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paradox has highlighted the fact that the old Romanian language, in order to impose the
oxymoron concessive procedural meaning, owns, like the other Romanic languages, a great
period area of creativity, but, unlike them, it also exercises its conservative character.
hypothetical The conception of the two syntactic relations as variants of the same system,
adversative studies the stylistic projection (the paradox and the oxymoron), the semantic

and formal relation of the connectors and the implication of the adversative
coordinating connectives in the polarization of the oppositions in the old Ro-
manian language.

1. Preliminaries

1.1. In the diversity of statements there are, as in any language, also inferential statements that render
certain types of reasoning at the level of natural language, due to the connection between language and
thought.

Such a reasoning is the hypothetical-deductive or conditional one, which appears in the form of the
adverbial modifier of condition, with a representation at the complex sentence level and, a less developed
one at the sentence level.

More recent studies, starting perhaps from the similar periodic organization in Latin (subordinate
clause / protasis + main clause / apodosis), have suggested a certain connection between conditional and
concessive subordinates. Thus, the concessive is defined as “the exclusion of a ratio of conditioning (of
inference) between two communication processes” (GALR II, p. 559).

It was also implied a relation between the two clauses and the causal subordinate: “concessive clauses
(-..) make up the negative sentences of the conditional and causal ones” (Ivinescu, 2004, p. 203).

It was even established that the most important group of concessive connectors, starting from the 16®
century, has been constituted according to “the conditional connector + focalizer pattern” (Zafiu, 2014,
p- 211; cf. also Avram, 1960, p. 158). By virtue of this, some language history works have approached
them under a common title (Conditionals and concessives), pointing out, each time, the interference zones
(SOR, p. 526-537).

It has also been shown that “the relation of the concessive with its regent term constitutes a paradox,
because the difliculty expressed by the concessive conditional allows, and does not contradict—as it would
be normal—the development of the action and the existence of the particularity in the regent clause”
(Capatina, 2007, p. 261); and that “the global semantic value of this field subsumes to the notion of
paradoxical connection” (Slusanschi, 1994, p. 60).
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Another challenge, offered this time by texts, is that many conditional and concessive clauses are
coordinated (correlated) with the main clause (apodosis) by adversative conjunctions. Some authors,
thinking about the situation in popular Latin, called them adversative adverbial clauses (Barbu, 1943,
p- 138). But, as a matter of fact, the relation itself surpasses the subordination: “.. in such complex
sentences, the secondary clause is not actually secondary, but a sentence- subject, and the main clause
is a sentence-predicate” (Ivinescu, 2004, p. 198). From which it can be deduced that it is about a bilateral
dependence: “il n’y a ni principale, ni subordonné, mais interdépendence de deux propositions solidaires
qui ne peuvent exister 'une sans l'autre et nont de sens que I'une par lautre” (Ernout & Thomas, 1964,
apud Slusanschi, 1994, p. 47).

In the same way, it was stated: “Logically, the relationship between the two sentences is a necessary
ratio of implication between the subordinate and the main clause (...) the conditional sentence is not a
mere element subordinated to the idea communicated in the main clause, but an element that necessarily
determines the existence of the main sentence, whose idea is involved in the main clause” (Munteanu,
1998, p. 53).

*
1.2. The connection between the two syntactic positions as well as the understanding of the interference
zones mentioned by grammarians can be revealed by a semantic-logical analysis of the type of implication
assumed by these.

It should be emphasized that the conditional period is, in fact, a reasoning, a hypothetical-deductive
inference. From this, one can come to the concessive period by a transfer of the protases from the pos-
itive variant of the inferential statement to the negative one. Therefore, we start from the following two
variants: Dacd md inviti, vin; Dacd nu md inviti, nu vin. By changing the protases, one may have the
tollowing: Dacd md inviti, nu vin; Dacd nu md inviti, vin. Unlike the condition, the concession represents
an antonymic implication. So, in the structure of the hypothetical-deductive reasoning, the concession
means cither the denial of the hypothesis or the assertion of a negative conclusion (cf. GALR I, p. 592).

For the polarization of the opposition, in order to be constituted as a paradox, an intensive semiad-
verb (Zafiu, 2014, p. 211: focalizator [focalizer]) was added to the connector in the protasis, and in the
precedence of the apodosis there appeared a concessive adverb (chiar, si — tot, totusi): (Chiar/ si) daci mai
inviti, (tot / totusi) nu vin; (Chiar / si) daci nu md inviti, (tot / totusi) vin.

After some connectors acquired a procedural specific meaning in the evolution of language, the con-
cessive could dispense itself of the prophrasic negation (cf. Dominte, 2003, p. 20) of the conditional
period.

From a stylistic point of view, at the complex sentence level, one can speak of a paradox (cf. Drago-
mirescu, 1975, p. 170: Cind nu s-ascundea nimica, desi tot era ascuns), and, at the sentence level, of an
oxymoron (cf. Avadanei ez al., 1994, p. 129) of the typevrind, nevrind; viu sau mort; de voie, de nevoie.

Grammarians have also pointed out the relation with the adverbial clause of cause (there is even an
indirect or conditional causal subordinate). It has also been emphasized that most concessive connectors
have other values, too: “conditional, causal, local or modal” (Avram, 1960, p. 158).

The causal value, as it will be seen, is one of the basic values of the hypothetical-deductive reasoning
(conditional).

The existence of the polysemy of connectors, contextually determined, is normal in the unstable pro-
cess of their specialization (cf. also Zafiu, 2014, p. 213).

The concessive ratio involves the concession to several elements of the statement, which is observed in
the totalitarian relational connectors: the concession to the subject (Oricine vine, nu deschid), to the
direct object (Orice as minca, mi se face riu), to other circumstantial values (oriunde, oricind, oricum,
oricit...).

These diversified aspects, preserved in diachrony, offer the image of a long process of formation and
fixation of the syntactic structures of the inference in the literary Romanian language.
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2. The complexity of the structure

From the point of view of the way in which they were fixed in the written language, by the assumed tech-
niques of the first two century traductology, more or less directly related to the structures evolved from
the popular Latin, the two ratios (conditional and concessive) differ in terms of the degree of difficulty.
*

2.1. The hypothetical-deductive reasoning, because it represented a cognitive scheme, was part, in the
configuration of syllogisms, of the basic, creative area of thought, representing its analytical capacity. But
it implied a simple scheme, so the translators apparently took it (connector and structure) from spoken
language (popular Latin). It is recorded as such also in other Romance languages (cf. the chapter Les
Phrases hypothétiques commengant par si dans la langue frangaise, des origines a la fin de XVI siécle in
Wagner, 1966).

The simplicity of the syntactic scheme led to advantages and disadvantages. At the advantages there
should be marked the normal frequency of the structure, resulting from the direct possibility of adapting,
by translation, to the text-support. At the disadvantages it is mentioned the fact that all prototypical
connectors (dacd, de and the etimological, s4), did not acquire specificity, a fact which characterizes, as
it will be seen, also the old Romanian language. Moreover, the only conditional adverb, altminteri, al-
though it has been recorded ever since Coresi’s translations (it is still encountered today), failed to impose
by frequency, perhaps because at the sentence level, the syntactic position of the condition is in deficit
compared to its manifestation at the complex sentence level.

*

2.2. The concessive period, the result of an antonymic induction involves a more complex cognitive scheme,
and the result is a much reduced frequency. This fact was ascertained: “The sixteenth century texts offer,
indeed, very rare examples of concessives. And it is not about a smaller proportion compared to other
more frequent subordinates—a proportion that can be the same in the contemporary language—but it
can be said that this species was less used” (Avram, 1960, p. 153). However, the author finds, in a parallel
examination (the same text, different translations in time), big differences in the detriment of the 16®
century texts. There could be invoked several causes: the quality of translators; the existence of a large
inventory of polysemantic connectors in Romanian language; the difficulty of understanding the syntactic
pattern of the paradox type by receivers, from copyists to the beneficiaries of the message.

Ata parallel examination, there are ascertained two attitudes. The first involves avoiding the structure,
through a succession without specific connectors of the protasis and apodosis: De sd ard fi si nedereptate
fiind carea vi e obida asarea, o, indei, dupi cuvint anzit ard fi voao sau sd si intrebafi... (CB—cp, 195/3-5) -
Se fie nedireprate fiindu care cumva sau obidd rrea, dupi cuvintu, amu, asculta fire-(a)su voi sau se intrebari...
(cB, 195/3-5); fu de la Domnul propovedire, spdsenie si inviere, desi ainte a mortilor inviere si a s judeca cu
trupul (CB—CP, 297/3-4) - fu de la Domnului spunere spisenie si imviere. Si ceia ce inainte au murit... (CB,
297/3-4); supuneti-vi birbatilor vostri, de si cine se va potrivi cuvintului mueresc... (CB—Cp, 311/2-3) -
supuindu-se alelor sii birbati, cel ce se potriveaste cuvintului credincioasei mueri (CB—cv, 311/2-3).

It has been shown previously that the avoidance of the connector could be determined by the great
inventory of the connectives. Indeed, for this century, there are mentioned an impressive number of 36
conjunctions (simple, compound, phrases) and adverbs: ca, cd, cice, cum, de, si; de se, cd si; si nu nici,
Sd amu §i...; mdcavd sd, mdcard sd si; drepm cdce, derep ce amu cd sd...; unde, de unde, io... (Avram, 1960,
p. 154).

But, of the suggested examples (it is true that, inevitably, they are removed from the context) some
seem to have only a weak concessive meaning (cf. also Zafiu, 2014, p. 13): Si cum era el fiiul lu Dumnezen,
pentru aceea ce se munci, cu sfiiciune invita; Ca eu cu trupul acolo nu sint, ce cu dubul, aceea judec ci aceia ce
asa aceea au lucrat... si-l dati acela Satanei; Si amu de sint ce se griiesc dumnezei sau in ceri sau in pimint,
cd sint dumnezei multi sau domni multi, ce noi avem un Dumnezeu parinte (Avram, 1960, p. 154).
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Among the ones mentioned, there are also those which, in the tendency to specialize, dominate the
others by frequency (de... si; sd... si, mdcar si, mdcar s...). This means that in the seventeenth century, the
phenomenon of avoiding the concessive period through simpler structures no longer finds its motivation,
whether the relation and the connector are kept, or only the relation: a7 de am si stiut pre Hristos dupi
trup, iard de acum nu-[ stim (NTB, 2Cor, 5, 16); iard de am si cunoscut trupeaste pre Hristos, iavd acum
nu-L mai cunoastem (BB, 2Cor, V, 16); Ci de au si fost ristignit den slibiciune, inci viiazd den puterea lui
Dumnezin (NTB, 2Cor, 13, 4); Ci mdcard cd s-au si vistignit din slibiciune, iari triiaste den putearea lui
Dumneziu (BB, 2Cor, X111, 4).

3. The constitution of the semantic specificity (of the procedural meaning)

An exact description of the circumstantial meaning should take into account that its matrix is represented
by a correlative structure. As follows: the adverbial modifier of place (acolo..., unde), of time (atunci...,
cind), of manner (asa..., cum); of condition (daci/in caz ca..., altminteri), of concession (chiar daci...,
totusi). The adverb in the structure dominates the circumstantial substitution class, at the sentence level,
and the connector dominates the class of the relational elements that initiate the subordinate clause at the
complex sentence level.

The normative grammar does not consider such a semantic matrix to be the basic feature of an ad-
verbial modifier and resorts to an optional recording. It sometimes records both elements: the adverbial
modifier of place (“defining representation the adverbs unde (interrogative) / acolo” — GALR 11, p. 514),
of time (“defining representation the adverbs atunci, cind” — GALR 11, p. 495); of manner (asa, cum —
GALR II, p. 523). At the adverbial modifiers of cause, purpose, condition, concession, consecution, only
the connectors are mentioned, while to the others, although questionably considered adverbial modifiers,
the semantic structure is not mentioned.

The marking of both elements of the correlative structure is necessary because together they acquire a
procedural meaning and thus provide the possibility to distinguish the objects from adverbial modifiers.

*
3.1. The conditional connectives belonging to the protasis of the conditional period depend from a se-
mantic point of view on the structure of the hypothetical-deductive reasoning. It involves a relation of
implication (logical consequence): Dacd e ziud, afard e lumind; an inductive causal relationship: Daci
ploud, strizile sint ude; an inertial implication ratio of one action by another: Dacd se face frig, aprind focul.

Since the absolute tenses of the indicative mood (present, compound perfect, and to a lesser extent
the future) are deictic and have an accentuated epistemic modal component, the relationships between
protasis and apodosis can be transposed as successions in time (Cind e ziud, afari e lumind; Cind ploud,
strdzile sint ude; Cind se face frig, aprind focul) and as causal determinations (Fiindca e ziud, afard e lumind;
Fiindcd ploud, strizile sint ude; Fiindca e frig, aprind focul).

This matter, which is valid for the contemporary language, was also valid for the old Romanian: “At
the beginning, daci had a weak conditional value, its main value being the temporal and the causal one”
(Francu, 2009, p. 149).

The examples with temporal meaning are numerous, involving even the etymological connector: §i
deca se sfirsiri aceastea, dzise lu Pavelu Dubul (Cv, 4'/3-5); De trecurd oarecare dzile, Agripa impiratu
si Verrnichie destinserd intru Chiesariia (Cv, 34'/4-6); Si veri face bine, lua-veri plata (o, Bitia, 4, 7);
84 tu de- stinga veri mearge, duce-mdi-voin eu de-a dereapta sau si tu in a dereapta veri mearge, eu in stinga
voiu mearge (PO, Bitia, 13, 9); E deca se adunrari ei, grii citri-ngii (CB—CP, 261/1-2); si deca anzi norodul
glasul trimbigelor, an chiuit tot norodul (8B, Navi, V1, 20); Si daca au inserat, l-au imbricat cu haine proaste
(cu, 77, 2/16-17); dacd s-au mai inglotit oastea s-au résipitu cine incotro au putur (Mc, 151, 1/25-27);
Si dacd au andzit gilceava la curte (...) au si purces spre curte (1N, 305, 2/25-27); Si dacd s-au ficut dzud,
s-au apropietu prin arini (IN, 306, 1/34-35).
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The connector daci is sometimes repeated excessively at the beginning of the syntactic macrostruc-
tures so that it acquires a narrative functionality: $7 daca au inserat, s-au intorsu inapoi. A doao zi daci
au aflat moldovenii ci lesii au dat dos a fugi s-au lisat dupi dupd dinsii a-i goni. Si daca i-au ajunsu... (GU,
102,2/27-30); daca au biruit acea straji (...) si daca s-au impreunat roti (...) daca s-au intorsu oastea lui
Ion-Vodi (Gu, 104,2/2, 10, 25); daca i-an venit cirtile criiesti (...) Acolo daca an venit l-au aflat (...) daca
au sosit la vad dupi el (cu, 109, 1/19, 22, 28); Deaca s-au dusu la gazda lui Ureche (...) iar dacd au aflat ci
vornicul au trecut Nistrul (...) iar dacd Ureche au trecut Nistrul (G, 118, 1/23-32); Deaca vizu ci muri
Saul, luo si el sulita (...) deca vizuri ci au fugit ostile (...) deaca ingeleserd ce au ficut paginii lui Saul, si
sculard toti (INB, [, 29/11-14).

The causal value is equally well represented. As a rule, the indirect adverbial clause of cause, present
also in the contemporary Romanian language, requires an interrogative or imperative apodosis, but, as it
has been seen in the types of reasoning, it can also be declarative: Iari de gresindu munca rrebdati, carea
¢ landi? (cv,75"/6-8); Si de sintem negrijnici, si pardsimu negrija. Si sd sintemu fird usirdie, si fimu cu
usirdie (cC*,256/10-11); E deca se inveaste adevirul piare minciuna (¥D, 554", 6); si deaca faci bine, nu-ti
pard rin (INB, VIIL, 211/14-15); sd ceva va fi ramiiend, ardeti cu foc (PO, Ishod, 12, 10); Dard de ce botezi,
deaca nu esti tu Hristos (NTB, In, 1, 25); 84 tu, flind jidov, triiesti pigineaste (...) pentru ce silesti piginii si
sd jidoveasci (NTB, Gal, 2, 14).

Since, in the mechanism of determining the thought, the adverbial clause of cause was strongly con-
nected to the adverbial clause of purpose (the original cause and the final cause), they were described
together in the old grammars (Tiktin, 1945, p. 233). Independently of grammarians, however, in the
old language, the conjunction de ... si (with the subjunctive mood) shows the purpose clause, a situation
which, with the indicative mood, occurs as a real purpose clause even today: Tremeaseri la elu de-lu rrugari
se nu-si dea sinre intru zborriste (Cv, 5'/10-11); dzise cu rrane se-lu intreabe elu de se inteleagi derepru
care vind asa strigd spri-nsu (CVv, 22/12,22"/1); Si acealea scriem voao de si bucuria noastri sd fie deplini
(cB-cvr, 327/1); Figiduita ce ati auzit dentiiu, de si ne iubim unul la alalt (CB—Cp, 355/4-5); Si aceaia
iaste poruncita lui de sd creadem in numele Fiiului Isus (CB—CP, 359/1); si deade noao ingelepciuni de s
cunoastem deadevirul (CB—Cp, 371/4, 5); de sd nu piiardem ce-am lucrat (CB~CP, 376/3, 4).

The constitution of the procedural meaning was understood by some specialists as an approach to the
prototypical connector: “this conjunction (dacd, s.n.) gradually approaches more and more the condi-
tional prototype that was once the conjunction s3” (Frincu, 2009, p. 49). But, as it can be seen from the
examples, the etymological connector, when followed by the absolute tenses of the indicative mood, also
expresses the real values of causality.

For an eventual assumption of the hypothetical (possible) or unrealistic meaning, other indicative
tenses and other moods (conditional with its two tenses) had to be used. According to the denomination
of the reasoning (“hypothetical-deductive or conditional”), it can be deduced that these two values are
specific to the conditional period, the real conditional being difficult to delimit from the contextual
determinism. Maybe that is why the normative grammar mentions also the future in its structure, it being
part of the absolute tenses of the verb: “Itis considered a proper conditional clause the subordinate which,
in the hypothetical period, specifies a process via the indicative forms (present, past and future)” (GALR I1,
p. 587).

Instead, the use of the potential forms of the verb can confer the status of a conditional connector to
other relatives, as well, which, normally, have another syntactic destination: “Quite often, the conditional
clause is a sentence introduced by c#zd (...) when the mood of the verb (both in the regent clause and in
the subordinate clause) is the conditional mood: Asa cum insusi Alfieri nu s-ar fi tradus mai bine, cind ar

i stiut romdneste” (SLR, p. 344).

Hence the idea that “specific to the conditional sentence are dacd and de” (SLR, p. 43); “However, most
of the time, the conditional sentence is introduced by dacd (or by its synonym de), which is consequently
considered to be the typical connector of the conditional sentence” (GALR 1L, p. 82).

But the character of specificity (the assuming of the procedural meaning) and the frequent usage are
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different things. Thus, dacd and especially, de can introduce, in the old language, a variety of subordinate
clauses: (attributive clause) sintu cu-rusul mesteri de au citre nestinre cuvintu (v, 6'/13-14); gramddi
Pavelu vite de vie multe de le punrea spre focu (cv, 48'/2-3); (adverbial clause of purpose) Intrimu de
vinslamu si nd apropiem de Chipru (cv, 12¥/11-12); (direct object clause) Judeci mairiia-ta, ca un domn
crestin, de iaste cu cale si de si cuvine sd fiu lipsit acuma, la bitrinegele mele, de amindoao (A1,230/24-26).

The conditional sentence (assumed by the speaker as real) with the verb in the protasis in the future
is frequent: De veri vrea, poti mi curiti (CB, 435/5-6); De veri zice si vie, ea are a veni (CC?, 251/21);
de veri adeveri si veri avea muiare necredincioasd nu veri scipa de nevoe (M0, 137"/4-5); Cd de ati creade
lui Moisi, doari ati creade si Mie (...) iard sd nu veti creade scripturile lui, cum veti creade cuvintele Meale?
(NTB, In, 5, 46); de nu-ti va fi grijd de poruncile lui Dumnezeun, nici vei biga in seamd invitdtura mea (INB,
1/20); Ii va da numai de-i va birui (GU, 74, 1/16); de nu-l va ridica si din tari si din domnie il vor scoate ei
cu oaste (GU, 76, 2/14-15); De vii vrea, vii putea (C1, 74/16-17); Deaca veti intra in cetate, asa il veti afla
pre el in cetate (BB, lfmp, IX, 13); Si deaca cu viu vet face riu si voi si impdratul vostru vet peri (BB, lfmp,
X1L, 25); De vei fi in zina aceasta rob norocului acestuia si vei sluji lor 5i vei grdi citrd ei cuvinte bune, vor fi
tie robi toate zilele (BB, 3imp, XIL 7).

However, the hypothetical conditional sentence, introduced by dacd, de and s4, in which the condi-
tional meaning is not questioned, is equally frequent: Se ard, amu, intra intru gloata voastri birrbatu...
intra-va si miselu intru scirnave vesminte (CB—CV, 274/5-7); S-ard Domnul vrea si, amu, a fi vii si facem
ceasta sau ceaia (CB—CP, 289/3); Si sd ari fi aibind picate, lisa-se-vor lui (CB—CP, 294/2); E s-am zice ci
nu gresim, minciune face-vrem (CB, 329/1); Cd de-ard avea credinti desivirsitu citrda Dumnezen n-ar fi asa
grijindu-se neincetatu (cc?, 243/20-22); de asu mearge in mijloc de binat, invie-me-veri (PH, 117/16—
17); de nu s-ar bi prilejit o samd de capete si cerce mijloace... ar bi fostu de perire de istov fara aceasta (Mc,
153, 1/24-26); de s-aru mai intoarce Duca-voda, ei si nu vie cu dinsul (1N, 302, 2/5-6); de-ar hi lisat
pasa sd marga tatarii dupd dingii... putini ar i mersu cu dobindi (1N, 465, 2/38-39); de nu ar bi perit ¢,
nici intr-un chip nu ar fi luat turcii acea izbindi (RG, 109/13-14); De s-ar fi potrivit domnul faptelor lor
(-..) de viatd s-ar fi lipsit (RG, 131/36-37).

The unreal value, as a frequency, does not coincide with the reduced frequency of the perfect condi-
tional, of the imperfect and of the past perfect simple of the indicative mood: E s-am zice ci nu gresim,
minciune face-vrem (CB, 329/1-2); De te-ai teame de rusine, n-ai grii asa (¥D, 592V/6-7); Ci de-ari avea
credintd desivirsitu citri Dumnezeu n-ar fi asa grijindu-se neincetatu (CC*, 243/20-22); de nu s-ar hi
prilejit o samd de capete s cerce mijloace... ar bi fostu de perire de istov tara aceasta (Mc, 153, 1/24-26);
de-ar bi ldsat pasa si margd titarii dupd dingi... pugini ar hi mersu cu dobindd (1N, 465, 2/27-32); de nu
ar bi perit el, nici intr-un chip nu ar fi luat turcii acea izbindi (RG, 109/13-14); Ci de-asi fi fostu in statul
puterii mele, armasariul ase tare nu m-ar fi purtat si de-asi fi fost de vitioan ase de iusor, atita de sus nu m-ar
firidicar (c1,95/2-6).

Despite the great number of variants (ca, de, deca, deaca, daca, dacd, s, se, de...; cf. SLR, p. 257-258)
the conditional connector did not succeed until the 19™ century to acquire a procedural meaning, to have
an exclusive occurrence in the conditional protasis, as it happened with many concessive connectors.

It seems that this was a necessity in language, since, when the area of communication was expanded,
the phrase 77 caz cd (for the concessive, chit ci) was taken from French.

The conditional connector is indeed specific: “The definitive realization of the adverbial modifier of
condition is the conjunctive sentence introduced by 7 caz ci” (GALR 1L, p. 582). It is explained by the
abandonment of the attributive determination of the noun (% cazul cind, in cazul ci) by disarticulation:
in caz cd (cf. Tordan, 1954, p. 504; Avram, 1960, p. 196). Taken around 1700 (cf. DELLR, p.79), as a
Latin-Roman neologism, the noun caz was used as a support in many more or less merged phraseological
groups: iz cazul acesta, in orice caz, in tot cazul, in cazul cind...(cf. DLRLC, p. 351). It is interesting that,
among these it is also the prepositional phrase 7 caz de and the conjunctive phrase #7 caz cd, both of them
with conditional usage, expressing, in fact, not the condition, but the hypothesis (cf. Munteanu, 1998,

p. 54).
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In a normal order of things, since an adverbial clause is the expansion at a complex sentence level of an
adverbial modifier (the adverbial modifiers had been called in the old grammars adverbial complements (cf.
Driganu, 1945, p. 91) there has to be identified the adverb with the conditional meaning. It is about the
adverbs altminteri and altfel (cf. also Iordan & Robu, 1978, p. 675), which substitute a negative protasis:
Daci ma inviti, vin; Dacd nu mda invifi (altminteri) nu vin (cf. also GALR II, p. 89).

It is rarely encountered in the old language: E acmu nu opreste, ce amintrileas tiriia sa arati mai mare
(apud Francu, 2009, p. 198; cc?, 308); Si aimintrea iari iaste minunati (apud Francu, 2009, p. 198;
cc?, 342 — cf. $LILRL, p. 157); Lorentu Topeltin, den Mediias, sas de-amintrilea, iari om invitat si destul
umblar (1TR, 36"/10, 36"/1); era tindr de zile, amintrilea era om minios i pre lesne virsa singe (GU, 73, a,
24-25).

However, it should be emphasized that the adverb from the semantic matrix of the conditional does
not establish with the clause that it resumes a relationship of coreferentiality. Thus, in a statement of
the type Unde veri ceti leage, acolea-i umbra legei ce-aun trecur (VO, 207/17-18) we have a coreferent
adverbial clause of place (other studies call it apposition, without involving in its denomination the nature
of coreferentiality). Instead, in a statement of the type Dacd plitesti, ti-o dau, altminteri nu, between the
protasis and the adverb altminteri it is not a direct correlation, but a negative one (altminteri = daci nu
platestie), which points to the paradox of the concessive structure. This explains why some grammarians
have also mentioned altminteri in the syntactic position of the concessive (Francu, 2009, p. 370).

Because the prepositional phrases that could express an adverbial modifier of condition (72 locul, in caz
de) appeared later, the expression of the position is often performed by the gerund: dibind Fiiul Zeului,
are viatd, neaibind Fiiul Zeului viati n-are (CB—CP, 369/2-3); au scris la pase ... si-i sloboadd oamenii,
cd, neslobodzindu-i, s-antoarce cu tot obuzul inapoi (IN, 465, 2/24-25); Dar cum ar fi putut face bine sau
rdu neftind el? (INB, 1, 11/9); voi sd nu-i ascultati, vizind ci aceia an putere mai multi decit voi (N8, VIII,
211).

*
3.2. The concessive connectives have a clearer trajectory in the process of acquiring the procedural mean-
ing. Their diversity, as a plurality of attempts, does not surprise, given the abstract and paradoxical char-
acter of the logical relation they express. Instead, it is the high percentage of their specialization, starting
from the old Romanian language,that impresses.

Although there circulated the idea that “In Romance languages it was ascertained the loss of concessive
connectors, whose main sources were written according to (1988, p. 76) the indefinite, the volitional and
the temporal pattern” (Zafiu, 2014, p. 212) this is questionable at least for Romanian language. It is
true, the paradoxical connection of the concessive had in classical Latin several reportings: the concession
to hypothesis (##/ne¢); to causal or temporal determinism (c#m); to comparison (guamquam, quamuis,
quamliber), but also to conditioning (cf. Slusanschi, 1994, p. 60). The latter apparently had a higher
productivity in popular Latin: “A fairly well-defined area is that of the conditional concessives, opened by
si or its compounds (...) the clear marking of the concessive value of the subordinate clause is given by the
compound conjunctions esi, §i dacd, tametsi si etiamsi, chiar daci” (Slusanschi, 1994, p. 60). It should be
mentioned that in classical Latin, in texts (as in the subsequent grammars), the elements of the compound
conjunctions appeared also unagglutinated as in the old Romanian language: “Les propositions concess-
ives sont elle qui commencent: a) Soit par si (suivie dans la propositions principales, de zamen), ou par
etiam si, et si” ... (Riemann, 1932, p. 378), with certain semantic differences (,¢tiam si ou et si signifiant
quand méme; etiamsi, ou etsi signifiant guoique”, Riemann, 1932, p. 378).

It seems that the most common pattern of the concessive functioned without too many changes in
the popular Latin, since we encounter it identical in old Romanian: si-/ va ridica Dumnedzeu si s-are hi

Jdcut 5i pacate, ierta-si-vor lui (Vo, 8'/9-10); si se n-are fi dzdcut cu nusa nu poci a me insura cu nusa ci
mi se prinde imd (Prav.1581, 2292307, apud Stan, 2013, p. 254); citri el trage pre noi 5i si n-am vrea noi,
dulcele Dumnezeul nostru (cc?,262/17-18).

Sometimes, only the order of elements differs: sd §i n-avimu a trupului boald, iard inima noastri de
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pururea e piziti (CC?, 433/17-18); Si acolo iard sd si bucate multe si in multe chipure si sintu, insi putinu
stau inainte (cc?,291/17-18).

The etymological forms are also found (Lat. ez si — Old Rom. ¢ sd): E sd amu si aceluiasi Dumnezen
inchinari-se, ci crezurd Samareanii si iudeii, insd Samareanii nu stiia (CC*, 161/4-6); ... e sd mie nu veti
crede, lucrului mieu credeti (CT, 209-210, apud Avram, 1960, p. 155).

That is why, some theories of creativity, at least those referring to the Romanian language, must be
at least partially reconsidered: “Romanian, like the other Romance languages, lost the Latin concessive
markers (the only exception could be mzicar ‘even’) and rebuilt new conectives, sometimes using the same
pattern” (SOR, p. 534).

However, the correlative structure expressing the adverbial modifier of concession in contemporary
Romanian (chiar daca..., totusi / etiam si..., tamen) is related to the same lexical creativity of the Romanian
speakers.

One can certainly discuss about continuity because what was said about the Latin conditional con-
cessives can also be said about the Romanian ones: “The most important as a frequency is the group
of conjunctions that have come to introduce concessive clauses starting from their conditional value”
(Avram, 1960, p. 158), thus continuing a concessive pattern: conditional connector + focalizer (cf. Zafiu,
2014, p. 211).

The Latin conditional connector si (Rom. si/se), although it still keeps both values in the contempor-
ary Romanian (84 am bani, mi-as lua masind; Sd-mi dai un milion, nu ti-o arit) did not succeed, neither
in the conditional period nor in the concessive period, to acquire a procedural meaning.

In emphatic way, it was used alone in Latin: 87 bona fortuna veniat, ne intromiseris (TL, p. 41; cf.
Slusanschi, 1994, p. 60). But the phenomenon is encountered, as it was seen, not only in the contemporary
Romanian, butalso in the old Romanian language: nu veri scipa de nevoe, s-ai licui in turnul Semireanului,
sd ai fi ingridit cu foc (MO, 137"/5-6). Such a context proves that Romanian concessive conjunctions are
not “all of them formed with elements inherited from Latin on the territory of the Romanian language”
(Francu, 2000, p. 209).

The discontinuous connectors seem to have a higher intensive value (the intensifiers had a deictic
behaviour), since, especially in the inherited pattern, the structures are frequent: sd gi-ar fi §i tati si mumai
macard, feciorii macard si ti-ar fi, deaca se afli pizmasii legiei lu Hristosu, sd ne potrivimu si noi loru (cc?,
225/1-3); iard sd va si grdi asa de sinesi si va mérturisi ci are puteare, nicio mdrie nu-i iaste (CC*,280/1-2).

The discontinuity became much more frequent after the replacement of s4 with de. The phenomenon
was due to the homonymous coincidence of se (= daci) — se (reflexive pronoun) or in the variant achieved
by intensification: s4 — s4 (“the necessity to avoid the construction s s4 va”, Arvinte, 2004, p. LXII). As the
difhiculty was general, the area of change was bigger and certainly older, culminating with the exemplary
texts: “When they prepared the text (BB, s.n.) for printing, the Bucharest old correctors, the Greceanu
brothers, “modernized” it, that is, they adapted it to the southern literary norm, the Wallachian one,
systematically replacing, in all occurrences, the conjunction s4 ‘dac¥, with the conjunction de” (Arvinte,
2004, p. LXII). The result: “the conjunction s4 ‘dac¥ disappeared from the norm of the modern literary
language at the end of the 17 century” (Arvinte, 2004, p. LXII).

The preference for this connector can also be seen from the much higher frequency in the discontinu-
ous structure: de... si: De si ard fiind si nedreptate fiind carea vi e obida asa rea (cCB—CP, 195, 3-4); de te
si grijesti, ome, i sd si socotesti, nemicd nu veri face, deaca nu va vrea Dumnezen (CC?, 242/18-19); Ci de
au i fost réstignit den slibiciune, incd viiazd den putearea lui Dumneziu (NTB, Cor, 13, 4); Cd de v-am si
intristat pre voi cu cartea mea, nu md cdiesc, sd m-am si cdit (...) v-au intristat pre voi (NTB, Cor, 7, 8); iard
de or si prida-o, nemic n-a bi decit sd le ie ienicerii muierile (1N, 288, 2/13-14); carele lucru d-ar fi si fost
(-..) nici 0 laudd, nici o cinste n-ar fi fost (A8, 118"/3-4); Si de sint si rob, astizi am cizut in robie, iard tu
esti rob de cind te-au ficut tati-tiu (AB, 121'/41-42); De au si fost vreo jiganie rea, duliul an gonit-o (C1,
89/5-6).

As it has been shown, there is a great number of alofunctives of the concessive connector, in express-
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ing the different values, determined by the modalities imposed by the predicate and by the diversity of
contexts, between real, potential (conditional) and unreal. Besides the ones exemplified above, there are
many more, each of them with many variants, covering, as it can be seen from the examples, the first three
centuries of Romanian written culture.

Although it is not very frequent, desi appears even from the beginning when formal experiments with
the other connectors were being unfolded: fu de la domnul propovedire, spisenie si inviere, desi ainte a
mortilor inviere (CB—CP, 297/3-4); lard, desi ai tu, nu te liuda, ci de la Dumnezeu le-ai luat (1NB, 1,
8/32,9/1); cd desi era ripit la vremea sa, iard nu indelungu (Mc, 169, 1/20-21); Ce de si oblicie Antonie-
vodd incd nu le dzice nemic (1N, 299, 1/3-4); Desi vedzi cindva samn groaznic si nu te miri (VO, 1/1-2),
Desi inaintea oamenilor cazne au pitit, nedejdea lor de nemoarte plind iaste (CD, 73"/15-16); cd, desi peste
tot si tuturor glasul Corbului iaste neplicut, avem intre noi Copofana (C1, 55/11-12); cd, degi ticerea, intre
noi inbitorii intelepciunii lindatd iaste, insd la vreme de treabd icoana nestiintii aratd (C1, 104/4-5).

Considered “the oldest and the most stable concessive connector (or component of some concessive
connectors) in Romanian” (Zafiu, 2015, p. 678), the junctive based on mdcar has the most interesting
evolution, starting with the popular Latin, which took it from Greek (uaxdp:), continuing with the Balkan
and Romanic languages. At the level of the formal configuration, it has a great availability, from the simple
adverb to the hyperfunctional one. But this did not save it from regression because “Starting from the
second half of the nineteenth century, the concessive connectors containing it have been replaced in the
standard language by other connectors fully or partly grammaticalized” (Zafiu, 2015, p. 678).

When it appears alone, the adverbial value opposed to altzminteri is more stressed: Mdcar sirac, médcar
misel, cu multd multid multumire si lande pre Dumnezen (INB, 1, 30/22-23); impiratul, cit de mult setos
fiind, mécard multime de izvoari avea (BB, losip, 3/22-24); partea trupului cea roditoare, carea in cevasi
macard betejindu-se, de grabnici moarte aducitoare iaste (C1,23/10-13); Ce mdcard noi, sau ingerul din
cerin va propovidui voao altd (...), anatema si fie (NTB, Gal, 1, 8); nimic alt n-au mai ciutat, méacar un
salam malichim de la musaip si auzd (AB, 130/44-45); pe legheoanele romane, carii de curind era adaose
acolo, nu le-am putut piiarde, mécard intre varvari cufundati era (1TR, 727/12-13).

This intensive semiadverb functioned as an intensifier alongside very numerous conjunctions: S pue
domn strein, mdacar i din feciorii de domn ce era la Tarigrad (B, 114"/48—-49); Micar si de sapte ori de va
gresi fratele tiu (...) iartd-i lui (NTB, 93/5-6); pentru ce a nenumdratd a lor multime, mdécari cd era pren
fard cei mai multi (BB, 2Mac, 736, b, 47-48); lucrul siu il stiia purta, macari cd era tindr de zile (Gu, 73,
a, 23-24); s-an asedzat la domnie micari cd eva de mare credingd la imparitiie (Mc, 153, a, 11-12); pasire
iaste, mdcard cd carnea la gust ii iaste ca a delfinului si mdicari ca precum prin aer cu slobozie poate umbla
(€1,26/8-10); Micar sd acei boieri eva greci, dar sd pune tare pentru fard (IN, 278, a, 2—3); nimeni s nu sd
amadgeascd §i sd sd tie mare, macar sd ﬁe impadrat, mdcar domnu, mdcar boiariu, mdicar ﬁe;te ceva ﬁ (IN B, I,
43/8-10); Mdcar de s-ar si pleca noao, de ce treabi ne-ar fi noao sau pardosu mdécar de ar fi si blindu (158, 1,
12/18-19); Mdcar de vei birui, mdcar de te vor birui, aceia tot sd fie lingi tine (N8, VIIL, 217/19-20); Si
mdcard casd de si va impdrti pre sine, nu poate sta casa aceaea (BB, Mc, 111, 25); Micar de v-aru si poronci
domnul, atunce... (1N, 299,b, 1-2).

There are, however, other associations that were not subsequently imposed in the language. One of
these is the redundant association: latd, mdcar desi griiaste de fapturi, iari de ingeri nu pomeneaste (INB,
1, 23-24); nici si se obrizniceascd in biruingele lor a-i ldsa, ci, mdcar desi lega citeodati cu ei pace... (ITR,
11Y/10-11); Mdcar desi ceva bun cu darul lui Dumnedziu de la tine au iesit, nu te, pentru aceasta cu sufletul
indlta, nici te cu firea imfla (CD, 1327/19-21); cd mdcar sdvai cd iaste §i tras in nevodul sventei evangheli,
sdvai cd iaste si in beserecd cu credinciosii (VO, 158, 223"/14-15).

Neither the constructions with relators had the chance to impose: mcari cit am ostenit, cit am cercat,
cit am intrebat... (1TR, 2'/6=7); mdcar cum mai mult dobitoacelor in patru picioare asemdinindu-te... (C1,
21/11-12); macarcare, macarcine, macarincotro, macarunde (DVL, p. 201-202).

Some connectors did not resist in the language although they were frequent in a certain period. An
example is the construction sdvai (sd-vrea, sd-vreai — sdva, sivai) obtained on the Romanian territory.
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It was claimed to have appeared in the seventeenth century (Stan, 2013, p. 256), but, as the examples
show, the adverb siva, besides other values, had also imposed a concessive meaning ever since the previous
century: sdva fie namearnic de laturi, sava licuitoriu de aicea sufletul aceluia va pieri (»0, 12, 19); sdva bou
fie, sdva asin, sdva oaie de doao orisd dea atita (PO, 22, 4); sdva bou fie, sdva asin, sdva oaie sdva vesmint,
sdva aceacea ce-ai pierit (P0,22,9).

Later, the concessive adverb, exactly the one which was close to the etymological form, was associated
with other connectors, assuming full concessivity: am putut si gresi, sdva cd am silit de cit am putut si nu
gresim (NTB, Pred., 116); scrisdrd si ei evangbelii, sdva cd au fost si altii multi care eu scris evangbelii (NTB,
Pred., 118); nu fuiu mai mic decit apostolii cei mari, sdva cd nemici sint (NTB, Cor, 12, 11).

The other variant close to the etymological structure occurs rarely, evolving to sdvai, being often
associated with various connectors: sdveri cd-mi era mie poarta de;chisé pren Domnul, nu avuin rdpaos
sufletului mien (NTB, FA, 2, 12); sdvai cd foarte cu durere di inemd si intristiciune la tofi (...) atit carele
cit si oamenii, in fermanu poruncea (RG, 256/3~4); au purces aritind grabnici gitire (...) sdvai cd pornirea
le-a fost numai manioasa si groaznici (RG, 326"/3-4); au fost de fel dacu, sdvai cd forte pugini rimdsease
(1TR, 21"); sdvai vii, savai deaca murim, a lui Dumnedzeu sintem (Vo, 31, 13-14); Sdvai de ti s-ar ruga
vrdjmasul cu glas mare, si nu-1 asculti (BB, Sol, XXV1, 25); Si sdvai de citri imputinarea virtutei si va opri
a pécituit, de va afla vreame a face riu (88, Int, X1X, 24); Ci sdvai si mai multu de ma voiu liuda pentru
putearea noastri (...) nu ma voiu rusina (88, Cor, X, 8).

The semantic matrix of the concessive period (chiar daca... totusi) was totally achieved from the
beginning: Cici care vietuiescu intru bundtiti oare sdvoru avea bogitie, oare meseritate, totusi e lucru bunu
§i cu spdseniia si bine (CC*, 27-29); sd s-ai arunca aceastd in trei parti, de chinu ndscitoare, totu impotrivi
afld-se sdgetarea ei ( cC?, 11-13); sd §i scapd aceia ingsisi de aceaia, iari ai loru mosteani totusu au cu aceaia
a se chinui si a se osindi (cc?, 500/21-23).

The relation between the adverbial modifier and the corresponding clause is provided by the config-
uration of the relative subordinate, since the relative connectors also fulfil the syntactic function.

But the adverbial modifier of concession is better represented than the conditional one. Sometimes
the correlative is also present: Cite rdutiti facem, iar Dumnezeu tot ne invredniceste cu cinste (INB, 1,
11/10-11); Si orincdtro si spre ce vrdjmasgi de ai tdi vei merge, tot ii vei birui si-i vei pune suptu picioarele
tale (N8B, 1, 19/10-11).

The pattern of the prepositional group (i ciuda, in pofida, in pizma, impotriva) had not yet been
grammaticalized (cf. Frincu, 1977, p. 15-26): sd nu ginditi ci doari pre voia cuiva sau in pizma cuiva
(..) s-au scris (IN, 266, a/16-17); iar amintrile (...) in pizma adevirului socoti (C1,46/16-18); pre cinda
lumii aceasta din pricinele firesti de aminuntul si o ispitim (C1, 117/14-15); Impotriva a toati socoteala
driapti, gindul si fapta Corbului pre cit mai mult putu a abatessili (c1, 130/4-5).

The construction dominated by adverbs is quite frequent: zoate le-au chivernisit sdvai cu ddistul pas
saracilor (RG, 142Y/ 1); mdcard domni, mdcard boga;i, mdcard sdraci, tot gresim lui Dumnezeu (INB,
1, 5/22-23); mdcar numai cu o porunci a lui Dumnezeu (INB, 1, 16/14-15); carea in cevas mdcard
betejindu-sd de grabnici moarte aducitoare iaste (C1, 23/3-4); lacomul, si sdtul flimind iaste (c1,39/3-
4). In similar structures, the conjunction degi (desi sirac...), involves the ellipsis of the copula, placing the
construction at the complex sentence level.

The relative connectors, represented by the totalitarian indefinite (pronouns / pronominal adjectives
and adverbs) frequently introduce the concessive clause in old Romanian language: vare ce vrem ceare pre
voia lui, asculta-va noi (CB—CP, 370/1-2); Oricite va gresi fiestecarele aproapelui siu (...) si-i dai calea lui
in capul lui (8B, 3hmp, V111, 31); Iau poruncit ori cu ce mod va sti, oamenii lui si trimitd si-l prinzd (RG,
173V/3-4); oricit va cheltui pentru dinsul, ii va intoarce mai cu asupri cheltuiala (Gu, 91, a/1-2); Si ori
la cine i ori la ce boieriu mergea cu carte, in picioare sta boieriul pind si citiia cartea (McC, 169, b/10-12);
iard acel omu impdrdtescu, cine-r hi fostu, au dat sami c-au vidzut (1N, 284,b/16-17); Ori in ce parte vor
merge vor prapddi tot si si vor intoarce (RG, 1917/12); de mi-are face doftoriul s fie birbatul mien cu mine,
ce mi-are ceare eu t-0i da (S, 97"/22-24).
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If at the complex sentence level the concessive period is, in fact, the expression of a paradox; at the
sentence level, the correspondent is an oxymoron. It consists in the meaning obtained by neutralizing an
affirmation through an antonym: Dulce e somnul robului, sdvai putintel, sdvai mult va minca (88, Ecl,
V, 11); unde va fi domnul mien impiratul si sdvai la moarte si sivai la viatd ci acolo va fi robul tiu (BB,
lfmp, XV, 22); Si asa turcii, de voie, de nevoie, le-au ciutat a sta de rizboi (RG, 123"/12-13); Nu sd cade
sd omori niciunul, ori cu vind, ori fird vind (s, 86'/17-18); si-l rridice ori cu voe, ori fird voe, cum vor
sti (RG, 329/6-7); ori di voe si zicem, ori di nevoie a primi, le-au ciutat (RG, 344"/6-7).

Frequent are the verbal ones: ce vrea sd-si astupe rusinea veri neveri (Mc, 170, b/43-44); Si iati cd
dintr-adundrile voastre vrind-nevrind, im cauti a lipsi (C1, 26/3-4); pre carea si vrind si nevrind ii va
cauta a merge (C1, 124/20-21).

4. Other features common to the two syntactic positions

Besides the content aspects (the connection between the conditional and the concessive at the level of
the hypothetical-deductive reasoning) and those of form (obtaining the basic concessive connectors by
focalizing the conditional ones), there are also other aspects in the interference zone of the two syntactic
positions: the type of formation of some important connectors, the incidence of adverbial correlatives,
and the possibility of amplifying the periods at the discourse level.
*

4.1. Asaway of composing, there will be analyzed the agglutination, which primarily engages the conjunc-
tion de, of an uncertain etymology. There are often given formal equivalents from the Slavic environment
(Cioranescu, 2001, p. 281).

The polyfunctional character gives it special importance. At the level of the current norm, it can
control 5 syntactic relations, even if they have specific connectors (conditional, causal, concessive, final
and consecutive) (cf. MDA, I, p. 27-28).

The different values of this conjunction do not differ from those of its compounds, as described above.
Clearly, conditional sentences remain those in which the predication is achieved through the relative
tenses of the indicative and the conditional: C4 de ati creade lui Moisi,doari ati creade si Mie (NTB, In,
S, 46); n-ar bi fostu fird rdscoald de nu s-ar fi spaimat Racoti (mc, 188, b/31-32).

The conjunction de shows a great disponibility to form compounds by agglutination: (deaca, deca,
daca) daca; desi, deci, decit etc.

The typical conditional connector daci was obtained from the simple connector de and the adverb ¢z
(Lat. quam, cf. Old Sl. jako) in the virtue of the fact that in certain contexts they had similar values: de =
indati ce, imediat ce, dupd ce, cind, cit timp; ca = cind, indata ce, dupa ce (cf. Arvinte, 2004, p. LXI).

As in the case of de, the functive ca was polyfunctional, “what can also be noticed with the help of the
equivalences that are established between the different used forms (when this happens) in the compared
versions” (Gafton, 2001, p. 157).

In most correlations, the probable equivalence is made with deca: iarvi ca lu imvise elu din morti nu
dupi aceaia vruindu se intoarce intru putredire (CB, 143/2-3) — E deaca-l invise el den morti, de-aciia acela
nu vru a se intoarce in putredire (CB—CP, 143/2-3); Si ca gindecatu fu se nutdmu noi intru Italia (CB-Cv,
244/6) — Ce ca se judecd fu noao a nota intru Taliia (CB—CP, 244/5) — Deca judecat fu a nota noao intru
Italie (CB, 244/6); Ce ca vizurd piginii spinzurind sarpele de mina lui, griird unul citrd alaltu (cB-cp,
257/1-2) — Deci deca vidzuri varrvarii spindzurindu sarrpele de minra lui griiia wrul citri alaltu (CB-cv,
257/1-2).

The formal variants of dacd (cf. Gafton, 1999, p.95-101) had a relative dialectal distribution. Moreover,
in BB, in which the northern area was represented by Mitrofan, Dosoftei’s envoy, and the southern part by
the Greceanu brothers, there are encountered: §i deca auzi norodul glasul trimbitelor au chiuit tot norodul
cu chiot mare (BB, Navi, IV, 21-23); Si sd ficu deca si suiia zorile si chemd Samuil pre Saul (BB, lfmp, IX,
27-28); Deaca veti intra in cetate, asa il veti afla pre el in cetate (BB, 1fmp, IX, 13-14); Si deaca cu riu veti
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face viu, si voi si impdratul vostru vet peri (BB, 1mp, X11, 25-27); Si fu daca sivirsi Solomon zidind Casa
Domnului... (8B, 3Imp, IX, 1-2); Si fu daca auzi lerovoam, feciorul lui Navat, si el incd fiind in Eghipet
(BB, 2Imp, X11, 4-5).

Asaresult of these formal tribulations, dacd, by surpassing the other connectors in point of frequency,
manages to become a typical conditional connector, but does not acquire a procedural meaning, as the
polyvalence of the previous phases remains active.

However, the law of specificity of the reported ratio is required for the connector deci (cf. Gafton,
2011, p. 15-21), which was later assigned to the conclusive coordination. Surprisingly, the agglutination
with the intensive semiadverb gz, imposes a specific connector, desi. Surprising is the fact that, in con-
ditional, the connector formed by agglutination was not imposed by the procedural meaning, whereas
in the concessive, where there are more than 5 specific connectors, it was. Much more when the com-
position through agglutination was not achieved in the concessive relation.There are recorded by DVL the
subsequently non-validated formations of the literary language (macarcare, macarcine, macarunde). It was
also shown that: “Micar ci este adesea inregistrat in gramaticile de la sfirsitul secolului al XVIII-lea ca o
unitate sudatd” (Zafiu, 2015, p. 681): macarché, macarque, mecarquo...

*

4.2. As it has been shown, a circumstantial relationship is characterized at a complex sentence level by a
correlative structure, the resumption being usually made with a full semantic adverb, which dominates
the substituting class of the respective adverbial modifier at the sentence level. The correlation between
protasis and apodosis is made in the case of the two syntactic relations through several adverbs (cf. Avram,
1960, p. 153-201). But, surprisingly, among the correlative adverbs, very frequent are the adversative
conjunctions. Referring to the concessive, it was shown: “A relationship of the same kind can also be
expressed by a bipropositional structure with terms of the same rank coordinated by dar or #nsi (...) Desi
nu este cuminte, il iubeste toatd lumea — Nu este cuminte, dar/insd il iubeste toati lumea” (GALR 11, p. 592).
The adversative correlatives, in old Romanian, but also in the current popular language (according to the
frequently quoted example: Desi esti diavol, dar ti-e mintea goal), are also found after the conditional
protasis.

There may be given many examples: De vor fi picatele voastre intunecate sau de vor fi crunte ca singele,
iar eu le voi face ca lina cea albi (1NB, 1, 51/2-3); De nu ne veti da, iar noi vom lua si far de voia voastri
(N8, I, 22/13-14); deaca muri unul pentru toti, iard toti am fost morti (NTB, 1Cor, 5, 15); Cd de ar fi fost
Jidoveaste scrisd, dard cine o ari fi intors greceaste, cu adevirat nime nu sti (NTB, Mt, Pred., 119); De vo:
Intrista eu pre voi, dard cine iaste si md veseleascd (NTB, Cor, 2, 2); de-l vor vedea cd ieste pre moarte, iard
¢i sda-l cilugireasci (Gu, 100, b/31-32); De ai uitat tu, dar eu n-am uitar (1N, 277, b/9-10).

Equally many examples can be given also for the concessive clause, with most types of connectors: sd
st n-avimu a trupului boald, iard inima noastri de pururea e paziti (cc?, 433/17-18); Mdcar de-si invita
si-i certa, iar cu toiagul nu vrea si-i batd (INB, 1, 24/20-21); Ci omul, desi cunoscu el insusi pacatul si vina
sa, iar Dumnezeu tot il lisi sd fie incorunat (INB, 1, 12/4-5); de am si cunoscut trupeste pre Hristos, iard
acum nu-l mai cunoastem (88, 2Cor, 5, 16); sdva ci multi cirtulari tin asea, ci-i scrisd jidoveaste, iard mai
multi si indoiesc (NTB, Pred., 119); Sdvai cd insis de sine si nu stiu svintii de noisi de rugimintea noastrd,
iard dupd darul lui Dumnezeu (...) toate le stiu (Vo, 28", 3-5); Sdvai cd poate zice nestine cd s afld si aici
letopisete, ci raspunsul 7i iaste gata (1TR, 3'/10-11); Ci mdcar cd deodati au alinat lucrul, iard mai apoi
Dispot de isnoavi mai bine s-au gitit (GU, 88, a/21-22); cd mdcar cd lovisd si pe Cantemir pagsea, iard lesii
(-..) risipd acestor orde a face n-au putut (McC, 171, b/22-23); macar ci cu chinuri si dureri, insd suffere
si priimeste (C1, 50/1-2); macar cd viderea ochilor mai ascutitd s-au pazit, insd nestiinta in intunerecul si
in tartarul necunostintii i-au virit (C1, 63/22-23); mdcar cd din fire orb si slut era, insd fietecarile (...) il
indemna (C1, 144/7-8); mdcard ci la mai multe n-au nemerit, de a grii de firile lor adevirul, iard incis
destul ci tot am pomenit (ITR, 1Y/12-13)...

The fact that the phenomenon is so extensive, being encountered even in “official” texts (NTB, BB),
shows that it was in the norm of the epoch for a long time.
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It is possible that, in the course of time, from the religious texts to have passed in the popular language:
Desi esti diavol, dar ti-e tigva goald (apud Graur, 1956, p. 130); Cdruta lui, desi era ferecatd cu teie, cu
curmeie, insd era o carutd bund (apud Graur, 1956, p. 130); Chiar daci-i ea mai writd, da vorba aia, am
pdmint, am ce munci (ﬂpud Teius, 1980, p. 125).

Trying to explain the ratio of the semantic implication, grammarians could not overcome the tradi-
tional formalisms, establishing, only for the concessive clause, the existence of coordination between the
main clause and the subordinate one (Graur, 1956, p. 130; Avram, 1960, p. 212).

In order to find an accord, several arguments were invoked: the comparison with the typical correlat-
ive adverbial structure of the type acolo..., unde; the synonymy between the concessive relationship and the
adversative coordination, justifying the interference by a presumed relation of interdependence: the psy-
chological subject (the concessive clause) — the psychological predicate (the main clause) (Dragomirescu,
1984, p. 527). It was even shown that, by expressing contrasting contents, the procedural meaning of the
adversative connectors coincides with that of the concessive connectors, progressing from the semantic
contrast to the contradiction of the expectations (Zafiu, 2005, p. 247). The latter argument does not
regard the simultancous usage of the concessive and the adversative connectors, but it highlights the
semantic specificity.

The circumstantial correlation imposes that the adverb has a syntactic function, which happens in
the concessive correlation (chiar daci..., totusi), but it does not happen in the case of the adversative
conjunctions.

The concessive-adversative synonymy, as demonstrated by the current pragmatics studies, is real, but
the adversative correlatives are also found in the conditional period, that grammarians do not usually speak
about.

For the concessive clause, the surprise came from the discovery of some statements in the current
language (other than the popular language), in the language of the press (Eu, desi ma bucuram cind
izbuteam ceva, dar in constiinta mea socoteam...) or in translations (Desi au ficur acelasi lucru, insd erau
condusi de alte scopuri) (cf. Zafiu, 2005, p. 247).

In the nineteenth century, the adversative correlation of the concessive and conditional clauses went
into regression (cf. Merlan, 2001, p. 183).

The phenomenon was described with other “arguments™ “an anomaly in the syntax of the conter-
mporary Romanian language (...), disputable from the point of view of the cultivation of language (...)
can not be tolerated”; “an aberrant addition of the coordinating conjunctions (...) creating an unpleasant
anacoluthon” (Dragomirescu, 1984, p. 526), etc.

In old Latin and in the popular one, the two types of implication from the subordinate to the main
clause (the conditional and the concessive) were considered and constructed as the main clauses, “con-
stituting perhaps an Indo-European heritage” (Iordache, 2002, p. 44). In another phase of evolution,for
protasis (a false main clause), the classical Latin resorted to subordinate conjunctions (p. 66). The condi-
tional clause passed through the same phases, from the false main clause to a hypotactic relationship, the
similar behaviour being justified by the “logical and grammatical relationships between conditional and
concessive clauses” (p. 116). Consequently, the main (false) conditionals and the concessives started to
coexist with the respective subordinates not only in Romanian but also in the other Romance languages
(p-98).

Because popular Latin facts are difficult to be identified, the phenomenon can be “modeled” for the
concessive relation also through classical Latin, in which the two processes, as it was shown, coexisted.

Thus, the correlative adverb zamen (cf. Rom. totusi) that marked the opposition (“the contradiction
of expectations”) from the “coordination” period was frequently preceded by coordinating conjunctions:
et/at, sed, verum (et tamen = si totusi; sed/verum tamen = dar totusi) (Iordache, 2002, p. 46; cf. also Gutu,
2003, p. 1312; cf. also Ernout & Meillet, 1994, p. 674).

Of these coordinating connectors, e was not adversative, so it could rarely render the concessive
period (cf. Rom. Sd-mi dai un milion si nu te las): therefore, the law of preserving the exceptions was
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also applied this time. Otherwise, it was associated with the semiadverb of a totalitarian meaning zo# (si
tot, totusi), imposing itself in the literary norm with a procedural concessive meaning (cf. Ragea, 2010,
p-279).

Sed and verum, the adversative coordinating conjunctions, due to their oppositional meaning (cf.
also Niculescu, 1965, p. 102: “the concessive conjunctions...many grammatical handbooks placed them
amoung the adversative ones”), could express also alone the conditional and concessive implication, which,
as seen from the examples, happened in Romanian language for a long period of time, to the perplexity of
some grammarians. Only that in a totally particular way, starting from the old Romanian language, the
concessive relation has built up a large number of specific connectors (with a procedural meaning), so that
it could dispense of the contribution of the adversatives that had a mitigated meaning of the force of the
focalizers.

*

4.3. Another similarity between the conditional and the concessive relationship is that of their organ-
ization in the form of grammatical periods, as an expression of a reasoning that involves exercising the
analytical capacity of thought. The conditional period and, to a greater extent, the concessive period is
not carried out by the automatisms that ensure the fluency of language, but there are statements for which
thought is summoned. The protasis announces a meaning that the apodosis reverses (the concessive) or
confirms (the conditional). Completing each other, they have a finite, closed semantic content, hence the
impression of circularity from which their denomination comes (Gr. periodos = drum ocolit).

As the analytical ability of the speakers was practiced at the level of the natural language, from the
syntactic periods, they passed to the oratory periods by using some more refined procedures: parallelism,
amplification, repetition, circularity... (cf. Munteanu, 1998, p. 77-78).

In old Romanian language, this was done, most of the time, through translation exercise, the incidence
of the periodic features being quite reduced: E s-ard nestine zice ci inbeaste Dumnezeun, e fratele siu nu
inbeaste, minciund iaste si, amu, si nu iubire fratele siu ce-l veade e Dumnezen ce nu-l veade cum si-1 poati
inbi? (CB—CP, 365/3-5); Ci de nu ne vimu pocii 5i de nu ne vimu delunga de hitleniile noastre si de
nedereptati si bundtitile nu ne vimu nevoi si le facemun, avimu a peri dreptului judecitoriu si miniei lu
Dumnezeu (cc?,234/8-11).

The concessive periods are rarer and more extensive, being more difficult to be closed: E s-amu fi si
goniti de nescare oameni necredinciogi, si ne-ard si spinzura §i si ne-arvd si sparge cu moarte grozavd, s-ami. fi
st ucisu i sd ne-avd munci in toate chinurele cealea realele, pentru dumnezeiasca credintd, iari noi de acealea
sd nu ne intristimu, ce mai virtosu si ne bucurimu (Cc?, 128/19-24).

The amplification in Cantemir, graphically signaled by brackets, becomes a caricatural procedure, the
author being concerned not with the closure of the meaning, but with its dissipation: Mdcari cum mai
mult dobitoacelor cu patru picioare aseminindu-te (precum singurd tu cu al tiu cuvint ti-ai legat) (cici la cel
cunoscitorin mai tare sd tine si iaste legitura hiresului cuvint decit frenghiia intreiti de la altul infasurati),
mai mult in cumpina dobitoacelor greuimea dreptitii si pleci si dupd fatirnicia priintii, iard nu dupd pobta
dreptitiii, gindecata si abayi (c1,21/11-17).

However, Antim Ivireanul, in competition with Hrisant Notaras from Brincoveanu’s court, owned the
real art of oratory, exerting various argumentative and persuasive strategies (cf. Guia, 2014, p. 235; cf. also
Guia, 2002-2004, p. 340): si mdcar ci eu am fost mai mic si mai netrebnic decit tof... dard Dumnezen n-au
cautat la micsorarea si netrebniciia mea, nu s-an uitat la siviciia mea si streindtatea mea, n-au socotit prostiia
st nestiinga mea, ci au cintat la noianul bundtitii sale si an acoperit de citrd oameni toate spurciciunile si

ferdelegile mele, care sint mai multe decit perii capului mien si decit nasipul marii si m-au indltat, nevrednic
fiind, la aceastd stepend si mare vrednicie a arhieriei (A1, 5'/25-34).

The syntactic periods (the conditional and the concessive) contributed to the exercise of the analytical
capacity of thinking. As they moved into the automatisms of speech by assuming the procedural meanings
of the connectors, they made it possible to involve the affective components as a vector of persuasion in
the rhetorical periods.
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S. Conclusions

The approach of the two modalities of manifestation of the hypothetical-deductive or conditional reas-
oning via the conditional and concessive periods focused on the basic connectors of the two syntactic
positions at the complex sentence level, highlighting the way in which Romanian language has improved
over time the syntactic instruments for expressing the three dimensions (real, hypothetical and unreal) of
a complex message.

The conditional values, because they corresponded to the direct reasoning, although they experienced
a great number of attempts / variants, failed to reach the procedural meaning by using only a single con-
nector (i caz cd), the rest of them remaining in the sphere of polyfunctional connectors.

Not the same thing happened with the concessive connectors. The difficulty of the semantic paradox
led the speakers to several attempts, to the development of a focal system, consisting in intensive semi-
adverbs, in order to establish as clearly as possible the semantic nucleus of concessivity. The result was
the acquiring of the procedural meaning for a much greater number of connectors: the largest number of
specialized connectors for a syntactical position. This was possible by activating, in norms, the relationship
between continuity and creativity.
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S = Sindipa, invol. Floarea darurilor. Sindipa, Editie de Alexandra Moraru, Magdalena Georgescu, Editura Minerva, Bucuresti,
1996.

SOR = Pani Dindelegan, G. (coord.) (2016). The Syntax of Old Romanian, Oxford University Press, Oxford.

TE = Coresi, Ttlcul evangheliilor si Molitevnic ruminesc, Editie critici de Vladimir Drimba, cu un studiu introductiv de Ion
Ghetie, Editura Academiei Roméane, Bucuresti, 1998.

TL = Théatre latin, Plaute, Térence, publiés par Georges Ramain, Librairie Hachette, Paris, 1897.

Vo = Varlaam, Opere, Réispunsul impotriva Catibismului Calvinesc, Editie critici, studiu filologic si studiu lingvistic de Mirela
Teodorescu, Editura Minerva, Bucuresti, 1984.

VO = Varlaam, Opere, Carte romdineasci de invititurd, Réispunsul impotriva Catihismului Calvinesc..., Alcituire, transcriere a
textelor, note si comentarii, glosar si bibliografie de Manole Neagu, Editura Hyperion, Chisiniu, 1991.
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