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Received October 31,2015 at establishing the discursive values of the connectors, in the integrated frame
Accepted November 23, 2015 of these syntactic relation patterns, and the manner in which the literary norm
Published February 12,2016 selected the elements of each subclass throughout time. This study relies on stat-
istical information and that referring to the dialectal areas distribution collected
Key words: from recent studies in this field, and provides various examples from the first
transphrastic connector three centuries of Romanian texts, thus highlighting the continuity of this pro-
homogeneous sentence cess. The main objective of the research was the integration in the coordination
syntactic valence system of the patterns which the researches have mostly neglected so far, even

in the Romanian contemporary language. Concerning the adversative relation,
the present research also describes the coordination in periodic complex sen-
tences such as concessive and conditional coordination (the latter unreported in
contemporary Romanian) as evidence of spoken Latin — Romanian continuity.

1. Preliminaries

A proposal for describing coordination in Old Romanian seems rather challenging for the present gram-
mar (GALR, I, II; GBLR), as it has not provided an exhaustive definition of this relation, according to
its degree of complexity (the seven syntactic patterns it exhibits). Fundamentally, coordination settles
between two or more main clauses (with @ regent clause) and between subordinate syntactic units, related
to: the identity of the regent clause (placed in the same hierarchical position, and thus at the same level);
the syntactic valency (which establishes the nature of the function), and the syntactic level (sentence or
complex sentence level).

Consequently, in contemporary Romanian there are seven syntactic patterns, which can be traced
to Old Romanian: the first one refers to the main clauses coordination; three patterns employ units
having the same syntactic function (satisfy the same valency), within the homogeneous coordination;
three patterns occur with the non-homogencous coordination (different valencies, different syntactic
functions). This configuration allows a complete definition of coordination: a relation between two (or
more) homogeneous syntactic units (identity of valency and function), placed at the same level (sentence
or complex sentence level) or at different levels (sentence-complex sentence level), having the same regent
clause (or @ regent clause), in the case of the main clauses.

2. Copulative coordination

This type of syntactic reference stands out from the other types of coordination due to both its frequency
and its complexity (it exhibits all the seven syntactic patterns).

In Old Romanian, this relation displays a list of connectors larger than in contemporary Romanian:
§t, 5i 5t e, 1, de, cu; the phrases si cu, impreund cu, precum si; correlative conjunctions atit..., cit si, nu numai
.. i (dar..) si; nici..., nici; ni..., ni....
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2.1. The conjunction §7 evolved from the Latin adverb sic. The formal and semantic relation between
conjunctions and adverbs has been known since the classic Latin: “Si est le méme mot que sic, sans la
particule postposée, et le sens ancien en est ‘en ce cas, ainsi” (Ernout & Meillet, 1994, p. 622).

In Romanian there is a similar shift: “Out of the great number of examples attested in the popular
writers’ texts from the 3 to the 6 centuries, it is obvious that sic (452) progressively received the meaning
of apoi. With this meaning, it began to reinforce ac and ¢z and, subsequently, to express the copulative
meaning by itself, in certain circumstances and regions” (ILR II, p. 108). The fact that this element gram-
maticalized in spoken Latin brings forth the idea that it was in the current use of translators and scribes,
who introduced it in deeds and documents later on. Thus, the prior frequency in the texts of the other
synonyms (¢, 7) and the exclusive usage in the future literary norm can be explained.

The stability of si can also be noticed in a wide range of contexts, where it acquires a multitude of
syntactic values, ranging from the adverbial conversion to the expletive use.

Asan adverb (s = chiar si), it is very frequent: Si ardtindu-1 boiarii I-au si imbricat cu caftan de domnie
(NL, 202/10); au luat banii si l-au trimis la Dabije-voda si cu banii (NL, 216/21-22); s-au tras la Moscu,
unde §i moartea i s-au prilejit acolo (U, 113/6=7); cui iaste pofid mai pe deplin si mai pe larg a le sti, si alte
carti vazd, iard si a lui Filip Cloverie (TR, 63"/1-2); De la cari §i pind astizi pe alocurea si veade (1TR,
427/10); cici lacomul si situl, flimind iaste (Co, 431, 39/4)...

It also replaces many adversative connectors: Cit nu eva nuntd, si eva minune (NL, 237"/11-12); Rrost
au §i nu griiescu, ochi an i nu vadu; urechi au si nu aud si nasure au si nu aput. Minru au si nu pipdiesc,
picioare au si nu merg (PH, 185); Cd nime nu face intr-ascunsu ceva si cautd sd fie vestit (NTB, 114"/36).

In internal coordination, it relates two syntactic units having the same meaning: si /e facd stire cum si
in ce fel lucrurile s-au strimutat (RG, 1317/3); cd pururea si mai totdeauna pre stirvul dobitocului pasirea si
pune (CO, 441, 56/6).

Most of the times, the subordinating values are contextually determined: iard eu n-am crezut aceie,

Jfindu tu atita ingelept si si te bati cu muierile (A, 42¥/4-5). The same observation can be asserted about

the expletive “value”™: vizindu ci n-are ce face si ostii lesesti 5i socotindu si viceala acestor dod tiri la bataie
§i au purces int-aceiasi dzi cu noaptea indariptu (Mc, 221, 11-13); s-au dus in Ardeal si cici ci cunostea ci
nemtii nu urma (RG, 140, 9).

It rarely takes part in the addition of conjunctions (cf. Dragos, 1995, p. 69): zicind ci mai multe osti
sint estimp decit in ceilalti timpi si cum cd §i sultanul sd fie intrat in tari (RG, 146, 15-16).

The pragmatic values of sz have also been described in various circumstances ranging from the value
of logical conjunction to the value of discourse marker: “A whole series of textual values of the discursive
marker si seem to derive from its losing the value of logical conjunction. Many of the discursive functions
of s as a discursive marker involve the discourse structuring, so they are specific to the conative, phatic and
metalingual functions of language” (Stefinescu, 2007, p. 176).

2.2. The conjunction 7 was transposed from the Slavonic originals by the translators of the first religious
texts. It does not occur, for example, in cv, but it is frequent in the others texts presenting rhotacism: I
smirna i stactie i casie de vesmintele tale, de pisoniul vidzimatilor, dentru ei veseliri-te (PH, 38"/3); Derept-
acea veseleagte-se inrema me i bucurd-se (rs, 207/1). On the other hand, it is quite frequent in the ofhicial
deeds and documents, where the Slavonic patterns were still persisting: Mdrturie punem: pan Dumitru
dvornic i pan Dan vel-logofet i pan Pand vistiar i Stefan comis i Cirstea armas (...) i Voico vistiar i Pepele
logofet i Simeon pitar i Andyeico comis i Viadul logofet i Trifa sulger (D1, 212).

However, the occurrence of §i remains dominant in most of the texts: S4 se stie ce-am cheltuit pre iazul
de la moari (...): aspri gata 3890 si 10 vaci grase si 10 oi si 12 rimdtori grasi si 4 bivoli si 200 de oboroace
de griu si alte bucate multe mincitoare (01, 98-99); si amu pus si martorie: popa de Budesti si Pidure si
Toaderu si Stan Zorili si Ivan si Paraschiva si Dragomir (D1, 107).

Sometimes, 7 and s/ occur together in the same textual unit, irrespective of its nature: Pristiniri
impdratii de pamintu i gindeagele adunrari-se depreund pre Domnul si spre Hristosulu lui (PH, 17/2); $i
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mdrturie Britian si lon si Pitru i Drigoi (D1, 99); $i mdrtorie: Tudor negutitor si Manea si Fitul si Petrici
i Neagul si Miho si Lazdr i Andrein i Lupsan i Vocili i Stanciul si den Comarnic popa Radu si inci multi
oameni buni (D1, 109).

It was preserved in use, and it occurred even in the texts of Wallachian chronicles (Stan, 2013, p. 326),
due to the durability of the acts belonging to the juridical-administrative language: “the recurrent con-
junction is the Slavic conjunction 7, enshrined in the patterns of official documents up to the end of the
researched period” (1780) (Francu, 2009, p. 372-373).

2.3. The conjunction ¢ (Lat. ez), in competition with its synonyms si and 7, was to become different through
meaning. Thus, the value of the adversative conjunction « in the Slavonic texts has been adopted in some
of its manifestations: “in the Slavonic text, it corresponds to the adversative conjunction 2” (Costinescu,
1981, p. 155). There are many sentences that attest such usage: Cum easte ascultitoriu cuvintului, e nu
Jacitoriu (Cv, 57" /12-13); credingi grdiaste ci are e lucru nu are (Cv, 60'/10-11); de lucru derepteadzi-se
omul e nu de credinti singurd (Cv, 61'/12-13); pristinia in toatd cale re, e de reu nu socoti (Ps, 54*/7-8);
demareta influri-va si trece-va e sera cade, vestejeste si usuci-se (ps, 148'/8-9); Ca tatil mieu si muma mea
lasid-me, e Domnu figidui-me (PH, 22"/1); multe lucrure si seamne lisaiu spre voi e voi nu-si v incredzut
(cs, 1¥/8-9); Miseii plingu dupi voi e voi nu-i miluigi (cs, 2/1-3).

In some translations (Codicele Bratul, Codicele Voronetean, Praxiul Coresian, and Apostolul lorga), the
adversative value of this conjunction is more important. However, “e has the least number of occurences
with the etymological function and value” (Gafton, 2001, p. 163).

In its proclivity to desert the synonymic series, this connector adopted even a distribution charac-
teristic to the adversatives, because “it does not establishes relations of coordination between parts of
sentence, but only between sentences and complex sentences” (Frincu, 2009, p. 201). This feature makes
it similar to the other adversative conjunctions, which establish “the adversative relation only between
sentences” (GALR, I, p. 20).

To appropriation of the adversative meaning did not prove to be a long-lasting solution, as, even in
this type of contexts, as well as in the copulative ones, the competition was severe: Tremesu si a doua carte,
iavd nu-si vd incredzut cuvintului mien. Tremesu si a treia scripturd, multe lucruve si seamne ldsain spre voi,
e voi nu-si v incredzut (Cs, 1V/5-9); Other times, it occurs in the same context with s7, with both values:
Acela e Dumnedzeu nostru; si acela feace noi, e nu noi, e noi sam oamenrii lui si oile pajistei lui (PH, 169)...

Still, the associative value should also be brought into attention: gi aceia lisi acie, e insus intvi intru
gloati (cv, 1¥/7-8); se necuratul abia se spiseaste, e necuratul si picitosul ino se voru iwi? (cv, 817/11-13);
si lauda-vor Domnulu cei ce-l vor ceare, e vie va fi inrima loru (PH, 18'/6-7); A legiei-cilcirorii gildluiiu, e
leagea ta indrigiin (PH, 107"/5); cu trestie md ucidea pre capu e in miru si in picioare ei-mi bituri givoazde
e cu ofdt si cu fliare md addpari (cs, 3'/7-11).

At the same time, the occurrence with a copulative value between the parts of sentences can also be
reported: Mearrsdrd pre urma lui pinvi la Asiia e Sopatir bereaninul si soluneanii Aristarbu si Secundu si
Gaie derveaninul si Timotei si asiianii Tibic si Trofimu (Cv,7"/10-14); Sti Domnul buritatea cinstitori din
ndpasti a-i izbivi e nedereptii in dzua de gindetu in chinu a-i veghiia (cv, 86"/11-14).

The competition between ¢ and g, statistically controlled, is eloquent: “In CV, e occurs 58 times, while
si occurs 850 times; in PO e is used 12 times and s7 around 3900 times; in CS e presents 30 occurrences,
while s7 presents over 1000 occurrences...” (Francu, 2009, p. 147).

Transiting the three directions (adversative, associative and narrative, which is to be analysed sub-
sequently), the conjunction ¢ is not distributed in a free specialized area, and thus it vanishes in the 16t
century, while s is imposed as a general norm in texts (cf. Frincu, 2009, p. 201; cf. also ILRL, p. 160).

2.4. The conjunction gi §i, having a rather reduced frequency, coped with two contradictory directions.
Thus, Hasdeu and Densusianu considered that the phenomenon is part of alarger process of repeating

the coordinating conjunctions: “as a strengthening repetition, i s sometimes occurs where a single s

is used in nowadays language: necuritiia, chinul rivnirei, ceaia reaua si asupriciunea, camaiti §i si alalte.
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cc?, 49” (Densusianu, 1961, p. 185). Some other contexts, extracted from Coresi’s Cazania (1581), are
exhibited: S7 cu glasul siu mingie inimile ucenicilor si §i si spamintare lor tocmi (cC?, 147); Cd cu pierdere
amu avutiei §i §i alte ndpdsti citrd el trage pe noi (Cc?, 272); Si ca lu Dumnezeu slavi dindu-i i si altora
pildi le fu a proslivi si a linda pre Dumnezen (CC?, S05) (apud Dimitrescu, 1973, p. 45); mai virtos singuri
patriarsii §i si mitropolitii s marturiseasci (1TR, 44"/72); toate crdiile §i si toate domniile au inceput a si
dezbate (1TR, 60"/5-6); in tot chipul au nevoit a-i scoate du pren biruintele lor si si cu mare puteare (...) i-au
biruit de multe ori (ITR, 69"/3-4).

Sometimes, it has a transphrastic use, at the beginning of a sentence: $% sz den titirii, ce el zice numai
cd din Ardeal si din Moldova pini la Crim i-au gonit (1TR, 53'/14-15).

The second conjunction in the previous structures achieves, according to Densusianu (1961)’s opin-
ion, “une répétition de renforcement’, acquiring an adverbial value (¢hiar). The construction of the struc-
ture is accurately presented: “Indeed, the difference between the two successive g7 is achieved by means of
stress: the first, unstressed §7 is a conjunction, while the second, stressed si (semantically corresponding to
etiam or iam) is an adverb” (p. 185).

The adverb value, as shown, is enforced by s, which does not usually occur in enumerations (= chiar,
chiar 5i): Tremesu si a doua carte (...) Tremesi §i a treia scripturi (Cs, 1Y/5, 7); avitindu-1 boiarii l-au si
imbricat cu caftan de domnie (N1, 202/10).

In the phrase i 5i (= si chiar) (Stan, 2013, p. 326), the first si does not lose its connector value, so
that, in spite of a correct premise, it may not be considered that the relation becomes one of juxtaposi-
tion: “if we refer to the parataxis position si conjunction — s adverb in the compound sentence, we can
notice the occurrence of the respective pair between two elements relatively equal at the significance level”
(Dimitrescu, 1973, p. 45).

The distinction between chiar si (adverb) and si chiar (connector) is achieved through substitution: A4
mincat i cojile din farfurie: A mincat chiar si cojile din farfurie; *A mincat si chiar cojile din farfurie.

The phenomenon also occurs with other conjunctions: aiave si veade ci nici o povituiturd, nici un
ajutoriu, nici nici o luminare avem de la paminteanii nostri (1TR, 6'/5-6); Ci nici o potrivire nice nici o
aseminare avind (1TR, 15"/4); cd nici o taind, nici nici 0 ascunzdtoare lumeasci (...) nu e care sd nu si afle
(1TR, 19¥/8-9); nici frica lui Dumnezeu, nici nici vreo bundtate san vrednicie pe sine si veade (ITR, 417/3~
4); a cirora nici casele, nici avutiile dupre aici ripite si smulte, nici nici rod dintr-insii sa mai pomenesc (ITR,

437/4-5).

2.5. In Old Romanian, the conjunction de had a more extended functionality than in present Romanian:
“A copulative conjunction with a special value is de. It is frequently used in the texts with rhotacism, where
the present Romanian language makes use of either de or 57 (ps, p. CCXXIII).

The copulative value occurs especially after those verbs that do not involve a certain direction, an
intentionality: grdi glas din ceriu de dzisi asa (cs, 1'/13-14); Deci o luo piatra patriarbul cel mare de
0 desveace (cv, 1'/15-17); Si Solomon scrie de zice ci sufletele drepte mergu in mina lui Dumnezen (A,
139"/3-4); ceare de la menre de-ti voiu da limbile partea ta, capetele paimintului (pH: 1¥/11); feciu omu
intiie Adamu de- feciu in chipul mien (Cs,2"/5-7); omul cela ce si va afla de va dzice ci nu e de Dumnezeu

Japti (cs, 8'/4-7); Ce incd md vor da de ma vor omori (s, 1017/12-13); Si birbatul mieu easte afari de
sade cu priiatenii (s, 105/7-8); carele cu episcopii efeseilor porunceste noao tuturor de dzice (vo,, 1'/20-
21); invatd fericitul Pavel pre gildteani de dzice (vo,, 111'/17-18); cum aratd asijdere dumnezdiescul Iacov
apostol de zice (VO 1, 3'/5-6); Si au dzis armasului de i-au luat girbaciul (Mc, 205'/5-6); apucase Gavrilas
logofirul si citiva boieri de la tari de si inchisesi acolo (Mc, 248¥/1-2); vornicul Ureche scrie de zice (U,
2Y/8-9); scrie la un letopiser moldovenescu de zice (U, 68/9); ci stringea pdstorii din munti si argatii de-i
intr-arma (U, 30/1-2).

After the verbs of movement, the purpose value is more important: si se delungi de ei de-si alese ucenicii
(cv, 2'/11-13); Deaci se sui de frinse pinre si gusti (cv, 8'/12-13); Intriimu de vinslimu si ni apropiem
de Chipru (cv, 12"/11-12); Deaci iesird de bisiduird urul citri alaltu (cv, 41¥/5-6); si 0 duce in toati
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vreamea de o inchina citri beseareca Domnului (Cs, 90/7-9); si au mers la inpdrat de s-au dat soliea (AB,
116%/25-26).

In a very large synonymic series, the conjunction de could not impose its copulative meaning. Still,
the purpose value has been preserved in spoken Romanian to this day.

2.6. There are also phrases based on the preposition/conjunction cx, emphasizing the meaning + associ-
ation (cu, si cu, impreund cu...), markers of association, especially at the sentence level: Adeci eu Mibnea
cu frate—mien Dragoi si cu nepotul mien Radul (...) dat-am zapisul nostru in mind lui Arbinas (01, 106);
Scris-am adeci noi, biriul cel ruminescu si cu 24 de pirgari de la uras (D1, 188); pasd sfinti maica me (...) i
cu toti ceia ce te-aun rugatu (...) si cu destoinicii luminatii feciorii tai (Cs, 47" /2—4); pilcure aldture cu ingerii,
impreund cu Dubul Sfintu (...) si voru cinta impreund cu ingerii (Cs, 48'/1-3, 4-5); lar serascheriul si cu
alalfi pasi si cu sultanul, si cu crainl, inpreund cu roate ostile au rimas in preajma cetitii (RG, 159/2-3);
Jfacut-an ospiy serascheriului inpreund cu rofi pagii 5i sultanului (RG, 161/4-5).

2.7. The copulative coordination has quite a large number of correlative connectors, in a very conservative
system, with two cumulative structures (nu numai... ci si; atit..., cit si) and a restrictive one (nici..., nici).

2.7.1. The first structure has two parts: the former is invariable, while the latter belongs to the adversative
lexemes with variants (alolexemes): nu numai la jidovi, ce in toati lumea (TE, 100/8); nu numai pre
el scoaserd den perire, ce si pre muiarea lui si pre doao feate (TE, 72"/14-15); domnezeul mieu, nu numai
trupul, ce si sufletul da-l-voiu spre munci (Cs, 96"/7-9); nu numai cu piine viiazd omul ce cu tot cuvintul
ce iase din gura lui Dumneziu (NTB, 111); nu numai de risul altora si de ocard sintem, ci si orbi, muti, surzi
sintem de lucrurile si de faptele celor mai de demult (TR, 3'/5-6); nu numai ce au lindi mai mult, au
hulesc decit ceale ce au fost ci si foarte impristiiat si prea pre scurt pomenesc (ITR, 4'/4-5); Nu numai fratilor
si domnului pagubi s-au ficut, ci tocma §i tirdi (RG, 164/12); nu numai cea curgitoare, i si puurile de
Jacea (RG, 189"/12); nu numai in fard streind, ce nici in Tarigrad cu dinsul sd nu mergi (NL, 380¥/21-22).

Sometimes, the adverb ¢/ is accompanied by other intensifiers: Nu numai fratilor si domnului pagubi
s-au facut, ci tocma i firdi (RG, 164/12); nu numai cit omul din greu somn si sculase incd si pre micii in
scutece invdliti copilasi spaiminta (Co, 458, 11-12); nu numai au gustat-o, ce asesi pind la betie si ametali

au sorbit-o (Co, 891, 16"/33-34).

2.7.2. The second structure is also frequent: fard de platd si lucreze la cetate, atit carile, cit si oamenii (RG,
256/4); cu toate podoabele cele firesti, atit cu cele denliuntru, cit si cu cele dinafari inpodobit (rRG, 258/12);
sd-i fie dd potrivd atit cinstii lui, cit si neamului (RG, 264/5-6); era ruminii progti, atit vlidicii, episcopii,
cit si popii (rp, 255).

2.7.3. The restrictive correlation presents forms belonging to the alolexemes: nici, nece, nice, neci: Ci nici o
potrivire nice nici o aseminare avind (1TR, 15"/4); eu nici stiu, nici aﬂu (1R, 35'/3); neci pre Dumneziu
nu-L cunoastem, nece despre ispisenia noastrd nu stim (NTB, 112).

The most frequent one is the element that was standardized by the literary norm: nu sint de treaba,
nici de slujbd, nici pot ingddui (D1, 184); nici el nu lipseste din cuib nici un ceas, cind birbatul, cind muierea
(F,47°/13-14); cd nici o taind, nici nici o ascunzditoare lumeasci (...) nu e care sa nu si afle (1ITR, 197/8-9);
eu mici stin, nici aflu (1TR, 35"/3); carele nici obiceaiu are, nici carte stie, nici birbitie, nici direptate, nici
miloserdie are, nici frica lui nu era pre pamint (Mo, 6'/6-7).

The other alolexemes occur with a unique form in the context, as well: #u socotind nece paguba, nece
rusinea, nece moartea ce arvd putea ei pati (TE, 15/8-9); sd nu vitimdim nece muiarea-i, nece ﬁciorz'z', nece

[fameaia, nece in cinstea lui, nece in avutiia lui, ce a pazi grija lui (TE, 89"/2-3); Nece dinioard nu gresi lui,
nece cu cugetul, nece cu pobta, nece cu limba, nece cu tot trupul tin (TE, 104°/9-11); nece inghiti-va menre
genrunrea, nece va aduce de menre put rrostului sau (PH, 58'/11-12); cd nice ingerii, nice ceriul, nice nemici
n-au fost cind au fost Hristos (TE, 4"/6-7); nice de o nevoie, nice de o strinsoari, numai de vicleni ce era (N1,
241Y/22-23); cd pre legea direapti nice fecior pentru fapta titine-sin, nice parintele pentru fapta fecioru-i
de virstd nu-i platnicu (Mc, 190, 16-17); nu vd ginrareti neci decit, neci pre ceriu (NTB, 7'/10); Neci pre
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pdmint, cd-i razdm picioare/or Lui, neci pre lerosalim (NTB, 7'/12-13); Nu stringeti aur neci argint, neci
bani in pungile voastre (NTB, 12¥/35-36).

However, they often occur with different forms: Nu e cideare gardului, nece prilaz, nici strigare in ulita
lor (TE, 29"/5-6); neci pre Dumnezdu nu-L cunoastem, nece despre ispisenia noastrd nu stim (NTB, 112");
Neci traistd pre cale, nece doao vesminte, nece inciltiminte, neci toiag (NTB, 12V/36-37); nu sd citeaste
nicdiri, nici s-an anzit, nici si ande, nice poate fi (ITR, 52%/1-2); nici cel ce bine voroveste nu sd intilege,
nice cel ce aude cuvintele (Co, 473, 109/17-18).

The connector 7i..., ni, seemingly governed by the principle of economy in language, although fre-
quent in certain texts, was not ultimately preserved: #z cu gura marturisiia, ni cu minule si cu capul chipuri
si semne (...) arita (CO, 163/17-18); ni din budzi mormdia, ni din colti clintiia (co, 170/12-13); ni cu
urechea asculta, ni pasul prea cu lineste spre sunet muta, ni cum l-ar apuca... (Co, 185/3-5).

3. Disjunctive coordination

According to contemporary Romanian, the disjunctive connectors inventory included a large number of
lexical archaisms. Some authors framed the correlative structures within the alternative relation category

(cf. Irimia, 2008, p. 567-570).

3.1. The basic conjunction is au (Lat. aut), used especially in correlative structures: Sa luai tor ce veti gési
in pestere, an lemne, an oase, an piiatvd au ce ti sd va pdre (4, 20/3); Doamne, Dziul mieu, au fecz'u acestea,
au iaste nedereptate in minrule meale, au dediu celor ce-mi deaderi rreu, de se cidzu iati de vrijmagii miei
in desert (PH, 4"/12-15); mai trimis-an alti boieri(...) au n-au mai trimis, an numai prin mine asteptati si
vd fac treaba? (AB, 115/23-24); ca ceia ce sint au in robie, au la inchisori, an in strinsori de alte nevoi, an
la sdricie, au la alte nenorociri (1TR, 48"/11-13); a cirora an tati-siu, aw mosu-siu, an stremosu-siu an
tatil stremosu-sin an cevas mai in sus care si nu fie fost an sirbu, an grec, an altcevas neam strein, an mdciri
armean (ITR, 55"/12-14).

It also occurs in elliptic interrogative structures: i-au intrebat, merge-or cu dinsul la Moscu, an ba (N1,
371Y/20-21); ce nu sd stiie, intru adevir aw ba (N1, 399"/7).

3.2. The conjunction sax formed by internal means (s + ax), and was frequently used in the 16™ century
texts, until it finally acquired a dominant position: deci pre unde afli sau dobitocu sau piine san ce voru
afla, totul iau cu sila (D1, 111); Frate Alexandre, sau-ti schimbi numele, san fi cum fac eu (4, 617/9-10);
vdd vreun cersitoriu schiop saw ciung sau orb sau aimintrea (T, 29°/12-13); si nu doi sau trei san patru
sau zeace oameni, ce cite cinci mii (TE, 80Y/ 6); tocmind preo ledge St credz'n,m“, nu pre doi sau trei san patru
sau cinci sau sase sau mai multe (TE, 98"/1-2).

It is also used individually, often in interrogative structures: Doamne, cinre va obicni in viiata ta? sau
cinre se muta in cel svintu dealu al tiu? (vH, 9°/17); Cinre va sui in dealul Domnului sau cinre va sta in
loculy sfintu a lui? (PH, 19'/3); Cinre me va duce in cetate de preveghere sau cinre me va néstivi pinvi la
Idumea? (rH,507/11-12).

Sometimes, the two variants occur in the same context: Domnul den ceriu previ pre feciorii oameniloru
a vedea aun iaste cenre se inteleagi sau se ceie Domnedzen (PH, 44" /3—4); an vrut si facd vreo tivdnie sau vreo
cruddtate sau alti riotate intr-aceastd favd, au in neamurile boieresti, an altor cuivas carii si nu fie fost si ei
au sfeatnici au lucritori (ITR, 437/1).

3.3. The variable lexemes 077, oare, vare are often used separately in the context: domnul ori bun, ori riu,
la toate primejdiile feritu trebuieste (MC, 186"/2-3); iari adevirat pe la Scumpiia au lovit, ce ori la o vale
ce sd zice Richita, ori la vreun cinluc (McC, 188/6-7); sd le placd tuturor, ori cu folos, ori cu paguba tirii
(U, 3Y/3); Oare cirtulariu va fi, oare va fi vlidicu, oare va fi preutn, oare diac, cela ce nu va povesti (Cs,
9v/8-12).

They also occur in free variation, changeable with one another or even with other connectors in the
synonymic series: sd va ﬁ fost bogat sau si sirac, oare mare, oare mic, vare bitrin, vare tindr..., oare birbat,
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oare muiare, vare cinstit, oare fivd cinste (cc?, 613; cf. Francu, 2009, p. 201); le-ar fi fost rispunsu ca ori si
se lase dupd obiceinrile si legiturile cele veci (...) au ei nu vor mai asculta (RG, 259%/9-10).

When the correlation is duplicated in opposition afirmative — negative structures, the concessive
subordination is involved: Ori sd fie voia mdrii-tale, ori si nu fie, noi nu ne vom lisa casili si le ia titarii

(NL, 216, 3-4);

3.4. The relation with the adverbial is interesting due to the fact that there are adverbs (unde, cind, amu)
and—considering fie—even verbs that establish equivalent correlations with the structures of coordina-
tion: §i atita le aduce (...) cind unuia, cind altuia descircindu-se (1TR, 49"/3—4); nici el nu lipseste din cuib
nici un ceas, cind barbatul, cind muierea (¥, 47" /13-14); au aruncat pesti pre breazda plugului, unde cite
2, unde cite 3 (s, 104"/22-23); amu muscitura sarpelui sarpele o vindecd, iari acmu de vridjmasulu sarpe
(..) vindeci (cc?, 518/21-22); Si acolo amu, dupi vitimitura sarpelui cu sarpele amu eva si vindecare,
iard aicea amu (...) pentru omulu si viati vine (cC?, 519/11-13); si ca incetul mairii: acmu iaste senin si si
face nuor, acmu iaste marea lind si s face fortund (N1, 381/8-9); fie viddic, fie equmen ((alias?), 130; apud
Frincu, 2009, p. 202).

3.5. There are also connectors that are considered archaic in contemporary Romanian and were not val-
idated by the literary norm during their evolution: Aorea amu aiavea au griitu intru evanghelie Domnulu
(...) aorea in pildi, e aorea cu dojand si cu poveaste invita (cC?, 310, 23-25); deci asa le era sfada: aorea
biruia grecii pre troiani, aorea troianii pre greci (MO, 25'/5-6); Deci aorea-l biruiia, aorea-i biruiia (Mo,
117¥/8-9); Supureti-vi amu (...) seva lu impdratu, ci preadespunre, seva gindeatelor (cv,74"/1 = 74"/1-
3); Si ceastd carte si o ceteascd sdva preut, sdva diac intre oamenri (Cs, 9'/6-8); narocul di omului veri
bine, veri riu (FD, 523"/6 — 524"/1); cine-i mai cu multe vrednicii, veri din fire, veri din osteninti (co,
435, 46/3); toatd multimea veri de cinste, veri proastd ar fi (CO, 448, 68/1); pre amindoi cuvintul si lucrul
veri ase sd fie, veri ase ii arati (CO, 466, 98/14); cdci paserea, ver ar piui, ver n-ar piui fiinta pasirii nu si
stricd (CO, 434, 43/23).

Some of them had a limited occurrence: “During the 17" and 18™ centuries, #ind... tind used to
belong to the category of elements specific to the spoken language. In the 19 century, tind... tind
moves to the passive stock of the Romanian vocabulary” (Dumitrescu, 1979, p. 71; cf. also Rosetti ez
al., 1971, p. 147). Having a Latin origin, tind (Lat. fantus) occurs especially in the Moldavian dialect,
though it is assumed to have been very frequent, since it was adopted in the scholarly works of Dosoftei,
Varlaam, Cantemir: S4 apucd de feace minuni, tind mintuind de imflaturd, tind gonind dracii (Dosoftei,
apud Dumitrescu, 1979, p. 71); Cé ce cruce iaste aceaea cindu-si pune mina tind intr-un umar, tind intr-alt,
tind in frunte, tind in piept? (VO,, 63"/1-3); ase, din sufletul dinluntru aritind, tind pe sine noirocit, tind
ciasul impreundyrii fericit (CO, apud Dumitrescu, 1979, p. 71).

4, Adversative coordination

Unlike in contemporary Romanian, the adversative connectors have a double functionality: firstly, they
create certain oppositions with different intensities (diversity, opposition, exclusion), and some of them
are marked by negation; secondly, as a specific feature of Old Romanian, they act as intensifiers in some
oppositions emphasized by subordinating connectors (concessive, conditional). Except for some phon-
etic alterations (ce/ci, iar/iard, dar/dari), “in old texts there are some adversative syntactic patterns that
persist to this day” (Stan, 2013, 329). The rescarchers described the adversative gradation on three levels
(Niculescu, 1965, p. 103), as well as the contextual determination and the structure of the incidence levels
of their functioning (Zafiu, 2005, p. 245).

4.1. The adversative connectors proper were described, as evolution in time and distribution within dia-
lectal areas, in specialized studies (Francu, 2009, p. 20; Stan, 2013, p. 329).

4.1.1. In negative structures, the connector ce/ci is used according to the rule: “The adversative sentence
or part of sentence introduced by ¢z, #nsi is linked to the negation: Nu (nici)...ci” (SLR, p. 20).
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In fact, this is the most frequent connector: i scaunu pierdzdtoriu nu sedzu, ce in leagea domnului
voia lui invati-se dzi si noapte (PH, 1'/5-6); Ba nu me dricescu (...), ce deadeviru si intregi mindrie graiure
vestescu (CV, 40Y/10-13); si nimini de rudele meale nu m-a grijit, ci m-aun ciutat Dragna si postelnicul
Dima (D1, 101); dici arbinasil nu s-au lisat, ci iar au mersu la judecati (D1, 105); ndscuti nu de siminta
neputrediriei, ce de neputreda cu cuvintul viului Dumnedzeu (Cv, 72"/ 1-4); nu voin tremeate la voi, ce voin
deschide ceriul (Cs, 4°/14-15); Nu giudecareti in fitirie, ce gindecati gindecatd dereaptii (NTB, 115'/4);
acestia greci nu romani, ci elini sint (ITR, 49'/9-10); Nu lui, Doamne, nu lui, ci numelui Tin cel sfint di
slavd! (1TR, 44" /4-5); Craii, nu ceia ce-s mogneni crdescu, ci pre carile il aleg ei (U, 457/13).

4.1.2. The connectors dar(4) and iar(4) are used in contexts similar to those in contemporary Romanian:
Ingelegeti toti ceia ce uiti Dumnedzeu, dard cumva ripi-va si nu vafi izbivitor (1, 42¥/10-11); Pomeneaste
carele al miew trup (...); dard (...) ficusi rofi feciorii oamenrilor? (PH, 76'/13-14); dard de veti vedea pre
Fiiul omenescu (NTB, 114"/3); cu lucritorii firideleagiei nu pierde menre; graindu ei pace cu vecinrii sii, iard
rrew intr-inrimile lor (PH, 227/16-17); ceriurile spunru slava Dzdului, iard faptura minruloru lui vestescu
virtos (PH, 14"/15-16); trebuiaste de la tine sid ma botedzu, iard tu vii la mine? (TE, 6"/6); scirba ribdare
aduce. Iardribdaria, ispitd, iard ispitiria, nideajde, iard nideajdia nu rusineazi (NTB, 210%/1-3); si multi
din nemtii au perit, iard pe unii i-au prinsu vii, iar o samd s-au tot apdrat (N1, 229,22-23).

As it can already be noticed in PH, the conjunction dar(4) was used rather as an adverb, so that certain
studies have not recorded it: “The adversative coordination with dar(i) was not found in the researched
texts “ (up to 1640) (Francu, 2009, p. 204).

4.1.3. The conjunction #nsd (Lat. ipsa) does not seem to exhibit phonetic variations, which is why it is
less recorded in the diachronic studies. Its frequency, however, is rather significant: topit-ai ca painjina
sufletul lui, insd in desertu (apud s, p. CCXXIIL); Micd era 5i in vedeare, insd nime nu o putea ridica (Cs,
17/8-9); Insd cit iefstin curdtitoriu si dulce-ogoditoriu si milosirdu si acum si purure (cs, 108'/15-18); ce
vedem ci si pind astizi si afli si sint, insd putini acum rimasi (TR, 46"/11-12); de alte fealiuri multe decit
hires moscalii sint, insd de cei mari zic (1TR, 557/6).

Its stability is confirmed by its occasional occurrence in idiomatic phrases:E nsd cum Dubul Sfintu
prin toate cetitile marrturiseaste (Cv, 10°/14 - 10"/1).

4.2. The adversative connectors acting as intensifiers for other oppositions (concessive, conditional) re-
mained syntactic archaisms, as their contexts have not been validated by the present norm; they are barely
present in spoken Romanian and folk literature.

4.2.1. Concessive structures were frequent in Old Romanian: E s amu sd si cu voia puterniciloru cinstiti
fi-vdmu, insd fird de ajutoriulu celuia de susu nici un lucru (...) putemu si facemu ( cc?, 6/13-15); mdcard
cd nu_faci nici picat, iavd tot nu si cade a si ruga (voi, 11'/19-21); sdvai cd... nu stiu sfintii de noi...,
iard dupi darul lui Dumnezeu...toate le stin (VO 1, 28"/1-5); desi stiia din iscoadele sale de multimea ostilor
turcests, iard nu spunea toate lesilor sd nu le strice inimile (McC, 184, 7-9); mdcar cd era grec, omu strein, dar
era om bun (NL, 215, 15-16); Mdcar cd sint pigini, dar si roagd si ei tave lui Dumnezen (NL, 362, 2-3);
mdcar cd sint pagini, dar ei nu sint vinovati (N L,371,1 —2); Numai, méacar cum era de mic, dar tot i-au isit
Inainte si i-au ﬁicm‘ uratie (NL, 404, 8—9); Micar cd pricina nu i-o stiia, iar nici din ob,ste a esi putea (RG,
129¥/4-5); mdcar cd si can rudea cu coconul lui Serban voda dispre tati-sin, insd scriind la patriarsie, la
Tarigrad, i-au adus blagoslovenie (RG, 264/9 — 264°/1); Cd mdcar cd socoteala oarecum aceasta a ingelege
li-ar agiunge, insd limba spre inchipuirea cuvintului nu le agiunge (Co, 67/11-12); mdcar cd din fire orb si
slut era, insd fietecarile (...) il indemna (Co, 144/8-9); mdcar cd ar fi fost viu de tard, iar el s-ar fi mintuit
(aB, 144"/7); Si mdcar cd au scris Curcut cuvinte filosifesti duioase, ci la vii si la cumpliti nu trec filosofiile

(rp, 264).

4.2.2. The subordinate clauses introduced by daci or s4, the so-called false conditional clauses, were con-
sidered oppositional clauses (Avram, 1960, p. 212; Stan, 2013, p. 265). They are also rather frequent:
Deaca nu mi le dai toate, iard eu niciuna nu voiu lua (A, 117°/9-10); Asea si tu, omule, deaca ti si
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inmultesc picatele, iard tu s te duci la dubovnic si te ispoveduiesti de picate (¥, 47"/16-17); Deaca ne-

au dat Domnezeu cuventele sale afari si ne ispdsim pentru iale, dard prin ce ne vam ispdsi? (cs, 1017/5-9);
. cindai [daci cumva, s.n.] ndvileste vrun hitlean sau vro fiari la tati-tiu de pripd, iard tu si aibi cu ce-l

sprijoni (MO, 116'/2-3); Dacd pribegeste, iar ceialalti stau cu feliuri de nipdsti si piri (NL, 402, 18-19).

Sd and de are contextual variants of dacd. In contemporary Romanian, s with its etymological value
is still in use, though only with the unreal moods and tenses: 84 am cu ce, mi-as lua magsinds; Sa-mi fi adus
banii, ti-o dideam.

The false conditional clauses, connected by s4 and de, have been considered to be specific to Coresi’s
texts: “after the occurrences in the 16" century texts (Coresi), they were no longer found until the begin-
ning of the 19t century, which could be explained by different foreign models” (Avram, 1960, p. 212).

However, Coresi’s models proved to be productive: 84 le pirea unora ci apostolii dereptu dragostea
mdrturisescu, iard dubulu sfintu nu deveptu dragostea méirturisiia de Hristosu si mintuitoriulu nostru Dum-
nezeu (CCZ, 474, apud Stan, 2013, p. 265); sd amu atunce semnatd s-au fostu crucea de Moisi, iard acmu
adeveriti iaste (CC*, 65-66, apud Stan, 2013, p. 265); Si voi, o sotii miei de vd pare ci nu vd veti putea
aceastea si le tocmiti (...) iard voi nu iesireti, ce sedeti in cetatea lerusalimului (vo,, 180'/3); de s-are si
strica omul nostru cel den afard, iard cel din liuntru se innoiaste in roate zile (vo,, 10'/12-14); Di-au
murit craiul frangojesc, iar crainl nostru (...) iaste sandtos (NL, 394, 6-8); de nu aici, iard in Ardeal pot fi

(rTRr,29"/3).

4.2.3. In contemporary Romanian, examples such as Degi esti diavol, dar ti-e tigva goald; Caruta lui desi eva
ferecatd cu teie, cu curmeie, insd era o cirugdi bund, have been analysed as exception situations that exceed the
definition of coordination: “The second clause is a main coordinated clause, but the first one is a concessive
subordinate clause. Thus, there is a simultaneous coordination and subordination” (Graur, 1956, p. 130);
“These coordinating correlatives, in their essence, provide the complex compound sentences with a mixed
composition of a subordinate clause combined with coordinating elements in the regent clause” (Avram,
1960, p. 212; cf. also Trandafir, 1996, p. 126: the mixt, binary, two-clause relation).

The coordinating connectors used in this type of relations are, in fact, semi-adverbs with an intensi-
tying role, which can be noticed in certain sentences accepted in contemporary Romanian: Sz-mi dai un
milion si (tot, si tot, totusi) nu ti-o dau.

The intensive semi-adverb o7 is sometimes preceded by adversatives: Vezi cd, de sd si stie omul cel
pécdtos cd au fiacut lucruri rele si grozave in viata lui, iar tot mi va fi muncit pind nu si va judeca (INB, 195,
apud Francu, 2009, p. 394); mdcar cd au ingeles domnul de fuga lui, dar tot nu l-au osibit din ceialalti
caimacami (Rp, 493).

The grammarians recorded the present situation of these semi-adverb correlatives: “The constructions
with the correlatives dar and 7nsd have a greater frequency in the 19 century texts, while in contemporary
standard Romanian they are obsolete; on the contrary, those with the correlatives si toz, si totusi, or si inci
are still in use” (Merlan, 2001, p. 183).

4.2.4. The diachronic approach provides a different understanding of the phenomenon. In Latin, the
process of establishing the concessive and conditional structures developed several stages.

In the pre-classical period, one can identify the concessive coordination almost in the same manner as
the present adversative coordination. The clause initiating the concessive opposition was the main con-
cessive clause, at first relying on the indicative: “Definitely, in the remote periods of Latin, the indicative
was used in concessive parataxis and coordination, as it probably represented an Indo-European heritage”
(Iordache, 2002, p. 44).

The exchange of position between protasis and apodosis allowed some of the most frequent conjunc-
tions (quamquam and ersi) to change their meaning and role: “Efsi, in the same manner as quamgquam,
may acquire the feature of coordinating adversative conjunction” (Bujor & Chiriac, 1971, p. 270).

The clause initiating the concessive opposition in the texts of the pre-classical and classical eras was
then considered by the subsequent scholars to be a false main clause of the concessive structure. But
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“the Romans sometimes chose subordinate conjunctions to express the concessive idea in main clauses
(parataxis or coordination)” (Iordache, 2002, p. 66).

The phenomenon developed in spoken Latin, as well as in standard Latin. Thus, it has been ascertained
that “concessive parataxis and coordination were challenged by the concessive subordination starting with
the Old Latin era” (Iordache, 2002, p. 67).

The languagc structures reprcscnting the main concessive clauses, prior to hypotaxis, denote a struc-
tural parallelism of the conditional structure, with respect to their evolution. Even “the logical and gram-
matical relations between the conditional and the concessive clauses” (Iordache, 2002, p. 116) have been
analysed, and the same stages have been highlighted: the (false) main conditional clause — the subordinate
conditional clause.

Regarding the semantic aspect, it was observed that “the conditional and the concessive clauses (main
and subordinated) share the idea of comparison” (Iordache, 2002, p. 121).

It was also pointed out that “Romance languages inherited the concessive parataxis and coordination
from the Late Vulgar Latin” (Iordache, 2002, p. 98) and, as the examples have shown, the conditional one
as well. Once again, the conservative character of Romanian was proven.

S. Conclusive coordination

The conclusive connectors are converted adverbs. Until acquiring the status of connectors, they had a
winding evolution, depending on the contexts, the regions, and the personality of those who wrote the
translated or original texts.

5.1. Many of them (amu, derepta aceea, derept insd, ci dard, unde dari...) were gradually invalidated by
the standard Romanian. Some of them were frequent. Thus, derept insi was frequent in PO, where it was
counted 37 times (cf. Francu, 2009, p. 205); amu was also very frequent in cc’: within the text on page 6
it can be found no less than 10 times. Ci dar(4) and deci dari were also frequent: ci dar acum iar intreb:
este-vd cu voea tuturor? (AB, 115'/18-19); ci dar au mai trimis pi Radul logofitul (a8, 119'/14-15); Ci
dar i-au tinut acolo la lagi (aB, 122%°7/42); Ci dari de vreame ce de ostile ce in mai susii ai sorbitd si stinsi
au fost... (TR, 32¥/5-6); Deci dar, dupd vestea ce venise la domn de a ostilor venire (RG, 146/3); Deci dar,
domnul mergind dupi cum s-au rinduit (RG, 159/8); Deci dar, fieste ingelept si socoteasci (RG, 171/3).

As the adverbs have a variable taxis, it is difficult to appreciate to what extent the texts abandoned the
adverb meaning: Nu cu armele amu ale sale dobindiri pimintul (PH, 36"/15); Nu e amu lor schimbare ci
se temurd de Dumnedziu (PH, 46"/ 13-14); si sosird amu herovimii si serafimii si luard pre preasfinta Maria
(cs, 327/10-12); lani amu astizi ivo-t sintu tie mindriile tale (Cs, 113"/6=7); Ni amu, suflete, cine ard
putea spune frica (Cs, 39"/2-3).

5.2. Deci, with “the most extensive area usage” (Francu, 2009, p. 205), gradually becomes representative
for the conclusive class. The conversion from adverb is old: “The conclusive conjunction deci (si decii)
(de + aci)... is used both parallel and separately from the adverbial phrase de-acii-a, ‘then’ with a temporal
meaning. This temporal meaning emerged from the local meaning ‘de-acii’ [from here], probably after the
10t century and only in the Daco-Romanian dialect” (Arvinte, 2004, p. LXI).

However, even in the 17% century texts, formally unfinished conversions can be found: De-acii veni
Apsimar si dobindi Tarigradul (...) De-acii fu impdrat Apsimar (...) Deci tremese la hagan, domnul sirbesc
(Mo, 84"/7-8 — 84" /4); De-acia pdstorii sfintei turme, oblicind mestersugurile bitleniei lui... (Pred, 51-52).

Sometimes, only traces of the source are preserved at the form level: Deacii de marea-i supdrare ii pare
cd tof oamenii i stricd (ITR, 49"/4); Deciia Stefan vodd strins-au boiarii firii (U, 19°/8); Deacii veniri
slugile citrd mai marii popilor (NTB, 115Y/16); Si d-ice iar s-au intorsu inpdratul la urdie la Tutora (NL,
2227/9-10); Deaci esind afard, calul domnesc era gata (aB, 115'/3); Deacii viind porunci domnului si
meargd la Cerneti (AB, 1197/35).

Instrumentalization is successful, in spite of the various phonetic variants that characterize it (deci,
deaci, dece, dici): sd cistigd cu multe virsiri de singe (...) si deci nu si cade (aB, 117°/29); Si deaci vor
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cunoagte ci e numele tie Domnulu, tu urulu cela de sus prespre tot pamintulu (PH, 158); Dece atunce an
stricat cetatea Sucevii (NL, 230%/1); Dece vornicul Ureache gice c-au fost datd acea moard (CLRV, 55/14);
Dici Arbinasul apucindu-se, carei scriv mai sus, dici Arbanasul nu s-au ldsat, ciiar au mersu la judecatd (D1,
105).

Still, some contexts clearly preserve the adverbial meaning: si le-au tiiat capitele inaintea lui, insi mai
intii ale feciorilor, deci al lui, in zioa de Sinti Miriia mare (Rp, 487); es timp numai a plimbdirilor griji vom
avea din Obilesti in Bucuresti, deacii in Mogosoaea, deacii in Potlogi, deacii in Tirgoviste vom trece vara

(aB, 136°/27-29).

5.3. Not the same thing happened with derep(t) aceea, which did not lose is explanatory value, but, in
time, lost the connector value: derep aceaea si aibi griji mariia lui de lafa ostilor (D1, 133); Derept aceaia
dintiiu aceasta invititura noastrd scrie (TE, 2'/6-7); Nu ti teme derept aceaia, oame picitoase, piriseaste
pdcatele (TE, 5'/5); Derept aceaia multi den norod anzind acest cuvint zicea (NTB, 115%/7).

5.4. Asadar achieves many functional variants during its evolution to contemporary Romanian. In certain
texts, dard was used as an element of semantic coherence, with a diminished conclusive role: Acestia dari
impdrati, vrind si supuie si sd biruiasci (1TR, 11¥/1); Aceasta dard multime de ani trigindu-se... (ITR,
12'/4); Aceasta dard altcevas, mai pe deasupra (1TR, 12¥/1); Cit dard va fi fost putearea lui atunci... (1TR,
12/5).

Another type of compound synonym connector was introduced: Asa deci Traian acesta incepind
razboiul (1TR, 13"/9); Asa deci, ficind podul, an trecut si el (1TR, 15"/11).

Having a reduced frequency, asadar came into prominence late in conclusive contexts, where dar(d)
also occurred by itself: cum gice, dard, elu ci din ceriu am pogoritu? (TE, 4'/3); Ce ¢ dard credinta ceaea ce
noao trebuiagste si ne ispasim? (Cs, 101¥/10-12); sd venim dar la prochimen (AB, 116¥/25); Dupd aceasta
dard, socotind mariia sa pentru chiverniseald... (RG, 270/4).

Asadar occurs more often at the beginning of the sentences, without losing its conclusive lexical mean-
ingevery time: Asa dar gitind carile si salahorii an rinduit maria sa pre Costandin Clincerul (RG,202/19);
Asadard, cum am zis, romanii aici asezindu-se... (1TR, 28/12); Asadard si aceale trei neamuri ce zisem mai
sus (...) au rdmas in ceastd ce acum sint (1TR, 39"/9); Asadard mai multi si aici de aceia sint (1TR, 55"/10).

Rarely, it occurs as a connector between two clauses: de la zidirea lumii, pind la sfirsitul ei vor fi,
asadard si in ceale politice priceapem si cunoastem (1TR, 59°/3-4).

6. Patterns of coordination in Old Romanian

In contemporary Romanian, as already asserted, there are seven patterns of the two aspects: three for the
homogeneous coordination (syntactic units of the same type, which satisfy the same syntactic valency
of the regent) and three for the non-homogeneous coordination (syntactic units with different syntactic
functions, which satisfy different syntactic valencies of the same regent). The seventh type consists of
coordinating main clauses, which do not involve the existence of a regent clause. The situation is no
different in Old Romanian.

6.1. The homogeneous coordination between main clauses and the coordination between parts of sen-
tences and subordinated sentences of the same type respect the canonic definition and the regular inter-
pretation of coordination.

6.1.1. At the sentence level, as one can notice, the examples abstracted previously are encompassed in
these types, with connectors, in various proportions, within the four types of coordination. Therefore,
the following are subjects: la grec mili sau omenie, sau dreptate, sau neviclesug, nici unele de aceste nu sint,
sau frica lui Dumnezen (NL, 242, 4-6); predicatives: Ticilosia easte frici si rautatea tiriei (FD, 569'/1);
attributes: Sfinta si preaslivita doamna roditoarea, nu aimintre (...) sesculd (Cs, 16'/4); appositions: Adecd
ca ochii serbului (...) §i adecd ca ochii serbeei in minrule doamni-sa (PH, 1107/12); direct objects: c-au adus
si citeva polcuri de cizaci de la Ocraina, si cildrdsime, si lefecii, si curteni §i hinsari (NL, 239, 5-7); indirect
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objects: Nu cred carei se roagi sfintilor morti (... ) sau sfintei Mariei (TE, 49¥/7-8); prepositional objects:
in Dubul Sfint §i in tatil si in Fiiul si ne inchinim (Cs, 103"/13 - 103Y/1); ndddindu-ne spre mila slaveei
lui si spre slujba noastri (cs, 1197/15-17); adverbials: Credinta lui Isus Hristos iaste intru toti si prespe toti
(voy, 21¥/14-15); sd fiarbd in trei zile si in trei nopti (Cs, 96"/15-16); ce sfituesc acum §i zioa si noaptea
(aB, 125Y/26); noi cu totii am socotit fird de niciun prepus §i fard de nicio pizmi (vo,, 1V/21-23); si te
vatim au trupeste, au sufleteste (A1, 88/4-5); el vi va boteza cu dub sfint si cu foc (a1, 60%/11); comparative
objects: Derepr-aceea indrigiin porincitele (...) decit aurul si draghicamea (PH, 107°/8).

6.1.2. At the complex sentence level, coordination involves main clauses: Nu se va muta citri tinre hiclean-
ulu, nece vor licui a-legiei-cilcirori intre ochii tii (PH, 3'/4-5); subject clauses: sd fie a lor ce luasi si ce mai
era pe lingd dinsul (Mmc, 257"/1); laste cine va ciuta §i cine va gindeca (NTB, 117"/9); predicative clauses:
gheti sint cirora acum le zicem vlahi, iard Pius Eniiasul le zice flachi (1TR, 8"/5-6); attributive clauses: Noi
venim de la ceia (...) de sd muncescu in pustie si in miguri si in pesteri si sd ducu in ovage i in cetiti (Cs,
11Y/1-10); Fericatu e birbatul carele nu mearse la svatulu necuratiloru si in calea gresitiloru nu stitu si in
scaunu piedzdtoriu nu sedzu (PH, 1'/4-5); direct object clauses: Si vidzuiu cd in faptele bune se-au sivirsitu
st si-au facutu odibneale sufletului siu (Cs, 14'/2—4); adverbial clauses: Asa cum au ficut nestine picatul
cu om $i s-au dezvilit rusinea la curvi si s-au imbritisat cu diavolul si s-au spurcat trupul, asa iard trebue
sd meargd la om, adecd la dubovnic (A1, 95/15-16); Cd de nu vom face aceasta acuma, cind avem atitea
pilde inaintea ochilor nostri si cind ne indeamnd atita invitdturd bisericeasca... dari la focul cind ne vom
mai intoarce? (A1, 172/16-20); ridici oamenii spre noi si face nevoie loru si noao, ci ridicd sarpele si intrd
inelu (cs, 121V/7-10)...

6.1.3. The homogenuous coordination between units from different levels (sentence — complex sentence),
which rarely occurred in the 16t century, is frequent afterwards. Thus, there are relations as follows:
Subject — Subject clause: lard Alexandru Costin §i cine au fostu pre cai mai buni au scipatu de perire (McC,
256, 4-5); Ase bolgarii si carii dupd dingii au urmat (...) cu dese prizi au lovit (co, 884/14-16); Cici tis
§i cine tistuiagste nu sie, ce altuia ticere ardtind, a tdcea ii porunceste (CO, 220/15-16); Attributive clause —
Artribute: Acel fel de oaste este rot in hieru (...) ales de ostile cum sintu ale noastre si muntenesti (Mc, 168, 9-
10); un dobitoc cu doad picioare §i sd oai (O, 117/12-13); Direct object — Direct object clause: auzind de
intimplarea nemgilor celor din Ardeal si cum ci Tukili s-an incoronat crain Ardealului (aB,121¥/30-31); an
abdtut in turci si citi au fost cu aga §i pre singur Schimni aga i-au omoritu (MC, 183, 4-5); dindu-le i citiva
samd de bani gata si facd vase si ce ari trebui de aceia cale (Mc, 242, 14-15); au marturisit lucrul si cum i-au
trimis Decheval (1TR, 17°/5-6); Adverbial of manner — Adverbial clause of manner: fucd mai cu de-adins
si precum adevirul si ave (...) i sd pare c... tot s-ar izbindi (CO, 116/ 9-12); Prepositional object clause
— Prepositional object: nu s-au putut feri ce-i era si-i vie asuprd si mai ales de primejdiia den casi (Mc,
252Y/5-7); sd vediia ci-i harnic, nu numai de domnie ce si altor tiri si le fie cap mai mare (U, 111/10-
11); Adverbial clause of reason — Adverbial of reason: ori ci [-au impiedicat logofitul Stefan, pircilabul
de Soroca pre acele vremi, ori den bldstimati hirea hadimbului, s-au intorsu inapoi (Mc, 257, 6-8); Stefan
vodd, semetindu-se de acest rizboi si cici nici boierii lui nu i-au putut strica nimic, s-an sculat fird veste (Rp,
275); Adverbial of association — Adverbial clause of association: Si asea, Vasilie voda trecindu Nistrul cu o
samd de boieri (...) si cu citi boieri mai eva strinsi de casa lui (Mc, 259%/5-7).

When the regent is repeated, the heteroplane coordination is apparent: si-i fie de mogie lui si cine va
tinea den feciorii lui, sd le fie mogie (D1, 132).

6.3. Non-homogenuous coordination also presents the three aspects.

6.3.1. Non-homogenuous coordination between parts of sentence involve relations between: Subject —
Adverbial of time: ca roatd pasirea si pururea si poati zbura (co, 42/11-12); Cici toate pasirile i fietecare
pasire §i pururea au putere a zbura (CO, 42/17); inci di-nceput eu §i pururea cu suvdite picioare, pre drepte
cardri a umbla deprinsd (...) a arita nu putuiu (C0, 237/3-7); Predicative — Adverbial of place: Asadari
mai multi §i aici de aceia sint (ITR, 55"/10); Direct object — Adverbial of relation: acestia scriitori carii scriu
mai toate si de toatd lumea (1TR, 22¥/9); Adverbial of manner — Direct object: sd scrie si sd istoreascd pre
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amdruntul i ale acestii tari (TR, 4'/6-7); Adverbial of manner — Adverbial of place: #ntr-acela chip si aici,
in Tara Munteneasci vrea si fie toti multumiti (Rr, 494); Indirect object — Adverbial of time Hirisiia si
cuvine totului, fieteciruia i pururea (CO, 42/14-15); Adverbial of time — Adverbial of place: din citi mai
nainte si vad astizi §i la curte ci sint (1ITR, 55'/11-12); Adverbial of manner — Adverbial of place: oastea
citd le ramasese, stoluri, insd aproape de sanguri (Mc, 187/3-5); Adverbial of time — Adverbial of manner:
Totdeodati si fird veste, in mijlocul theatrului (...) cu mare obriznicie siri (Co, 418/12—13); Adverbial
of place — Adverbial of association: 1a7d de nu si va inchina, eu voiu merge la dinsa si cu toate ostile mele
(4, 487/9-10); Adverbial of place — Adverbial of quantity: care nu au cizut peste tot locul ci numai in 2
locuri si putine, nu multe (RG,265/7-8); Adverbial of place — Indirect object: degi peste rot si tuturor glasul
corbului iaste neplicur (Co, 441, 55/11-12); Adverbial of quantity — Adverbial of instrument: % chipul
robilor, mult si cu multe cuvinte s-an rugat (ITR, 16¥/6-7); Adverbial of time — Prepositional object: mzdcar
cd de multe ovi si de la mulfi s-au ispiitir (C0, 205/5-6); Adverbial of relation — Adverbial of quantity: $i
intr-aceasta si mult 1i putem lduda si ferici (ITR, 44"/3); Adverbial of reason — Direct object: Pentru aceia
si pre acesta lucru putem cunoaste (U, 8/13-14).

6.3.2. Non-homogenuous coordination between sentences rarely occurs, as in contemporary Romanian:
Direct object clause — Prepositional object clause: gindesc ce au fost si la ce sint (1TR, 42'/5); Direct
object clause (?) — Adverbial clause of quantity: iard lingd acea cetate Potentiana, ce fusese i cit au putut
imbirbatind oastea iards citrd bitaie s-au pornit (1TR, 80"/7-8); Direct object clause — Unreal adverbial
clause of manner: atita cit nici simtea cineva ci cildtoresc la oaste, ci ca cind ar merge intr-o plimbare
de bucurie (RP, 573); Adverbial clause of concession — Adverbial clause of manner: Deci oricum au fost
incepdturile si cum si vor timpla savirsiturile, putin socotindu-si, Cimila cu toatd inima in partea Corbului
sd dede (co, 137/16-18); Adverbial clause of purpose — Adverbial clause of manner: pentru ca si vi aflati
intru invatiturile pravoslaviei, intdriti ca neste stilpi neplecati si neclititi, deci cum invati fericitul Pavel pre
gilateani (vo,, 111'/15-18).

6.3.3. Non-homogenuous coordination at different levels also has a reduced frequency: Subject — Ad-
verbial clause of concession: Cd fird lumina lui, ceale mai frumoase / 8i cit de scumpe de sint nu sint cuvioase
(cpv, 22); Attributive clause — Adverbial of place: Luasd si omorisi si ostenii citi era turci i intr-acele cetiti
(Mc, 1797/4-5); Prepositional object — Direct object clause: Auzindu impairatu turcescu Sultan Selim de
semetiia lui lon vodd si citd paguba i-au ficut au gindit ca s stropsasca toatd tara Moldovei (U, 116"/6-8);
Adverbial of manner — Adverbial clause of concession: Acestea dari de la mine, orcum si cit de proaste ar fi
(..) inainte ti sid pun (CO, V/12—13); Adverbial of time — Prepositional object clause: cd si de atuncea si
din ceea ce in mai trecutele zile patise cu loviturile firi de veaste s-au aflat si de ei periti 210.000 (1TR, 80¥/11
_817/1),

7. Transphrastic connectors

Narrative (transphrastic) coordination is achieved by the majority of the frequent copulative connectors
and by some subordinating connectors. One may assert that they rather lose their meaning than produce
the semantic coherence of the text. In fact, they do accomplish this role, marking the semantic compatib-
ility of the sentences they relate. The transphrastic marker shows that the sentence it introduces may be
placed after the previous one. This is the manner in which the difference between a text and a non-text
is made. For example: Pisica doarme pe canapea. (*Si) miercuri este a treia zi a saptaminii. This aspect
was pointed out by the researchers: “La conjonction copulative et est, surtout dans la langue orale (...) un
indice de cohérence, pour signifier tout simplement que le nouvel énoncé continue le mesage de Iénoncé
a peine conclu ou qu'il en développe le theéme” (Stati, 1990, p. 140).

Such a role could have been performed by any of the coordinating connectors, and not only by them.
This situation could be noticed in the texts, without trying to provide statistics.

7.1. The copulative connector gi (at the level of the 16" century even e is used) is the most frequent. The
narrative g7 is frequent in the popular textbooks, as well as in the authors’ texts: $i merse pind la un codru
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mare si puse tabird acolo. $i zise s se odibniasci ogtile si ficu stobor de lemne de citri padure. $i intr-o zi
iesi Alexandru cilare si zise sd se giteascd tot omul de rizboiu. Si merse la padure si vizu pre un om silbatec
sezind pre o piiatri (...) $i aduserd o muiere si 0 mind Alexandru (a, 1¥/5-10); 8i au trimis pe un agd a
veziriului si au slobodzit pe jidovii carii era aice. $i au scris si le dea pace (N1, 411, 5-7); 8i au suit puscile
deasupra unui munte pre despre Moldova. $i au inceput a bate cetatea Niampului foarte tare (...). Sivizind
cd bat cetatea an zis pazitorilor si spue mumei lui Stefan-vodi (...). $i au lovit in gura unii pusci turcesti de
au sfirmat-o. 8i au inceput a bate in corturile turcilor (NL, 190/20-29).

In translation, the usage of ¢ with this function is also frequent, following the model of the source-
texts: E Pavel incd licui dzile pinri la voie (cv, 1'/14 — 1Y/1); E jidoviloru si eleniloru sile nu proaste ficea
(cv,2Y/5-6); E Alexandru mihdi cu minra (v, 6'/5-6); E se Dimitrie acesta si ceia ce sintu cu-rusul (CV,
6Y/12-13); E noi descirrcimu-nd dupd dzilele adzimeloru (v, 8'/3-5); E tu in sfintie vii, landa lui Israil
(pH, 16Y/13); E tu, Doamne, nu delunga agiutoriul tin de la menre (PH, 17V/8); E mie virtos cinstifi furd
sotii tdi (pH, 1187/9).

7.2. The adversative connectors sometimes preserve a weak adversative meaning, which does not involve
them, though, in the device of sentence fragmentation: Deaci prebindimu acolo in 7 dzile. Ce lu Pavel-i
grdiia Dubul se nu se suie intru Ierusalim (cv, 13"/5-6). However, this does not happen all the times: E/u
dzise: Eu sintu Isus, cela ce tu-l gonesti. Ce te scoald si std spre picioarele tale (cv, 39"/7-8).

This possibility depends on the diversity of the contexts they occur in: Ce tu amu se nu asculti de ei
(cv, 26Y/8-9); Ci le-am lisat lor si feciorilor lor si nepotilor lor (D1, 101); Ce darurile tale, iale ne ricoresc
sudorile noastre (M0, 4'/3-4); Ce nu putu ribda ce arunca urgie spr-ingii cu pizmd (Mo, 8/7-8); Ce ¢i
degrab sd intoarserd de la porincele tale (1, 266/6); Ce nice asa ai ldsat pre ei... (E1,266/9); Ce iards ai lisat
acelora pocaanie... (E1,266/14); Ci numai au stricat putin cuvintul, den roman, zic rumin (1TR, 407/1); Ci
numai si éi fiind supusi mai pe urmd romanilor (ITR, 40'/9-10); Ci de la unii si veade si ramine si folos in
paminturile aceastea (ITR, 43'/5).

Doubling the adversatives does not lead, as one might expect, to an intensified adversative meaning,
but it seems to be determined by their being markers of the text units (paragraphs): Ci dard cu greu si cu
ndmard iaste a da zic incepituri (1TR, 2V /4); Ci dard eu insd pind astizi nici cel scriitorin, nici acel spuitorin
n-am aflat (1TR, 3'/3); Ci dard dachii si ghetii, zice, nu sint den Scandenavia, ci din asiatica Schitie (1TR,
8'/2-3); Ci dard eu aceasta ce zice acel Cromer aici nu md poci domiri (ITR, 32¥/11).

7.3. The conclusive connectors occur frequently in the official documents: Dici se-au sculatu Danu si cu
Micul si au impresurat locurele noastre (...). Dici noi am mersu inaintea domnului lu Alixandru vodd la
divan si am rdamas pe Dan si pe Micul. Dici Arbinasul (...) nu s-au ldsat, ci iar an mersu la judecatd, ci ne-au
rdmas pe noi de bani si-i plitim. Dici noi n-am avutu cu ce pliti (...) (pi, 105).

The desemantization of transphrastic connectors allowed the subordinate connectors to be involved in
semantic coherence, without having a subordinate role, therefore without achieving the divided sentence:
Cd iatd cd iaste in al treile ceas de dzi... (vO,, 2017/6); Cd si pre serbii miei si pre searbele mele... (vo,,
201Y/1); Cd domnu Hristos pre acela ce voi l-ati prinsu... (VO,, 201Y/3-4); Cd destul 75 iaste aceluia (1TR,
49"/4); Cd iatd, citesc in letopisetul moldovenesc... (1TR, 49¥/10-11); Ci pentru acesta lucru, intii din fire
plecare apoi de la piringi blistamare am luar (co, 37/18-19); Cd precum sd zice din bitrini un cuvint...
(co,38/11); Cd amintrilea, Strutocimila de-ar fi adevirati pasire... (0, 9-10); Cdci foamea in toate dzile
muritori a fi ne invatd (Co, 95/1-2); Céci indesati greuimea lutului in magele Lupului, iarisi la paimint
atirni (co, 9-10); Cdce cind ar fi ramas impiritiia numai cu ostagii... (ITR, 45"/7); Cdce iatd si semnu
chiar avem... (1TR, 46"/11); Cdce cu direptul nestiind acestia (1TR, 48/1).

In interrogative structures, where there are main clauses, the divided sentence is out of question: Caci
hrana si bucatele mele mininci? Cici piinea si bivsugul tarinilor mele stringi? Céci roadele poamelor mele
culegi? Céci cu hainele mele te investi ...? Cici vaca mea mulgi? Céci mierea albinilor mele stringi? Céci
roadele poamelor mele culegi? Céci cu boul miew pamintul miew ari? Cici cu samingile mele samini? (...) Si
ce sd-ti spuin mai indelung? (co, 151,27'/9-15).
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8. Coordinated complex text

The coordinated complex is a text relying on the amplification or branching process, which has a connector
for each element of the series, as a persistent factor of cohesion/coherence of the group. It differs from the
text produced by enumeration, where the junction usually occurs at the end.

8.1. Amplification, as a first step in building the circular sentence, is often achieved through copulative
connectors at both sentence and phrastic level: $i sede supt un copaciu nalt si frumos si ave de toate poamele
intr-insul si era niste pdsdri cu penele galbine ca aurul si cinta neste cintece menunate (A, 11'/3-5); Este raiul
st ocolit cu apd §i zidit cu avame si acoperit cu foc si-1 strjuiesc herovimi si serafimi de foc pre poarta rainlui si
ziua §i noapte (A, 15'/3-5).

The juxtaposition is required by the source-text in translations: Poama dubului iaste dragostea, veselia,
pacele, ribdarea, dulceata, bundtatea credinga, smericiunea, curvitia, blindeagele, postul sau mincarea, putinea
si cu mdsurd (TE, 98"/9-11).

On the contrary, in documents, amplification by junction seems to be required by the extralinguistic
context, strengthening the deictic character of the proper noun: amu pus si martorie: popa de Budesti si
Pidure si Toaderu si Stan Zorild si Ivan si Paraschiva si Dragomir (D1, 107); Si mdrtorie: Tudor negutitor
si Manea si Fitul §i Petrici i Neagul si Miho si Lazdr i Andreiu i Lupsan i Vocild i Stanciul si den Comarnic
popa Radu si inci multi oameni buni (D1, 109); Cdzan si Stan si Dima si Stinici si nepotii lui, anume
Nedelco si Stoica si alti rumini (D1, 141).

Amplification by junction occurs also with the connectors that usually function in correlations in-
volving binary structures. The situation is frequent with the cumulative coordination: si nu poftesti vec-
inului tiu nece muiare-i, nece fata-i, nece feciorul, nece boul, nece calul, nece nemica ce iaste al lui (s,
100°/5-10); Deci tremise la dinsii, nice si crute bitrin, nice tindr, nice muiare, nice babd, nice fatd, nice
cocon de titd, ce pre toti si-i piarzd (MO, 85¥/3-5); Nu stringeti aur neci argint, neci bani in pungile voastre.
Neci traistd pre cale, nece doao vesminte, nece inciltiminte, neci toiag (NTB, 12¥/35-37); Si nime nu putea,
nece in ceriu, nece pre pamint, nece supt pimint si deschizd cartea, nece si caute pre ia (NTB, 307"/15—
16); Aiave e ci nice moartea nice viatd, nice ingerii nice puteri/e, nice ceale ce stau, nice ceale ce vin, nice
néltimea, nice adincul, si nice altd fapturd, au carea nu poate si ne impartd pre noi de dragostea lui Hristos
(E1, 333/14).

It also occurs with the disjunctive connectors: ax dard ai obidit vrun om misel, san ai ucis, san ai furat,
sau doard ai vindut pre cineva, sau n-ai licuit bine cu vecinul tin sau ai ficut inbire trupului, san doard ai
grdit menciund, saw n-ai iubit pre toti oamenii unul ca altul (Cs, 40"/6-15); Au fratii, an surorile, au pre
tatd-sau, an pre nund-sa, an muiarea, an fecz'orii, au tarini (BB, Mt, 19,29).

This phenomenon, as a whole, also occurs in free texts: Ce, s-au intorsu apoi ostile de tari si singur
Vasilie vodd si an infrintu pe munteni si an prinsu cifva vii i au si peritu den munteni (McC, 229"/6-8); toate
trebile imparitii poarta si de pace si de oaste si de pisii si de domnii a le schimba si a le da (U, 55, 1-3); cirora
nici adinc fundul marei, nici nestribitutd a pamintului grosime, nici pre sub raddcinile muntilor (...), nici
nici depdrtarea locului, nici primejdia mérsului, nici nevoia agiunsului si asesi nici iutimea si arsura focului
(co, 431: 39, 9-13); la grec mili san omenie, san dreptate, san neviclesug, nici unele de aceste nu sint, sau

frica lui Dumnezen (NL, 242, 4-6).

8.2. The second stage of setting up the circular sentence as a discourse unit was the branching and—
implicitly—the syntactic parallelism. The traces of such a process occur in translations: am supt mine
voinici si griiesc unuia sié margd si mearge, si altuia sd vie si vine, si robul mieu si facd aceasta si face (TE,
62'/7-9); cautd ce feali de omu e: jidov sau pigin, cinstit au rusinat, derept au picitos, destoinic an ba, bogar
au misel cum eva i acest sutas (TE, 637/2-3).

Rather extended structures became known due to translated texts: lari sd mie nu veti bi ingiduindu si
nu veti face toate porancelele mele si s veti i urindu aceste porinci ale mele si sufletul vostru va hi lepidindu
lege me si legitura me o veti lepida, eu inci aceasta voi face cu voi ((alias?), 79). Gradually, though, they



16 Stefan Gaitinaru

were inserted into the free speech, as a rhetorical device, with a graded emotional impact achieved through
expanding the distance between protasis and apodosis: ¢d niciun lucru lumesc nu-si aducea aminte, nici de
mincare, mici de biuturd, nici de viiatd, nici de moarte... (A1, 14); Necazul, au supirarea, an foametea,
au golitatea, an primejdiia, au sabiia (A1, 61); ...cd altd invitaturd trebui barbatului si alta muerii; altd
indreptare trebue bitrinului si alta tindrului, altd povituire trebue bogatului si alta siracului; alti mingtiare
trebue celui vesel si alta celui trist; alti vindecare trebue celui sandtos si alta celui bolnav... (A1, 136).

9. Conclusion

Due to the development of standard Romanian, Latin elements, words formed by internal means, forms
and meanings imposed by the source-texts, according to the respective period’s rules of translation, came
into prominence in the coordinating connectors’ stock. The configuration of the seven types of contexts
for homogencous and non-homogencous coordination began a reduction of the synonymic series and a
progressive delimitation of values. The relation between tradition and innovation was marked, among
others, by two important aspects: a gradual detachment from the determinism of translation patterns, by
competing with the original texts, and the preservation—at a complex sentence level—of the Vulgar Latin
concessive and conditional coordination patterns.

The description of cumulative connectors in Old Romanian allows a more refined approach of this
syntactic relation in contemporary Romanian.
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