Zeszyty Luzyckie 54 (2020)
ISSN 0867-6364

Kenta Sugai'
(Sapporo)

Past passive participles of intransitive verbs

in the language of the Bulgarian minority in Romania:

A closer look at contact-induced grammatical change
Nasite balgari sa dojdeni or dusleli?**

Keywords: language of Bulgarian minority, language contact, Romanian, past passive par-
ticiple of intransitive verbs, contact-induced grammatical change

Introduction
Numerous ethnic groups have crossed the Balkan Peninsula throughout
history. In the years of the Byzantine Empire and especially under the rule
of the Ottoman Empire, a certain multi-ethnic environment was created in
the Balkans that has persisted to the present day despite the formation of
nation-states from the second half of the 19" century to the first half of the
20™ century. In the Balkans, where many ethnic groups generally lived to-
gether without being separated based on ethnicity, language convergence
has advanced drastically as a result of intensive language contact, bringing
about language features known as Balkanisms, i.e. those common to the
Balkan languages.

This study focuses on the Bulgarian language, the dialects of which
are spread not only within the borders of today’s Republic of Bulgaria, but
also outside. Apart from the Bulgarian minority in historical regions, such
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as Bessarabia and Banat, there are speakers of Bulgarian in the region of
Bucharest, the capital of Romania, where they form so-called “language
islands” without direct contacts with neighboring Bulgarian settlements
or their fatherland. These Bulgarian settlements were formed by the Bul-
garian immigrants who crossed the Danube mainly in the 19 century in
search of a peaceful life without wars and taxes (Mnagenos 1993: 12-16,
31-47). Bréanesti is one of those settlements in which ethnic Bulgarians still
speak an archaic northeastern type of Bulgarian dialect. Since the speakers
of the dialect are bilingual, they are being assimilated by the surround-
ing majority, i.e. the Romanians. Their dialect is thus endangered, as it is
preserved only by the elderly speakers in the village. Under such circum-
stances, it is not surprising that their dialect shows innovative grammatical
features under the influence of Romanian.

The author of this article has been working on problems of contact-in-
duced changes in the dialect (cf. Cyran 2015a, 20156, 2016; Sugai 2018) in
order to reveal the mechanism of contact-induced grammatical changes
observed in the Bulgarian dialect spoken in the village of Branesti. In this
study, we will describe and analyze a grammatical phenomenon that has
presumably resulted from the influence of Romanian. The main target of
this study is the use of the past passive participle of intransitive verbs such
as dojden, as seen in the following example:

(1) Nasite balgari ut nasitu selu tukd / s dojdeni ut Kalipetrovo.

“The Bulgarians of this village have come here from Kalipetrovo!

The structure of this study is as follows: first, general information on
Branesti and the language situation in the village will be provided. Sec-
ond, the framework of contact-induced grammatical changes from a typo-
logical perspective will be reviewed briefly, based on the previous studies.
Third, the use of past passive participles of intransitive verbs will be an-
alyzed to identify the kind of innovative structure that has arisen in the
dialect. Finally, the structure will be examined in terms of whether it has
resulted from language contact with Romanian.
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General information on Brinesti and its language situation

Brénesti is located 23 km east of Bucharest in the county of Ilfov. The vil-
lage itself is a settlement of Bulgarian immigrants. The inhabitants are de-
scendants of the so called Grebenci, originally from villages along the Dan-
ube in the Silistra region of northeastern Bulgaria (Pomancku 1930: 432,
Mladenov 1993: 34). Stojan Romanski, who visited Branesti at the begin-
ning of the 20th century, reported: “Branesti is truly the home of ‘Grebenci’
(...). The village still has 466 houses with 2110 inhabitants, almost all of
whom are Bulgarian. Only about 10 houses of them are Wallachian, so
the Wallachians know the Bulgarian language” (Keues 1983: 59). In 2012,
when I visited the village for the first time, only elderly people over the age
of 80 could speak the local dialect of Bulgarian. Their sons and daughters
practically do not know Bulgarian, though they understand some of it. The
youngest generation in the village does not know Bulgarian at all. Almost
no effort is being made to preserve the Bulgarian language and culture in
the village. It is therefore expected that the Branesti dialect will probably
cease to exist within the next decade. Since the immigration preceded the
formation of the standard Bulgarian language and the inhabitants of the
village were separated from their land of origin without having had the
chance to learn Bulgarian in school, the speakers of the Brinesti dialect do
not know either the standard Bulgarian language or, of course, the Cyrillic
alphabet. Instead, they learn standard Romanian language at school. They
do not have a written language for the Branesti dialect, unlike the language
of Banat Bulgarians.

The linguistic materials of the Branesti dialect used in this study, were
collected by the author of this paper during his field work in the village of
Brénesti, conducted mainly between 2012 and 2015. The data were collect-
ed through interviews recorded using an IC recorder. The informants of
this study were 7 men and 7 women, all of whom were elderly people rep-
resentative of the present language situation in the village. The table below
shows the informants’ years of birth:
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(2) Informants of Brénesti Bulgarian dialect and their years of birth

Men DD (1925), DM (1931), GG (1932), DG (1935),
AG (1936), RUS (1955), DF (1934)

Woren BP (1930), BV (1932), TO (1932), TM (1939),
BA (1938), TF (1935), TMita (1930)

The framework of contact-induced grammatical changes

In this study, we will follow the definition of language contact proposed by
Weinreich (1968: 1), according to which “two or more languages will be
said to be in contact if they are used alternately by the same persons. The
language-using individuals are thus the locus of the contact”. If we take
this definition into account, the Branesti Bulgarian dialect and Romanian
language are in close contact because every speaker of the dialect in the
village is bilingual and uses the two languages alternately.

Language exposed to contact tends to show deviation from earlier
norms, giving birth to various new features in the language. In most cases,
such contact-induced changes are characterized by transfers of linguistic
materials from one language to another in a process often referred to as
linguistic transfer. As pointed out by Heine, Kuteva (2005: 2), transferred
linguistic materials can be of any of the following kinds:

(3) Kinds of linguistic transfer (Heine, Kuteva 2005: 2)

a. Form, that is, sounds or combinations of sounds;
b. Meanings (including grammatical meanings or functions) or combi-

nations of meanings;
c. Form-meaning units or combinations of form-meaning units;
d. Syntactic relations, that is, the order of meaningful elements;

e. Any combination of (a) through (d).

In this study, we will focus on linguistic transfer of grammatical mean-
ings or functions since we are concerned precisely with contact-induced
“grammatical” changes. The mechanism of such transfer can be explained
as follows: bilingual speakers tend to apply a linguistic feature originating
in one language that serves as the model language to another, which in turn
serves as the recipient language, so that features develop in the recipient
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language are equivalent to those in the model language. Therefore, in the
process of linguistic transfer, a certain linguistic feature is replicated in the
recipient language in accordance with the model language.

When linguistic transfer occurs, an entirely new grammatical concept
or structure may emerge in the recipient language. However, as typological
studies of language contact have revealed, in most cases, a correspond-
ing grammatical concept or structure is already present in the recipient
language, although restricted in its use. Heine, Kuteva (2005: 45-46), for
example, claim that “contact-induced new use patterns do not normally
emerge ex nihilo; rather, they are likely to be the result of a process whereby
an existing minor use pattern gives rise to a major use pattern”. It means
that an existing grammatical concept or structure develops into a fre-
quently used pattern, acquiring a new function as in the model language.
The rise of a new grammatical function in contact-induced replication,
therefore, often consists of the following stages: a) an existing use pattern
is used more frequently, b) it is used in new contexts, and c) it may become
associated with a new grammatical function (Heine, Kuteva 2005: 45).

In the following sections, we will discuss the use of past passive parti-
ciples (in short, PPP) in the Branesti Bulgarian dialect.

Past passive participles of intransitive verbs

In standard Bulgarian, a past passive participle (PPP) is formed from
a transitive verb. It cannot usually be formed from an intransitive verb, as
Lyubomir Andreychin et al. (Angpertuun 1977: 286), for instance, show.
According to Petar Pashov (ITamos 1999: 207), however, “PPPs of intran-
sitive verbs are regularly used in the neuter as a constituent of predicates in
passive-impersonal voice.” (cf. also Nicolova 2017: 606)

(4) V stajata e vlizano. (Nicolova 2017: 606)

(lit.] “The room has been gone into’

They do not inflect in number and gender and thus cannot be used in
forms other than in the neuter. The lack of a full paradigm for PPPs of in-
transitive verbs in standard Bulgarian suggests that they are specific forms
with constraints on their use.
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Nevertheless, PPPs of intransitive verbs that inflect in gender and
number are observed in some Bulgarian dialects in Romania. Maksim
Mladenov (Mnagenos 1993: 378), for example, reports that they are used
instead of corresponding aorist active participles (in short, AAP), as he
shows examples in which PPPs of intransitive verbs inflect. He lists the fol-
lowing PPPs of intransitive verbs observed in the Bulgarian dialects in Ro-
mania: dojden, zamrdzndt, legndt, padndt, pucindt, stanat, and ulazdin. He
also claims that they become a constituent of compound predicates in the
passive voice (Mnagenos 1993: 283). Kiril Dimchev ([Jumues 1974: 256-
-257), whose work focuses on the Bulgarian dialect in Valea Dragului, Ro-
mania, also points out the use of such PPPs instead of AAPs of intransitive
verbs. According to Todor Boyadzhiev (bosmxues 1991: 93-94), interest-
ingly, PPPs of intransitive verbs are observed in some Thracian dialects as
well. Moreover, he argues that the combination of PPP of intransitive verbs
with auxiliary verb sdm ‘be’ ascribes resultative state to the subject of the
sentence. It is suggested from his argument that the structure with PPPs of
intransitive verbs seems to have the same function as the periphrastic ver-
bal form of the perfect tense, in which AAP participates, instead of being
understood as a predicate of passive voice.

PPPs of intransitive verbs are observed in the Brinesti dialect as well.
In our data, there were at least three intransitive verbs that seemed to be
capable of forming PPPs: dojda ‘come’, trigna ‘leave, start, and otida ‘go.
Among these verbs, the most frequently used intransitive verb in PPP
seemed to be dojda ‘come. Most frequently they were combined with the
auxiliary verb sdm. In this study, we refer to this periphrastic verbal form
simply as Structure Nel for convenience. Here are some examples of Struc-
ture Nel:

(5) Structure Ne 1: auxiliary verb sdm + PPP of intransitive verbs
a. Ut tam sd dojdeni tij tuk.
‘They have come here from there’
b. As sdm dojdind nd tos sf at nd trijs godin.
‘T have come to this world [= I was born] in the year of (19)30.
c. Tij sd utideni (...) nd nejn’u tejku, nd nejntd majkd, nd Cernikd.

“They have gone to her father and mother in Cernica’
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d. Mumicitu i tragnatu u Olanda.
“The girl has left for Holland’

Although the combination of past passive participles and auxiliary
verb sdm, that is, Structure Nel in these examples, may give the impression
that it forms an ordinary passive construction, it is probably more appro-
priate to consider it as a periphrastic verbal form of the perfect tense, as
Boyadzhiev (bosmxkues 1991) insisted for the similar structure observed
in the Thracian dialects. In this sense, Structure Nel may be considered
an innovative grammatical structure that does not exist in standard Bul-
garian. Besides, since Ivan Kochev (Koues 1969), who contributed to the
description of Greben dialects of Silistra, does not mention a similar struc-
ture in his monograph, it can be assumed that these dialects lack it in much
the same way as Standard Bulgarian does.

This, however, does not mean that AAPs of intransitive verbs are com-
pletely replaced by PPPs in the Branesti dialect. In fact, the Branesti dialect
has another way to form the verbal form of the perfect tense, using AAP
the same way as in standard Bulgarian and in Greben dialects of Silistra
(Koue 1969: 75). As a result, in the Brinesti dialect, there seem to be two
formal variations for marking perfect tense. See the following examples
where AAPs are used together with the auxiliary verb sdm, which we will
refer to as Structure Ne 2 in this study:

(6) Structure Ne 2: auxiliary verb sdm + AAP of intransitive verbs
a. Bu maj duslala tukd tdj.
‘She had already come here’
b. Ti si samicik, pdk si tragnal ud vas, (...) ti dodi tukd.
“You are only a child, but you have left your home... You came here’

c. Kat baf mladd, da as sdm utisla tam na bdlgarte.
‘When I was young, I should have gone to where Bulgarians are [= Bul-

garia]’.

It is thus possible to claim that two structures are available for express-
ing a grammatical meaning of (past) perfect tense in the Branesti dialect,
since both active and passive participles may be used alternately, being in
free variation at least in certain conditions. It seems, however, that only
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PPPs of transitive verbs cannot form Structure Ne 1 in the perfect sense.
It is probably due to the inevitable competition between the grammati-
cal meanings of passive voice and perfect tense. Unlike intransitive verbs,
transitive verbs constitute PPPs productively to form passive construc-
tions. This could be the reason why PPPs of transitive verbs seem to be
unable to form Structure Ne 1 to express a grammatical meaning of perfect.
This, however, should be examined more precisely in future research. In
the following, we try to reveal how Structure Nel, which is generally used
only for passive constructions, at least in the standard language, acquired
the new grammatical function of expressing perfect tense in the Branesti
dialect. We will consider the possibility of contact-induced grammatical

change.

Analysis of contact-induced grammatical change
As we have seen, the Branesti dialect seems to have developed a new gram-
matical structure to express perfect tense with the help of the PPP, as in the

following example:

(7) Nasite balgari ut nasitu selu tukd / sa dojdeni ut Kalipetrovo. (=1)

“The Bulgarians of this village have come here from Kalipetrovo!

It is extremely difficult to establish the reason for the rise of an inno-
vative structure in a language without historical data to track the process
of change, but in this study, we will consider the influence of Romanian,
which has been in intensive contact with the Bréinesti dialect for almost
two centuries.

In the standard Bulgarian language, PPPs are used to form passive
constructions together with an auxiliary verb sdm ‘be, but they do not
form a periphrastic verbal form of the perfect. The verbal form of perfect
is formed only via combination of an auxiliary verb sdm ‘be’ and an AAP.
Although the same auxiliary verb is used for forming both verbal forms,
verbal forms for the perfect and passive can be explicitly distinguished by
the past participles used in combination, that is, active or passive respec-

tively.
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(8) Standard Bulgarian
a. Passive voice: auxiliary verb sdm ‘be’ + past passive participle (=PPP)
Toj e izvikan. ‘He was called.
b. Perfect form: auxiliary verb sdm ‘be’ + aorist active participle
(=AAP)
Toj e izvikal edin prijatel. ‘He has called a friend’

By contrast, in Romanian language, past participles (PP) do not have
different forms for active and passive voice as exist in Bulgarian. Neverthe-
less, verbal forms of the passive and perfect are formally distinguished by
the auxiliary verbs used in combination. The verbal form of passive voice
takes the auxiliary verb a fi ‘to be’ in the same way as in Bulgarian. On the
other hand, that of the perfect takes the auxiliary verb a avea ‘to have’ In-
stead of PPs, it is obviously the auxiliary verbs that serve to distinguish the
different verbal forms in Romanian.

(9) Romanian
a. Passive voice: auxiliary verb a fi ‘to be’ + past participle (=PP)
El este chemat. ‘He was called’
b. Perfect form: auxiliary verb a avea ‘to have’ + past participle (=PP)

El a chemat un prieten. ‘He has called a friend’

Significantly, PPs in Romanian appear in periphrastic verbal forms
of both the passive and perfect. Therefore, it is likely that a speaker of the
Branesti dialect would interpret, based on the Romanian model, that the
participle used in the verbal form of the passive voice (in the case of Bul-
garian and the Branesti dialect, the PPP) is capable of forming a perfect
tense form as well. However, it should be noted that the verbal form ‘be
+ PPP’ in Bulgarian is usually used to denote passive voice, as in (8a). It
is thus possible to assume that the preexisting ‘be + PPP’, which denotes
passive, might have acquired a new grammatical meaning, i.e. perfect, as
a result of language contact with Romanian.

As pointed out by Uriel Weinreich (1968: 39), “if the bilingual iden-
tifies a morpheme or grammatical category of language A with one in
language B, he may apply the B form in grammatical functions which he
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derives from the system of A” In our case, the bilingual speaker identifies
PPP in his Bulgarian dialect with PP in Romanian, and thus he applies the
PPP in the same grammatical function as in Romanian, namely to denote
the perfect with the help of the auxiliary verb. In this way, the Branes-
ti dialect seems to have extended the use of PPP to form not only the
periphrastic verbal form of passive voice as in standard Bulgarian, but also
that of perfect tense on the model of Romanian, as in the schema in (10).

(10) The relationships between forms and grammatical meanings

Romanian Standard Bulgarian Branesti Bulgarian
be + PP — Passive be + PPP — Passive be + PPP Passive

have + PP — Perfect be + AAP — Perfect be + AAP — Perfect

It can thus be argued that ‘be + PPP’ in the Branesti dialect seems to
have acquired a grammatical meaning of perfect as a result of extending
the use of PPP on the model of the PP in Romanian. The extension itself
should have been triggered by transferring the grammatical function of
PP in Romanian to PPP in the Branesti dialect, which was apparently mo-
tivated by the inclination of the bilingual speakers to create “equivalence
relations” in the sense proposed by Heine, Kuteva (2005: 4). Consequently,
what has happened to the Brinesti Bulgarian dialect could be regarded as
contact-induced grammatical change.

However, it should be noted that such a verbal form as ‘be + PPP’
for perfect is observed only when a PPP derived from intransitive verbs is
involved, as seen in the previous section. It is, therefore, even possible to
assume that this is a new grammatical form of perfect used exclusively for
intransitive verbs. This fact in turn suggests that the verbal form ‘be + PPP’
that denotes perfect has still not extended its use so as to be applied to all
kinds of verbs, including transitive ones. In other words, it is still consid-
ered a minor use pattern as understood by Heine, Kuteva (2005: 44-45).
What is particularly significant is that the verbal form ‘be + AAP’, instead
of being replaced completely by ‘be + PPP; continues to be used alter-
nately in free variation at least by today’s speakers of the Branesti dialect.
As a matter of fact, as we have seen in (6), the preexisting perfect, i.e. ‘be
+ AAP; is still fully available for intransitive verbs as well. Therefore, one
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and the same grammatical meaning is expressed by two different grammat-
ical structures, at least at this stage of development, as in the table below.

(11) The place of the new grammatical structure in the Branesti dialect*

Romanian Standard Bulgarian Brénesti Bulgarian
Passive be + PP be + PPP be + PPP (v.t. only)
be + PPP (v.i. only)
Perfect | have + PP be + AAP be + AAP (vii./ wt.)

Speaking of grammatical replication, it is of significance to note that
the Brénesti dialect did not adopt the auxiliary ‘have’ to complete the equi-
valent grammatical structure as in Romanian. Due to this ‘incompleteness’
in grammatical replication, the influence of Romanian is restricted only to
the extension of the use of the PPP to form the new grammatical structure
denoting perfect with the use of the model of the Romanian PP. A possi-
ble account for this could be sought in the presence of the preexisting ‘be
+ PPP’ structure for passive. Although it is associated with quite a different
grammatical meaning, bilingual speakers might have avoided the entirely
new structure formed with auxiliary verb ‘have, which is not common in
any periphrastic verbal forms in this specific Bulgarian dialect.”> Moreover,
it is expected that the so-called “predicates in passive-impersonal voice,”
in which PPPs of intransitive verbs are regularly used (ITamos 1999: 207,
cf. Nicolova 2017: 606, etc.), might also have been present in the dialect.®
As Example (4) shows, the predicate in passive-impersonal voice is some-
what associated with the meaning of perfect due to the nature of the PPP
itself. Hence, such periphrastic verbal form as ‘be + PPP (v.i.), which is

* In Table (11), v.t. stands for transitive verb, v.i. intransitive.

> An exception can be found in some Balkan Slavic dialects, where ‘have’ is adopted as
an auxiliary for the sort of grammatical structure that denotes perfect (cf. Mapnzos 2017,
etc.). However, such a structure is not mentioned, at least in Kochev (Koues 1969).

® Unfortunately, this is not mentioned by Kochev (Koues 1969), and thus it is un-
known whether it exists in the Greben dialects of Silistra. However, it may only be unde-
scribed because, as pointed out by Heine, Kuteva (2005: 45), such minor use patterns “usu-
ally go unnoticed, that is, they are ignored by grammarians” as a marginal phenomenon. In
any case, it remains a task of the future to examine whether a similar structure exists in the
Greben dialects of Silistra as well.
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most likely to have existed already before contact, seems to have served
as the basis of further development. In other words, the preexisting gram-
matical structure for passive and/or passive-impersonal voice served for
the development of an innovative grammatical structure with the PPP of
intransitive verbs to express perfect, instead of bringing about an entirely
new structure involving the auxiliary ‘have’ The expected development of
‘be + PPP’ for perfect in the Branesti dialect can be summed up as in the

table below.

(12) Expected grammatical development of ‘be + PPP’ for perfect in the
Branesti dialect (based on Heine, Kuteva 2005: 46)

Stage Form Context Meaning
be + PPP (v.i) PPP (v.i.) is . Passive-impersonal
I in neuter . . Restricted .
. invariable voice
*e dojdeno
An additional gram-
be + PPP (v.i.) PPP (v.i.) in- . matical meaning
. . Extension to .
II e dojden, -a, -o flects in gender (i.e. to mark perfect)
N new contexts .
sd dojdeni and number emerges in the new
contexts
No restrictions
. as to transitiv- Generalization of
III })i :)PPP (v ity of the verb Generalized the new grammati-
o from which cal meaning
PPP derives

On the whole, today’s Branesti dialect is posited at Stage II. The pre-
supposed progress from Stage I to II seems to have been encouraged most
probably by language contact with Romanian, more precisely by the exten-
sion of the PPP on the model of the Romanian PP as a result of transfer of
grammatical function, i.e. grammatical replication. On the other hand, the
further development, i.e. Stage III, is only theoretically assumed and might
not be expected to progress due to the presence of the passive construc-
tions that would be formed in one and the same manner.

What is particularly noteworthy is that the innovative grammati-
cal structure in question seems to have been created on the basis of the
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preexisting structure. This process of development suggests that a gram-
matical structure such as Nasite balgari sd dojdeni ‘Our Bulgarians have
come, which has occurred in the Branesti dialect, could be regarded as
a typical product of language contact, since contact-induced new gram-
matical structure do not emerge on their own, but rather on the basis of
an already existing structure in the recipient language, as argued by Heine,
Kuteva (2005: 40-41).

In the end, as we have seen, the grammatical structure in question is
also present in some Thracian dialects which are apparently not in con-
tact with Romanian language. This may serve as a counter-example for
the influence of Romanian on the development of the structure in the
Branesti dialect. The structure with the PPP of an intransitive verb may
well be understood as an independent development without the influence
of Romanian. Nevertheless, it is significant enough to consider it as a con-
tact-induced grammatical change under the influence of Romanian, if we
take the language situation in the village into account. Language contact
seems to have played at least a marginal role in the emergence of the new
grammatical structure in the Branesti dialect.”

Conclusion

In this study, I have tried to demonstrate the mechanism of the contact-in-
duced grammatical change that has occurred in the Branesti dialect. It is
generally difficult to establish the effect of language contact on the gram-
matical system of a language in a case where there is no direct evidence.
However, the accumulation of small pieces of evidence will certainly even-
tually lead to the understanding of the development of certain grammati-
cal structures.

7 In this respect, it is significant that Blazhe Koneski (Konecku 1965: 170), pointing
out the fact that a similar grammatical structure is also found in the southwestern area of
Macedonia, where Aromanian and Albanian dialects are distributed, claims that the Aro-
manian influence on the Balkan Slavic dialects should be considered to have caused the
birth of such structure. The parallel development of a similar structure as a result of lan-
guage contact with Aromanian, i.e., a Balkan Romance language, suggests that contact-in-
duced grammatical change is involved in the case of Branesti as well, but must be studied in
terms of the uses and meanings of the structure through contrastive analysis (cf. Mapnzos
2017, etc.).
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In conclusion, it can thus be argued that the grammatical struc-
ture which consists of PPPs of intransitive verbs has been replicated in
the Brénesti dialect based on the model of Romanian. As a result of the
linguistic transfer of grammatical function, the use of PPPs of intransitive
verbs has been extended to function used in the same manner as in Ro-
manian, which made it possible for periphrastic verbal forms with PPPs of
intransitive verbs to be associated with the new grammatical function to
mark perfect tense. The similarity in function made the bilingual speak-
ers identify the Bulgarian PPP with the Romanian PP, which accordingly
caused them to apply these for the same function. Consequently, it can be
argued that it is precisely language contact with Romanian that brought
about the grammatical structure with PPPs of intransitive verbs that ex-
presses perfect. The existence of parallel structures observed in other Bul-
garian dialects in Romania may serve as supporting evidence for this claim.

Unfortunately, scarcity of examples with the grammatical structure
with PPPs of intransitive verbs did not allow us to analyze it in more detail.
This is due to the method we used to collect linguistic materials for the
research. We collected examples with the structure in question from our
oral data, which consist of spontaneous utterances. More advanced inves-
tigation using questionnaires is undoubtedly necessary.

In addition, quantitative analysis will certainly be required, and this
will be the next step in further research. At the same time, it is of impor-
tance to conduct a more detailed analysis of the innovative grammatical
structure in terms of meaning as well, particularly in comparison with
the preexisting structure for perfect (= Structure Ne2). Finally, a compar-
ative study with the other Balkan Slavic dialects, where similar structures
with PPPs of intransitive verbs are observed (cf. Mapunos 2017, etc.), will
also be needed for a better understanding of the structure in the Branesti
dialect.
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Summary

This article discusses an innovative grammatical structure with past passive par-
ticiples of intransitive verbs observed in the language of a Bulgarian minority
in Branesti, Romania. The aim of this article is to reveal the mechanism of con-
tact-induced grammatical change which seems to have occurred in the Bulgarian
dialect of Bréinesti under the influence of the Romanian language. The results of
the analysis, based on materials from the author’s fieldwork, indicate that a gram-
matical structure involving the past passive participles of intransitive verbs has
arisen in the Branesti dialect as a result of grammatical replication of Romanian

past participles.
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