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ROMANIAN A CINSTI IN THE LIGHT OF SOME ROMANIAN-SLAVIC CONTACTS!

Rezumat
Cuvantul romanesc a cinsti in lumina unor contacte
romano-slave

Pornind de la comparatia dintre cuvantul ucrainean
yacmysamu ,a trata’ si romanescul a cinsti, a trata (cu vin),
a bea vin, se considera un grup de imprumuturi slave cu
/n/ epentetic in limba romana, careia 1i apartine si a cin-
sti. Interpretand corpul de fapte disponibil, putem presu-
pune ca convergentd semantica dintre cuvintele vecms n
yeoujenue a aparut in perioada slavica timpurie. Cuvantul
romanesc a cinsti este un argument important pentru da-
tarea timpurie a aparitiei acestei convergente semantice.
Asadar, cuvantul ucrainean yvacmysamu, ca si cuvantul po-
lonez czestowac, apar independent unul de celalalt, la fel
ca si de cuvantul romanesc a cinsti. Cuvantul romanesc a
cinsti, ca si, In general, grupul mentionat de imprumuturi
slave cu /n/ epentetic in limba romana, reprezinta un rezul-
tat al contactelor timpurii ale limbii romane cu un dialect
(dialecte) slav vechi, pentru care era caracteristica tendinta
de a utiliza vocala nazala epentetica. Cu toate acestea, pu-
tem presupune ca in graiurile ucrainene din zona Carpati-
lor se pot gisi urme al acestui dialect slav vechi. In spe-
cial, acestor urme ar putea fi atribuite variante dialectale
ucrainene yauoputl, waHopull, yeHopuil ‘generos’, ca si un
alt cuvant dialectal, reflectat in graiul ucrainean din satul
Bulaesti: /mMon[30meTen/ ‘MyCONNTH; BIyCTYyIO TEPEOHTH’ .

Cuvinte-cheie: slavi, romani, imprumuturi lexicale, is-
torie etnica, dialectele ucrainene, Moldova, Bucovina.

Pesrome
PyMbIHCKOe a cinsti B cBeTe HEKOTOPBIX
PYMBIHO-CJIABSIHCKHX KOHTAKTOB

PaccmarpuBaercs rpyIna ciaaBsHCKUX 3aMMCTBOBaHUI
C HE3THMOJOTNYECKUM /H/ B PYMBIHCKOM SI3BIKE, K KOTO-
poil U NpUHAANEKUT a cinsti. IHTEpIpeTUpYys UMEIOILY-
10CSI COBOKYITHOCTH (DAaKTOB, MOJKHO TPEIIONOKNTH, YTO
CEMaHTHYECKOe CONKEHNE MEXIYy uecmb U y2oujenue
BO3HMKJIO €Il Ha IO3JHENpaciIaBiHCKOM ypoBHE. Py-
MBIHCKO€ @ cinsti, TIpeCTaBIAIoIee COO00i paHHEe cia-
BSHCKOE 3aMMCTBOBAaHHE, TAK)KE CO BCEH OUEBHIHOCTBHIO
CBHJICTENBCTBYET 00 €I11e MO3HENPACIaBIHCKOM BPEMEHN
BO3HUKHOBEHHSI BBIILICO3HAYEHHON CEMaHTUYECKON CBsI-
3u. COOTBETCTBEHHO, YKPaMHCKOE uacmyéamu W TIOIb-
CKOE czgstowac — BO3HHUKAIOT B IIEJIOM CaMOCTOSITEIBHO
JpYT OT JIpyTa, PaBHO KaK M OT PYMBIHCKOTO a cinsti. Toraa
KaK pyMBIHCKHE a cinsti (¥ cinste), KaK W B IIEJIOM TpyIIna
CJIaBSIHCKUX 3aMMCTBOBAHUM PYMBIHCKOTO SI3bIKa C HEITH-
MOJIOTHYECKUM 3BYKOM /H/, SIBIISIFOTCSL PE3YIbTATOM PAaHHUX
KOHTAaKTOB PYMBIHCKOTO SI3bIKA C HEKHM IT03/IHETIPACIIABSIH-
CKUM JHAJEKTOM (WJTH AUAJIEKTaMH) — JJIs KOTOPOTO ObLIa
XapaKkTepHa TEHICHIMS MIMPOKOTO HCIIOIb30BAHUS HEd-
TUMOJIOTHYECKUX HOCOBBIX IJIACHBIX. MOXHO IPEAIosno-
KHTh, YTO B KapIaTO-yKPaMHCKUX TOBOPAX TAKKe HAIIIN
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OITpE/ICIIEHHOE OTPaKEHHUE Ciieibl 0003HAUCHHOTO MO3/(HE-
MPacIaBsHCKOrO JTHaNIeKTa (IuanekToB). B yacTHOCTH, K
TAKUM CJIeJ]aM, BO3MOXKHO, CTOUT OTHECTH KaK YKPauHCKHe
JUATICKTHBIC YaHOPUll, WaHOpull, YeHOpuil, TaK U THAJICKT-
HOE (3a()MKCHPOBAHO B YKPAMHCKOM roBope ¢. bymaemnits) /
MOH|3051eTe"/ “MYCOJINTh; BIYCTYIO TCPCOUTH .

KuroueBble cJIOBa: ClaBsSHE, PYMBIHBI, JICKCHYCCKHE
3aUMCTBOBAHUA, DTHUYCCKAad UCTOpUA, YKPAUHCKHUE IHa-
nexTsl, MongoBa, bykoBuHa.

Summary
Romanian a cinsti in the light of some
Romanian-Slavic contacts

A group of Slavic loanwords with epenthetic /n/ in the
Romanian language, to which a cinsti belongs, is consid-
ered. Interpreting the existing set of facts, the author sup-
poses that the semantic convergence between the Slav-
ic uecms ‘honour’ and yeowenue ‘treat’ appeared as far back
as the Late Slavic period. The Romanian a cinsti, which
is an early Slavic borrowing, also clearly testifies Slav-
ic origin of this semantic convergence. Accordingly, the
Ukrainian vacmysamu and Polish czegstowac appeared inde-
pendently from each other, as well as from the Romanian a
cinsti. Whereas the Romanian a cinsti (and cinste), as well
as the whole group of Slavic loanwords in the Romanian
language with the epenthetic sound /n/, are the result of ear-
ly contacts of the Romanian language with some late Slavic
dialect (or dialects), which was characterized by a tenden-
cy of widespread epenthetic nasal vowels. We can suppose
that some traces of this for-Slavic dialect (dialects) could
also be found in the Carpathian Ukrainian dialects as well.
In particular, such traces, perhaps, should include both the
Ukrainian dialectal wanopuii, wanopuii, uwenopuii and an-
other Ukrainian dialectal form, recorded in the Bulaesti vil-
lage, /moH|30seTe"/ ‘procrastinate; fiddling around in vain’
(in Russian: ‘MycoJHTh; BITyCTYIO TEpPEOUTD’).

Key words: Slavs, Romanians, lexical loanwords, eth-
nic history, Ukrainian dialects, Moldova, Bukovina.

The starting point of the research was a word
which exists in the dialect of the Ukrainians of Bu-
laesti village (Orhei district, Republic of Moldova;
see for details: Pomanuyk, Tamm 2010). This word,
/a’acty'ware”/, has the meaning ‘to be a cup-bearer,
to pour wine into glasses during a feast’; it is a vari-
ant of the common Ukrainian wacmysamu ‘to treat’
(ECYM 6: 284). The common opinion today is that
the Ukrainian vacmysamu had its origin from the Pol-
ish czestowac (ECYM 6: 284; Brukner 1985: 78).

A closer look at these words provides the possibili-
ty to perceive some interesting facts. First, semantical-
ly the Bulaestian dialectal word has some differences
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comparing with the common Ukrainian word; the Bu-
laestian variant is used only in-a narrower meaning.

The Bulaestian variant differs (including phoneti-
cally) also from the variants, that exist in the Bukovin-
ian and Hutsul Ukrainian dialects (both are closely re-
lated to the Bulaestian idiom). Thus, in the Hutsul dia-
lect uecmysamu means ‘to treat; to respect’ (I'T" 1997:
212). The difference of the Bukovinian dialect vari-
ants is even more significant: uvicmysamu — ‘to make
gifts at a wedding’ (CBI" 2005: 647); uacmyeamu,
yicmyseamu, uacmosanusi — with the same meaning
(CBI" 2005: 637).

Besides the Ukrainian and Polish components of
the issue, the Romanian language also presents ex-
tremely important data for discussion.

The Romanian language (including its Moldavi-
an dialect as well) demonstrates that the verb a cinsti
(and the noun cinste ‘honesty; honor’, are related to
the mentioned verb) with a wide range of meanings,
including the meaning closely related to the Bulaes-
tian /a’acty'ware"/, as well as to the Bukovinian vari-
ants. Thus, a cinsti has the meaning (besides others)
‘to drink (wine)’ (in Romanian: ,,A bea o bautura al-
coolica” (DEX); see also: MPC 1961: 721).

It is important to note here a that the noun cinstas
‘a person who makes gifts at a wedding’ (DEX); is
mentioned in Romanian dictionaries (marked: “re-
gional, fixed in the Romanian dialects of Bukovina”).
As we see, both semantically and by the region of
fixation it addresses us to the Ukrainian dialects of
Bukovina.

The verb a cinsti (as well as the noun cinste) by
their origin belong to “Early Slavic” (that means: of
the for-Slavic time) loanwords of the Romanian lan-
guage (CIAEJIM 1978: 488). And what deserves spe-
cial emphasis here, the sound /n/ in a cinsti (as well
as in the cinste) is non-etymological (i. e. epenthetic).

Thus, by the presence of epenthetic /n/, Roma-
nian a cinsti (and cinste) are similar to the Polish
czestowac, that has a secondary, non-etymological,
nasal vowel, and derived from the earlier czestowac
(Brukner 1985: 78).

Let us mention here that the Polish czes¢ ‘honour’
(Brukner 1985: 77), from which derived czestowac
(and, respectively, czestowac), never got the second-
ary nasal vowel. So, it differs with the Romanian cin-
ste ‘honour’.

In my opinion, some other facts need to be consid-
ered. First, P. E. Hritsenko had analyzed in details the
very interesting phenomenon when, as a result of Pol-
ish influence (according to P. E. Hritsenko’s opinion),
some words in the Ukrainian dialects demonstrate
the appearance of epenthetic /n/ (or /m/) (I'punieHKo
1997); some examples of this process were found in
the dialect of Bulaestian Ukrainians as well (Roman-

chuk 2017). Thus, the Ukrainian uacmysamu is an
example of a kind of “anti-mainstream”. And it is all
the more surprising that the supposed Polish source,
czestowac, had got the secondary nasal vowel.

Second, explaining the Ukrainian wacmysamu, we
should not forget about the very typical to the West-
Ukrainian dialects (especially in the Volyni region)
feature as the transition of sounds /e/ to /a/ under
certain conditions (ILleBemsoB 2002: 199). Thus, Iu.
Sheveliov [Yu. Shevelyov] considered the Ukrainian
yacmysamu as a result of this transition of /e/ to /a/;
although he made a reservation: “if this word comes
from ¢wsts, but is not a phonetic adaption of the Pol-
ish czestowac — the last variant looks more probable”
(IIeBensor 2002: 198).

Third, besides the Czechs castovati and the Slo-
vakian castovat’ (both are also supposed to be polo-
nisms (ECYM 6: 284)), we can see also the Serbian
yacm ‘honour’, and, respectively, uacmumu — similar
to Polish, Ukrainian, Czech, and Slovakian meanings
(ECYM 6: 284). 1t is clear, that we can’t (and do not
need) to explain Serbian words by Polish influence.

Thus, the semantic convergence between Slav-
ic uecms ‘honour’ and yeowenue ‘treat’ (including
(and, probably, first of all) ‘wine treat’) appeared,
as we can suppose, as back as in the Late for-Slavic
(at least) period. This clearly follows,-already from
the given Serbian data. And also from the fact, that
in Old Russian language uscmumu with the meaning
‘to regale, to treat’ existed in the second half of the
XIV century A. D. (in 1378, in the “Teachings of
Matthew, the Bishop of Sarai”). and namely in the
context of ‘wine treat’ (CpesneBckuii 1912: 1571).
So, this Old Russian word is evidently not related to
any Polish influence. Therefore, the facts considered
above make us to doubt believe Polish as a source
for the Ukrainian wacmyeamu.

Finally, the Romanian a cinsti is a key argument
for Late Slavic origin of the semantic convergence
between the Slavic uwecms ‘honour’ and yeowenue
‘treat’. The Romanian a cinsti (and cinste) is not a
unique isolated phenomenon, but part of the group of
Slavic loanwords with epenthetic /n/ in the Romanian
language.

Analyzing the data of the etymological dictionary
of the Moldavian dialect of the Romanian language
(CAEJIM 1978), 1 found the Romanian words of
Slavic origin with epenthetic /n/ given below.

Let’s start with a word cited by CJIEJIM close to
a cinsti, namely, with the word cinstet — the name
of the plant ‘Salvia glutinosa’ (according to: DEX).
According to CIEJIM (Romanian dictionaries agree
with C/IEJIM here) “uuncmey — is borrowed from
the Ukrainian uucmeys (plants Draba verna, Gallium
Mollugo, Orbus allus, <...>” (CAEJIM 1978: 488).
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The word uucmey as a name for the variety of plants
is known in all Slavic languages (ECYM 6: 283). The
Polish language is not an exception here, as we have
Polish czysciec ‘Stachys L.’.

Second, according to etymological dictionaries
(CAEJIM 1978: 148) the Romanian zbeng ‘playfulness,
agility’ (MPC 1961: 232) has its origin in Serbo-Croa-
tian 36ee ‘asylum, refugee’; the sound /n/ in the Roma-
nian word, consequently, is epenthetic. Let’s mention
especially that the meaning of the supposed Serbian
source differs very significantly from the meaning of
the Romanian word.

Third, let’s consider the Romanian word a zmunci
‘to snatch, to pull’ (MPC 1961: 237). Romanian dictio-
naries, that differ from the dictionaries of the Moldavi-
an dialect, give the variant without epenthetic /n/ as a
basic one, a norm: a smuci (DEX). This word, a zmun-
ci, is also an “Early Slavic” loanword which derived
from the for-Slavic comoixamu (CAEJIM 1978: 152),
or, according to ECYM: (s)mykati ‘to tear; to move’,
muknoti ‘to pull; to pluck; to push’ (ECYM 3: 459).

Fourth, the Romanian a mdnji ‘to soil’ (MPC 1961:
400) is an “Early Slavic” loanword also from mazamu
(CHEJIM 1978: 270: see also: ECYM 3: 359).

Fifth, the Romanian a otdnji ‘to beat” (MPC 1961:
442) is borrowed from the Serbo-Croatian omyhu, with
the same meaning (ECYM 1978: 297).

Sixth, the Romanian word a scdnci ‘to whine’
(MPC 1961: 585) is also an “Early Slavic” loanword
(from Slavic skuciti (ECYM 5: 290)), the sound /n/ is
epenthetic (CAEJIM 1978: 386).

Seventh, the Romanian word strung (the variant:
strug). Modern dictionaries give the meaning ‘lathe’
(MPC 1961: 608). However, in the earlier times this
word (which is also an “Early Slavic” loanword to
Romanian (CHAEJIM 1978: 408) derives from the
for-Slavic strvgati (ECYM 5: 451)), and meant a more
primitive tool for shaving wood.

Eighth, the Romanian sfiancioc ‘shrike’ (MPC
1961: 627). It comes from Serbo-Croatian cepauax
‘shrike’, the sound /n/ is epenthetic (CAEJIM 1978:
413). (See also: ECYM 5: 356).

Ninth, the Romanian uncrop ‘boiling water’ (MPC
1961: 670). According to (CAEJIM 1978: 448), this
word is an “Early Slavic” loanword (comes from
for-Slavic *okropv, *ukrop» (ECYM 4: 173)), the
sound /n/ is epenthetic.

Tenth, the Romanian smdntdnda ‘sour cream’ (MPC
1961: 589). According to (CHAEJIM 1978: 389), this
word is an Early Slavic loanword in the so called “Danu-
bian Latin” (the “ancestor” of Romanian language); it
comes from the for-Slavic *sumetana (<*stmetati ‘to
gather; to take off”). However, there is a continuous dis-
cussion concerning the origin of the Slavic cuemana.
The authors of ECYM dictionary, leaving to a large

extent the question open, preferred another etymology.
Based on the Romanian smdntina and Polish smieta-
na, they support the version that suggests the original
for-Slavic smetana; according to this assumption the
sound /¢/ was replaced back in the for-Slavic (and in
the early times) by the sound /e/ (ECYM 5: 320).

Actually, there are quite convincing objections
against the original for-Slavic smetana, as well as the
alternative explanations were suggested many years
ago: «...The nasal vowel lacks satisfactory motivation
in Slavic <...>. Polish dialectal smigtana, perhaps, has
a secondary emerged ¢ <...>» (Dacmep 1987: 686-
687).

Therefore, this explanation instead of the assump-
tion concerning “the very early” replacement of /¢/ to
/e/ in the for-Slavic smetana suggests a more plausible
one, i. e., the appearance of non-etymological, second-
ary nasal vowel /¢/ in the place of the original for-Slav-
ic /e/. Moreover, the Polish smigtana is really a dialec-
tal variant; the Polish norm here is a variant without
nasal vowel, smietana (Brukner 1985: 588).

From the semantic point of view (based on the tra-
ditional technology of sour cream production and the
Slavic parallels) the version of the original for-Slavic
*sometana looks also more convincing. Traditionally
the sour cream production presumes that the cream has
to be taken off from milk. The Romanian (which has
an Istro-Romanian analogy) verb a smdntani (derived
from the noun smdntand) also means ‘to TAKE OFF
the sour cream from milk’.

Taking into account that the Romanian smdntdna
could be considered as part of a group of Slavic loan-
words with the epenthetic sound /n/ in the Romanian
language, it seems all the more correct to prefer the ver-
sion that in the case of the Romanian smdntdnda we also
have the epenthetic sound /n/.

Thus, we see the quite expressive, albeit relatively
few (twelve words), group of Slavic loanwords with
epenthetic sound /n/ in the Romanian language, which
includes the verb we started from, a cinsti. And, try-
ing to explain all the facts described above, I suppose
that both Ukrainian uacmysamu and Polish czestowac
appeared independently from each other (that does
not exclude the Polish influence on some Ukrainian
dialectal variants of uacmysamu), as well as on the
Romanian a cinsti.

The Romanian a cinsti (and cinste), as well as the
group of Slavic loanwords with epenthetic sound /n/ in
the Romanian language, were a result of early contacts
of the Romanian language with some for-Slavic dialect
(or dialects), for which this tendency was typical.

We can suppose that some traces of this for-Slav-
ic dialect (dialects) could be found in the Carpathian
Ukrainian dialects as well. Perhaps, the Ukrainian
dialectal uwanopui, wanopuii, wenopuii (taking into
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account, that the supposed by P. E. Hritsenko Pol-
ish source, szczodry — demonstrates the absence of a
secondary nasal vowel) is a proper example here, as
well as another Ukrainian dialectal form, which exists
in the idiom of the Ukrainians of Bulaesti village, /
MoH'3071eTe"/ ‘to’ procrastinate; fiddling around in
vain’ (in Russian: ‘MyconuTh; BIyCTyIO TEPEOUTE).

Note
! The research was supported by the National Program
of the Republic of Moldova (2020-2023), project No. 96-
PS 20.80009.1606.02: Evolutia traditiilor si procesele et-
nice In Republica Moldova: suport teoretic si aplicativ in
promovarea valorilor etnoculturale si coeziunii sociale.
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