ali feti al omanljd
Examples:
Aromanian Acsta Taste kasa a fetiljei. Va s-u-aduka hiljisa a vasilelul.
Krushevo
Farsheroti Aista 'esti 'kasa ali feti. U s-u-aduka hiljasa al caru.
Macedonian Osa e Kykata Ha AeBojkaTa. | Ke ja 1oHece kepkaTa Ha HapoT.
Aromanian Li dzak a muljerei. 11j dzasira a ominlor s-fuga.
Krushevo
Farsheroti Li dzdk ali muljeri. 1lj dzasara al omanlja s-fuga.
Macedonian U Benmam Ha sKeHaTa. WM pekoa Ha JIyreTo 1a cu ofiar.
Aromanian Nas fa're 'multu harasit® di L'i spus a aisteljel muljere
Krushevo musuteaca a horaljel.
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Farsheroti Nas a're 'multu hara’sit di L1 spus ali aisti muljeri
musuteca ali hori.

Macedonian Toj Oerre MHOTY pagoceH U pexoB Ha oBaa KcHa.
0/1 y0OaBHHATa Ha CEJIOTO.

Thus, the Farsheroti dialect has an analytical declension, identical with
the corresponding Macedonian pattern.

4.

In this part I will discuss the compound past tense systems of the
Aromanian (Farsheroti) and Macedonian dialects found in the Ohrid-Struga
region (Republic of Macedonia). The Ohrid-Struga dialects belong to the
West Macedonian dialect group. They are found in the valley region around
Lake Ohrid. A large portion of the linguistic particularities of the Ohrid-
Struga dialects are the same as those which are found in other Western
dialects, and as regards Balkanisms, these dialects show great similarity with
the peripheral Western and South-western Macedonian dialects.

Mutual interference is well manifested also in the verbal system of this
dialects, especially with the compound past tenses.

The forms of the perfect and pluperfect of these dialects will be presented,
and their meanings and functions will be discussed.

Macedonian
perfect I sum jadel
perfect Ila imam jadeno
perfect IIb sum jaden
pluperfect I bev jadel
pluperfect Ila imav jadeno
pluperfect IIb bev jaden
pluperfect Ila sum imal jadeno
pluperfect I11b sum bil jaden

In the Macedonian Ohrid dialect the compound past tenses are formed
with forms of the auxiliary verbs (imam/sum) - (habere and esse) and the
l- or n/t- participle. The perfect (type 1) is constructed with the forms of
the present tense of the auxiliary verb sum/esse and the l-participle, which
changes according to gender and number. The perfect (type 2a) is formed
with the forms of the present tense of the auxiliary verb imam/habere and
the n/t-participle which does not change, that is, it is found in the neuter
gender, singular number, as the most unmarked form. The perfect (type
2b) is built with the forms of the present tense of the auxiliary verb sum/
esse and the n/t-participle, which changes according to gender and number.
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The pluperfect (type 1) is constructed with the forms of the imperfect of
the auxiliary verb sum/esse and the l-participle which changes according
to gender and number. The pluperfect (type 2a and 2b) are built with the
forms of the imperfect of the auxiliary verbs imam/sum/- habere/esse and
the n/t-participle. The pluperfect (type 3a and 3b) are constructed with the
forms of the perfect of the auxiliary verbs imam/sum/- habere/esse and the
n/t-participle.

Farsheroti Aromanian

perfect a am ma'kata
perfect b esk ma'kat
pluperfect Ia a'vem md'kata
pluperfect Ib a'rem ma'kat
pluperfect Ila a'vui ma'kata
pluperfect IIb fui ma'kat
pluperfect I1la am a'vutd ma'kata
pluperfect I11b am 'futa ma'kata

In the Farsheroti Aromanian dialect there also exists a large number of
compound verbal constructions. The compound past tenses are built with
the forms of the auxiliary verbs (am/esk) - (habere and esse) and the past
participle. The perfect (type a) is constructed with the forms of the present
tense of the auxiliary verb am/habere and the past-participle, which does
not change, that is, it is found in the feminine gender as the most unmarked
form. The perfect (type b) is built with the forms of the present tense of the
auxiliary verb esk/esse and the past-participle, which changes according to
gender and number. The pluperfect (type la and 1b) are constructed with
the forms of the imperfect of the auxiliary verbs am/esk- habere/esse and the
past participle. The pluperfect (type 2a and 2b) are built with the forms of
the aorist of the auxiliary verbs am/esk- habere/esse and the past participle.
The pluperfect (type 3a) is constructed with the forms of the perfect tense
of the auxiliary verb am/habere and the indeclinable past-participle, while
type 3b is built with the forms of the perfect tense of the auxiliary verb esk/
esse and the declinable past-participle.

Let us examine first the habere/esse perfect, which is common to both
dialects and we shall try to determine the functional differences between
these two constructions. The perfect, formed with the auxiliary verb imam
+ n/t-participle (for Macedonian), and the perfect with am + past-participle
(for Aromanian), is most frequent in both dialects. In the Macedonian
Ohrid dialect this perfect may be formed from both perfective and
imperfective verbs. When it is used with perfective verbs, to a large degree
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a resultative meaning is obtained. The sum-perfect is used most frequently
with perfective verbs and the resultative meaning is still more emphasized.

1. habere/esse perfect

(umam/cym + participle; am/esk + participle)

IToparo umam 0oa¢ano myxa. (imperfective verb / indefinitness)

V'lora am va'niti a'cia.

Hmam 0ojoeno u ne cu odam. (perfective verb / resultativity)

Am va'nitd $i nu mi duk.

Kaj mebe cym 00joen 0sanamu osaa Hedena.
Vi'nit esk la 'tini 'dao or a'ista std'mana.

Lenec cym 00joen u Ke cedam 0o uemepmox.
Va'nit esk as'tazi i u sa $ad pan ,lunedi.

The construction of the type habere + participle is a typical Romance
construction, which entered into the Macedonian language under
Aromanian influence. The process of the adaptation of these constructions is
explained in detail by Golab in his book The Aromanian dialect of Krushevo -
Macedonia (Golab 1984). As concerns the constructions with sum/esk + the
participle, which are represented in both Macedonian and in Aromanian,
I think that they appeared because of the need for a clear expression of the
opposition perfectivity-imperfectivity in the compound past tenses. This
opposition in Macedonian is of a morphological nature, while in Aromanian
it is contextual. Thus, the constructions with esk + participle serve as a
certain approximation to the Macedonian way of expressing the opposition
perfectivity-imperfectivity in the compound past tenses.

1.1. aspectual difference

umam/am + participle

cym/esk + participle

Hmam seweparno mpu caamu.
Am cinatd trei sahdc.

bnazooapam, seuepan cym.
Haristo, cinat esk.

Hmam cedeno ooma osa-mpu caamu.
Am sd'dzutd a'kasd doi-trei sd'hdc.

Ceonam cym na cmonom.
Sd'dzut esk pit skamnu.

Hmam ooarano/ooeno 00 Bumona
0sa Oena. Am vd'nita/im'natd pdn
Bituli dao dzali.

Hojoen cym 00 bumona.
Va'nit esk pan Bituli.
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The examples of the type cym/esk + participle cannot appear in the form
-*Beuepan cym mpu caamu; *CeOHAm cym HA cOnOmM 08a-mpu caamus;
*ojoen cym 00 Bumona 0sa dena; where temporal determinant shows
durativity, which means that with the constructions with esse + participle,
the indicator for (temporal) durativity of the action is blocked and perfective
meaning is dominant.

Here are few examples, where we can find aspectual difference between
constructions with imperfect or aorist forms of auxiliary am (have):

- imperfective meaning

Honmexa paboTes, jaZieleTo ce UMAIlIe BAPEHO.

Pan luk'ram, 'g’ela s-a've 'herta.

- perfective meaning

Honmexa pabotes, janemero ce Unmaie cBapenoU.

Pédn luk’ram, 'g’ela s-Ua'vu 'hertaU.

This process moved in several directions. The basic tendency was towards
those verbs which carry in their lexical meaning some signal of perfectivity:
momentality, inception, termination, part of some action, or a change of
state. These are verbs of the type: to come, to go away, to go in, to come out,
to sit down, to stand up, to lie down, etc. Even the Latin periphrastic perfect
has been observed to have double meaning (perfective - imperfective) in
constructions with verbs of this type (Galton 1976).

This double meaning depended on the context. The situation in
Romanian with the “perfect compus” is similar (Mioara 1986). The fact that
these verbs in Macedonian are intransitive only facilitated the process of
combining them in constructions with esse. Something similar happened
with the verbs of the type jadam ‘eat’. In the Macedonian language, the
opposition perfectivity — imperfectivity with these verbs is of a contextual
nature, that is, these verbs are bi-aspectual. Also, depending on the context,
they can be both transitive and intransitive because in themselves they can
carry an object “veceram - jadam vecera” (I dine =1 eat diner).

Therefore, it can be said that both in Macedonian and in Aromanian there
exists an almost identical use of these constructions, because Macedonian
was under great influence from Aromanian and it accepted the Aromanian
model, while Aromanian accepted several Macedonian characteristics,
above all Macedonian verbal aspect to a large degree.

In the Macedonian Ohrid dialect the 1-perfect (type 1) signifies a non-
witnessed past action, without information concerning the moment of its
development. A basic characteristic of the pluperfect is past perfect, i.e., an
action which occurred prior to another past action.
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Here, above all we shall concentrate on two other meanings of the
l-perfect and pluperfect. The first is the admirative. In the Macedonian
Ohrid dialect there are no formal indicators for signifying the admirative,
that is, surprise. The Aromanian Ohrid dialect partially took the forms
for the admirative from Albanian (where there exists an entire paradigm
for the admirative) and adapted them to its own linguistic system. Such
forms appear neither in the other Aromanian dialects, nor in Romanian.
In the Aromanian Ohrid dialect the admirative is formed by adding the
particle “ka” to the participle of the main verb. “Ka” in reality represents the
form of the third person present tense of the Albanian auxiliary verb kam.
This particle is fossilized in Aromanian and does not decline according
to person and number. The admirative constructions in the Farsheroti
Aromanian from the Ohrid-Struga region appear in the present tense and
in the compound past tenses.

admirativity:
mac. Tu cu 6ma 6orat 4oBek!?

arom. Tini 'fuska a'vut om!?
alb. Ti genke njeri i pasur!?

mac.. Ty cu mman ronema kyka!?
arom. Tini a'vuska 'mari 'kasa!?
alb. Ti paske shtepi té madhé!?

mac. Toj ja umMan BpaTeHo xonara!?
arom. Nis o a'vuska tu'rata 'k ‘era!?

mac. Bukrop 6un BpareH oy AMepukal?
arom. Viktor 'fuska tu’rat di Amerika!?

The second meaning of the l-perfect and pluperfect (type III) in the
Macedonian Ohrid dialect is non-confirmativity. As is known, non-
confirmativity as a feature of the verbal system is characteristic of the
Balkan Slavic languages (Macedonian and Bulgarian), Turkish, and
several Caucasian languages. In other Balkan languages (Albanian, Greek,
Romanian, Meglenoromanian, Aromanian), non-confirmativity is not
grammaticalized.

Because of the penetration of constructions of the type imam/sum +
participle, the l-participle in the Macedonian Ohrid dialect became means
of expression for both non-confirmativity and the admirative. But the
Farsheroti Aromanian did not have non-confirmativity and the forms of the
perfect covered only renarration (indeterminateness). In this case as well,
the Farsheroti Aromanian approximated the Macedonian understanding
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of non-confirmativity through the borrowing of the formal indicators from
Albanian. Thus, for the signification of non-confirmativity in the perfect, it
used the admirative forms taken from Albanian.

For example:
mac. Kaj komwuume umano kyka, wimo 6una MHozy CUpOMAuiHa.
arom. Tu kum'Sdc a've und 'kasd, ci fuska 'multu ‘orfand.

mac. [Jedo mu nopano uman unjada o6uu.
arom. Papu rniu a’meu v'lora a'vuska ,und ,nil a di oi.

mac. Toj nomunan mHozy peme 60 3ameop.
arom. Nds tdr'kucka mult 'k ‘irou tu hdpsd'nd.

mac. Mmam cnywnamo dexa Toma 3a Huwmo ja 3ananun Kykama.
arom. Am av'dzatd ka Toma ti nkot o aprin'dzeska ,kasa.

By this, the Farsheroti Aromanian form the Ohrid-Struga region is
the only non-Slavic Balkan language which has grammaticalized the non-
confirmativity. Likewise, by this it is demonstrated that there exists a
close relationship between the admirative and non-confirmativity. In the
past, also the Albanian admirative has been used for non-confirmativity.
In this framework, we can speak of an Albanian- Aromanian-Macedonian
parallel.

From all this, it follows that with the compound past tenses there was a
tendency to arrive at some common system, using their own and adopting
foreign means, as was the case with Aromanian borrowing Albanian forms
and models. The Macedonian Ohrid dialect, on the other hand, took the
constructions with imam and sum and filled out gaps in its own tense
system. It has taken advantage from the labile position of the l-perfect
and has used it for both non-confirmativity and for the admirative. The
Farsheroti Aromanian directly took the Albanian forms for the admirative
(albeit partially) and the models for the aorist pluperfect and used them
in order to approximate the Macedonian system. Thus, now we have one
Aromanian-Macedonian system where the compound past tenses may be
said to be almost identical.

Conclusion:

All mentioned above demonstrates that the interference between
Macedonian (on dialect level) and the Aromanian was very strong and
penetrated deeply into the structure of both systems. By this the magnitude
of the need for mutual understanding and communication is demonstrated.
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The features which were explained in this paper show that at a dialect
level, the processes of interlingual interference are still active in some
regions of the Balkan peninsula.

In this context, I would like to emphasize that this doesn’t mean
isolation of this dialect (Farsheroti Aromanian) in global frame, (in Balkan
Sprachbund). The changes that took place in phonology, penetrated
morphology, and remained within its system. From a general perspective,
we can say that in the discussed Balkan microsyistems two tendencies exist:

The first - which concerns relations between phonological and
morphological level — aims to strengthen the system and to enable easier
communication between speakers of the microsystem in question;

The second - which penetrates deeper the language structure and
connects morphology with syntax’s into one system - morphosyntax,
(such as for example the analytical declension) - aims to enable easier
communication between speakers of different microsystems (and the whole
language systems) on the Balkan area.

And this tendency towards easier communication is the essence of the
Balkan Sprachbund.
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F'oBopoT Ha ApomaHuuTe PapuiepoT
- basiKaHCKa nepcneKTuBa

Bo 1uenTrapor Ha BHMMaHMETO € aHalM3aTa Ha TOBOPOT Ha ApOMaHLUTE
dapruepoTy off OXpUCKO-CTPYIIKMOT PETMOH KOj locera He 611 IIpefiMeT Ha ocebHa
JIMHTBUCTMYKA aHanmm3a. Toj roBOp ce ONMIIYBa BO CIIOpefda CO MaKeJOHCKUTe
OXPUJCKO-CTPYLIKI TOBOPY €O IT0ce6eH OCBPT KOH HIBHITE 3aeMHI MHTepdepeHI
Bp3 Gankancku ¢on. Co TOj IpuUCTal, HOjacCHO Ce WMCTAaKHYBAaT IMapajeluTe I
pasnuKuTe Mefy OBMe TOBOPY M Ce 0OUBa IIOMMPOKa C/IMKA 3a IIPOIeCUTe TUIINIHN
3a bankanckara jasuuHa saeHMIA.

Hacrojysamata 3a 06/KyBatbe 10 efieH 3ae[HIYKM MOJIEN 33 OBO3MOXKYBalbe
Ha TI0JIeCHA ¥ HelpedeHa KOMyHMKaIMja Oyjle HajCUIHY Kaj OHMe ja3sMuHM LPTU 1
KaTeropuu Kou Ouie BO M3BeCHAa MepKa HajoffjaiedeHy VIM coceMa pasnumyHu. U
APOMAHCKMOT ¥ MAaKEJOHCKIOT OXPUJICKM TOBOP Ce IIPUCIOCOOyBale efieH KOH JIPYT
IpUTOa KOPUCTEjKY T CUTE PACIIONIOXN/IMBY ja3sMUHM CPEJICTBA ¥ TOA HE CaMO Off
CBOjOT jasMK. Taka Ha puUMep, AaPOMAHCKMOT OXPUCKY T eIMMMUHUPAT HafleKHUTE
HACTaBKY 3a T€HUTUB / JATUMB M CO TOA MHOTY Ce HOOMDKMI JO aHaIMTHYKaTa
JeK/IMHAlMja KaKBa LITO € BO MaKEJOHCKHUOT.

VicTo Taka, U 3a C/IO)KEHMTE MUHATU BPEeMUIba Of ICHENIEH acIleKT MOXKeMe fia
30opyBaMe 3a eIeH CKOPO 3ae[HMYKHU a/I0aHCKO-aPOMAHCKO-MAaKeTOHCKM MOJIEIL
Apomanckuor rosop Ha PapiiepoTuTe, KOPUCTEjKM TI'M CBOUTE U IIpe3eMEHNUTe
a7I6aHCKM ja3WYHM CPEJICTBA CO3/Ia/l TAKOB MO, a MAKe/JOHCKIOT OXPU/ICKIL, Off ApyTa
CTpaHa, IPe3eMajK ' KOHCTPYKIIMUTE CO UMAM U CYM, TU TIOIIO/IHI/I IPA3HIHUTE BO
CBOjOT ITIaTOJICKM BPEMEHCKM CUCTeM. Kako KapaKTepuCTUYHM MOXKEME J]a T 3eMeMe
U afMUpPATYBHNUTE KOHCTPYKIMM KOV apOMaHCKMOT I IIpe3esl Off al0aHCKUOT, a )
BKJIOIIMJI BO MAKeIOHCKIOT CHCTEM.

Cero oBa mokaxkyBa fleka MHTep(depeHIMjaTa BO paMKITe Ha MUKPOCHCTEMUTE
6WIa MHOTY CM/IHA M HaBjler7la Jy1aboKo BO HMBHATa CTPyKTypa. Co Toa BCYIIHOCT
Ce IOKaXKyBa TO/IEMMHATa Ha HOTpebaTa 3a 3aeJHMYKO IIOMMame Ha CBETOT Koe
IpOM3JIeryBa off IoTpebaTa 3a IojIecHa Mel'yce6Ha KOMyHMKaLja.
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Dialekt Arumundw Farszerotow
- Perspektywa batkanska

Przedmiotem niniejszej analizy jest dialekt Arumunéw Farszerotéw z rejonu
Ochrydy i Strugi (Republika Macedonia), ktéry dotychczas nie byl przedmiotem od-
dzielnej analizy lingwistycznej. Dialekt Farszerotéw opisywany jest w konfrontacji
z macedonskimi dialektami ochrydzko-struzkimi, przy czym szczegdlng uwage zwra-
ca sie na wzajemne interferencje na tle balkanskim. W ten sposéb wyrazniej widoczne
stajg si¢ podobienstwa i réznice pomiedzy tymi dwoma dialektami dzigki czemu zy-
skujemy szerszy obraz procesow typowych dla batkanskiej ligi jezykowej.

Najsilniejsze tendencje zmierzajace do stworzenia wspoélnego modelu umozliwia-
jacego latwiejszg i stala komunikacje odnotowano w obrebie tych cech i kategorii je-
zykowych, ktére byly najbardziej oddalone od siebie albo calkowicie rézne. I arumun-
ski i ochrydzki macedonski upodobnialy si¢ do siebie , wykorzystujac wszystkie $rod-
ki jezykowe nie tylko z zaplecza jakim byt wlasny jezyk. I tak np. ochrydzki arumun-
ski wyeliminowat koncowki genetivu i dativu i w ten sposob bardzo zblizyl si¢ do ana-
litycznej deklinacji typowej dla jezyka macedonskiego.

Podobnie mozemy méwi¢ o wspélnym albansko-arumunsko-macedonskim mo-
delu w odniesieniu do czaséw przesztych ztozonych. Arumunski dialekt Farszerotow
stworzyl taki model, wykorzystujac wlasne i zapozyczone z albanskiego srodki jezyko-
we. Z drugiej za$ strony ochrydzki macedonski, przejmujac konstrukcje z imam i sum
wypelnit brakujace miejsca we wlasnym systemie czaséw. Jako typowy przyklad moz-
na poda¢ konstrukcje admiratywne, ktore arumunski przejal od albanskiego, a jedno-
cze$nie za jego posrednictwem konstrukcje te zostaly wprowadzone do systemu jezy-
ka macedonskiego.

Wszystko to u§wiadamia nam, ze interferencja w ramach mikrosysetméw byta bar-
dzo silna i gleboko weszta w ich strukture. W ten sposéb ujawnia si¢ doniostos¢ jedna-
kowego rozumienia §wiata, wynikajace z potrzeby latwiejszej komunikacji wzajemnej.

Przeklad z jezyka macedonskiego
Jolanta Sujecka

The Aromanian Farsheroti Dialect
- Balkan Perspective

The focus of our interest is the analysis of the Aromanian Farsheroti speech from
the Ohrid-Struga region, which has never been a subject of a separate linguistic analy-
sis. This speech is described in comparison to the Macedonian Ohrid-Struga dialects
and special emphasis is given to their mutual interferences within the Balkan context.
Using such approach, the parallel structures and the differences between these spe-
eches are more clearly pointed out thus presenting a wider picture of the processes
typical of the Balkan linguistic community.
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The efforts for drawing closer to a joint model that enables easier and straightfor-
ward communication were the most powerful with the linguistic features and catego-
ries that were in a way the most distinct and completely different. Both Aromanian
Farsheroti and Macedonian Ohrid speeches adjusted to each other by using all ava-
ilable linguistic means not only from their own languages. For instance, the Aroma-
nian Farsheroti speech has eliminated the case inflections for genitive / dative thus ap-
proaching closer to the analytical declination which is the case with the Macedonian
language.

Even for the complex past tenses from a present point of view can be argued that
they outline an almost joint Albanian-Aromanian-Macedonian model. The Aroma-
nian Farsheroti dialect, using its own and the borrowed Albanian linguistic characte-
ristics, has created such model, whereas the Macedonian Ohrid speech, on the other
hand, by adopting the constructions with imam (have) and sum (be), has filled the
blanks in its own verbal tense system. The constructions showing admirative are ano-
ther typical feature that the Aromanian has borrowed from the Albanian and has in-
corporated into the Macedonian system.

All these instances show that the mutual interference was very strong and emer-
ged deeply in the structure of the two systems. This is another proof of the great ne-
ed for mutual conception of the world which is a result of the need for easier mutu-
al communication.

Key words: Aromanian, areal linguistics, Balkan linguistics, Macedonian
dialectology, language typology
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