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Romani
A Linguistic Introduction

Romani is a language of Indo-Aryan origin which is spoken in Europe by
the people known as ‘Gypsies’ (who usually refer to themselves as Rom).
There are upwards of 3.5 million speakers, and their language has attracted
increasing interest both from scholars and from policy makers in governments
and other organisations during the past ten years.

This book is the first comprehensive overview in English of Romani. It
opens with a discussion of the historical and linguistic origins of the Romani-
speaking population. An in-depth and detailed discussion is devoted to the
changes in the sound system, grammatical structure, and lexicon that led to
the formation of Proto-Romani and Early Romani. The book surveys current
issues in the study of Romani by examining the phonology, morphology,
syntactic typology, and patterns of grammatical borrowing in the language,
drawing on a comparative survey of the principal dialects. It offers a new model
of dialect classification, describes the sociolinguistic situation of Romani,
examines its contribution to other languages and slangs, and discusses recent
and current codification attempts as well as changes in function and status. The
book provides an essential reference for anyone interested in this fascinating
language.

YARON MATRAS is Senoir Lecturer in Linguistics at the University of Man-
chester. He as published numerous articles in academic journals on various
aspects of language contact, linguistic typology, descriptive linguistics and
sociolinguistics of Kurdish, Domari, Turkish, German dialects, and other
languages. He has also published extensively on Romani including the mono-
graph Untersuchungen zu Grammatik und Diskurs des Romanes (Dialekt der
Kelderasa/Lovara), 1994.
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1 Introduction

The Rom are known to western culture as nomads and travellers (peripatetics, in
anthropological terminology), while to southeastern European society they are
familiar as the lowest and most stigmatised social stratum. Stereotypes also sur-
round the image of Romani, which is often thought to be synonymous with argot,
jargon, or a set of distinct and historically unrelated speech varieties, referred to
as ‘Gypsy languages’. While there is interface and even some overlap between
Romani and argots, just as there is between the Rom and peripatetics, Romani
is at its core a language like many others. The agenda of Romani linguistics is
consequently similar to that of other fields of investigation in descriptive lin-
guistics: it pursues questions relating to historical reconstruction and structural
change, dialect diversification, discourse structure, language maintenance and
loss, and more. This book sets out to introduce the structures of Romani and the
current agenda of Romani linguistics; parts of it are also an attempt to introduce
new ideas into the study of Romani.

Romani is the adjective (feminine singular) derived from 7om, the historical
self-designation of speakers of the language. As a language name, the adjective
modifies ¢hib ‘language’, and so fomani chib means ‘language of the Fom’. It
is by far the most widespread term for the language in modern linguistics, and
so the most practical cover-term for its various dialects. Speakers can be heard
referring to their language as fomani ¢hib, amari ¢hib ‘our language’, Ffomanes
lit. ‘in a rom way’, or by any one of several dozen group-specific names. For lack
of any better cover-term for the population of speakers, I shall use the collective
form Rom — avoiding both the integration into English plural inflection, and the
adoption of the Romani plural Roma — regardless of individual group affiliation.

Romani-speaking populations are assumed to have settled in Byzantium
sometime before the eleventh century (cf. Soulis 1961). References to ‘Gypsies’
or ‘Egyptians’ from the eleventh century are believed to relate to them, though
we have no definitive evidence that those referred to were indeed Romani speak-
ers. ‘Gypsies’ then appear in chronicles in other regions, allowing scholars to
reconstruct an outwards migration from the Balkans beginning in the four-
teenth century, and reaching northern and western Europe in the fifteenth cen-
tury (Fraser 1992a). Although chronicle references during this period provide

1



2 Introduction

descriptions that match the general image and appearance of the Rom (dark-
skinned, organised in family groups, pursuing itinerant trades and especially
entertainment), no actual mention of the language is made, nor of their self-
ascription. Documentation of the Romani language first appears in the form of
wordlists in the early sixteenth century, by which time it is already very close
to Romani as we know it today.

The earliest source on Romani is a list of 13 sentences with an English trans-
lation, published by Andrew Borde in 1542 under the heading Egipt speche
(Miklosich 1874-8, 1v; Crofton 1907). The State Archives in Groningen con-
tain a manuscript by the magistrate Johan van Ewsum, who died in 1570,
with 53 entries of Romani words and phrases accompanied by a Low German
translation, under the heading Clene Gijpta Sprake (Kluyver 1910). In 1597,
Bonaventura Vulcanius, professor in Leiden, printed a list of 53 Romani words
with a Latin translation, entitled De Nubianis erronibus, quos Itali Cingaros
appellant, eorumque lingua (Miklosich 18748, 1v). The next known sample
was collected in 1668 in the Balkans, in western Thrace, by Evliya Celebi, and
published in his well-known travel calendar Seyahat-name. It refers to the people
called ¢inganeler or giptiler, and contains a brief wordlist and 21 short sentences
in their language with a commentary and translation into Ottoman Turkish
(Friedman and Dankoff 1991). Job Ludolf’s wordlist appeared in Frankfurt in
1691, containing 38 items (Kluge 1901).

The eighteenth century hosted a lively discussion on Romani, and sources are
already too numerous to list here. Law enforcement officers in western Europe
took a close interest in the speech habits of travellers and minorities. In this
context, it was established that Romani and argot (or ‘thieves’ jargon’) were
separate linguistic phenomena, and the two were kept apart in compilations
such as the Waldheim Glossary of 1727 (reproduced in Kluge 1901: 185—
90), the Rotwelsche Grammatik of 1755, and the Sulz List of 1787. In the
late 1700s, an international circle of scholars' exchanged notes and ideas on
Romani, eventually establishing its Indic (Indo-Aryan) origins by comparing
it with other languages from around the world. Johann Riidiger, professor in
Halle, was the first to announce the sensational discovery, in April 1777.2 He
then published an article which contained the first grammatical sketch of a
Romani dialect, along with systematic structural comparisons of the language
with Hindustani (Rudiger 1782; cf. Matras 1999a). Others followed with similar
conclusions (Pallas 1781; Grellmann 1783; Marsden 1785; the latter based on
Bryant’s list from 1776, see Sampson 1910).

1 Among them Christian Biittner, Hartwig Bacmeister, Peter Pallas, Johann Biester, and William
Marsden; see Pott (1844: 7-16); also Ruch (1986), Matras (1999a).

2 In his correspondence with his colleague Bacmeister of St Petersburg, though he gives credit to
Biittner, who had come to a similar conclusion earlier (Riidiger 1782: 62; see also Matras 1999a:
95-6; cf. also Ruch 1986: 119-23).



Introduction 3

By the time August Pott compiled his comparative grammar and etymo-
logical dictionary of Romani (1844-5), he was able to draw on several dozen
descriptive sources representing the diversity of European Romani dialects. Pott
is usually referred to as the father of modern Romani linguistics, having estab-
lished the historical and structural coherence of the language and having pointed
out the layers of pre-European loan vocabulary, which in turn offered insights
into the migration history of the Rom from India to Europe. His book remains the
only monograph so far published that is devoted to a comparative and historical
discussion of Romani as a whole. Pott’s contribution was superseded a genera-
tion later, however, by a series of papers by Franz Miklosich (1872-80, 1874-8).
This sixteen-part dialectological survey of the language includes a corpus of
texts and songs recorded in various parts of Europe, and a comparative and hist-
orical grammar and lexicon. By comparing the dialects of Romani, and through
the study of selected historical sources, Miklosich was able to reconstruct the
migrations of the Rom within Europe, complementing Pott’s enterprise.

Two additional landmarks dominate old-generation Romani linguistics. The
first is the publication of the Journal of the Gypsy Lore Society (1888—; since
2000 under the name Romani Studies). However contested some of the social
attitudes reflected in its earlier volumes may be, the Journal has, since its
appearance, served as the principal discussion forum for scientific research
on the Romani language as well as a source of data on Romani. The second
landmark, closely connected with the Journal’s activities, was the appearance
in 1926 of John Sampson’s monumental grammar and etymological lexicon
of the Dialect of the Gypsies of Wales, the westernmost variety of Romani,
now considered extinct. Alongside these two enterprises, there are numerous
other descriptive works from the late nineteenth and early twentieth century that
continue to be important and reliable sources of information on the structures
of Romani dialects.

Post-war Romani linguistics saw an extension of the research agenda to in-
clude issues of language contact and language use, as well as language status
and language planning, much of it, during the 1970s and 1980s, embedded
into the context of emerging Romani political and cultural activism. A major
upsurge of interest in Romani began in the late 1980s and early 1990s, inspired
and facilitated by the political transition in central and eastern Europe, where
the bulk of the Romani-speaking population lives. The decade from 1990-2000
saw the publication of a large number of monographs, collections, and numer-
ous articles. New fields of interest include grammar, discourse, and typology.
During this period, the discipline benefited from funding from national research
agencies and governments to promote Romani-related research, from extensive
co-operation among specialists working in the field, and from the launch of
the International Conferences on Romani Linguistics (first held in Hamburg in
1993).



4 Introduction

Recent years have also seen the participation of an increasing number of
native speakers of Romani in activities devoted to the study and promotion of
their language. Still, the vast majority of linguists specialising in Romani are
outsiders to the Romani community. They face the special ethical responsi-
bilities of scholars investigating a society which has not been in a position to
produce a scientific tradition of its own. In Europe and urban America, where
fieldwork on Romani is typically carried out, such an extreme asymmetrical
relationship between the community of investigators and the community that is
being investigated is rather exceptional. Ethical responsibility means that one
must be cautious of romanticising and of trying to exercise control, but also that
one must not be tempted to patronise. Linguistics cannot undo social injustice,
nor can it be expected to act primarily in order to promote the self-confidence
of Romani communities. There is however a range of services which Romani
linguistics can give to the community of speakers, including concrete support
of language planning and language education measures. Descriptive linguistics
can help replace stereotypical images with information, facts, and evidence.



2 Romani dialects: a brief overview

The present chapter provides a brief overview of the principal dialects of Romani
that have been described in the linguistic literature, focusing in particular on
the dialects that are cited in the following chapters. It does not pretend to offer
a complete survey of dialect names or locations; for additional references to
dialects of Romani see the list of dialects in Bakker and Matras (1997: xxiv—
xxvi) and the dialect index in EISik and Matras (2000: 229-32).

Speakers usually refer to their language as romani ¢hib, romanes ‘Romani’ or
as amari chib ‘our language’, or else derive the term from the individual group
designation, using either a genitive compound — lovarengi ¢hib ‘the language of
the Lovara’ — or an adverbial derivation — sintitikes ‘the Sinti way (of speaking)’.
In the descriptive literature, dialects are often referred to using either the group
name in the plural — ‘the Xaladitka dialect’ —, or reinterpreting the name as a
singular — BugurdZi lit. ‘drill-maker’, Sinto lit.‘a Sinto’, Arlilit. ‘settled person’.
Terms for a single dialect may differ when two distinct groups speak dialects
that are close enough to be considered one and the same by linguists. On the
other hand, terms may overlap when two communities speaking distinct dialects
share a name based on their religious affiliation, trade, or region of origin.
In addition, internal designations used by groups often differ from external
designations applied to them by other Romani-speaking populations.

There are several types of group names in Romani. A number of groups
simply refer to themselves as rom, or use other specific ethnic designations
such as romanicel, kale, manus, sinte (cf. Wolf 1960a; see also chapter 3).
This is the conservative pattern, and the one more widespread in western and
northern Europe. In the Balkans and central-eastern Europe, group designations
may be based on traditional trades, the actual terms being borrowed mainly from
Turkish, Romanian, or Hungarian: bugurdZi ‘drill-makers’ (Turkish burgucu),
sepeci ‘basket-weavers’ (Turkish sepetci), kelderara/kelderasa ‘kettle-maker’
(Romanian cdlddrar), ¢urari ‘sieve-maker’ (Romanian ciurar), lovari ‘horse-
dealer’ (Hungarian lo-v- with a Romanian-derived agentive suffix), ursari ‘bear-
leader’ (Romanian), and many more.

The distinction between itinerant Rom and settled Rom is highlighted in some
group names (cf. Paspati 1870). A widespread term in the southern Balkans

5



6 Romani dialects: a brief overview

is erli/arli from Turkish yerli ‘settled’, used to denote mainly Muslim set-
tled populations. Some groups associate themselves with the nation among
which they have settled, often using a general term for non-Roma as an at-
tribute: gackene sinte ‘German (< gadZikane ‘non-Romani’) Sinti, xoraxane
rom ‘Turkish/Muslim Rom’ (< xoraxaj/koraxaj ‘foreigner’). Many designations
are more specific, denoting country of settlement — polska roma ‘Polish Rom’ —,
the region of settlement — bergitka roma ‘mountain Rom’ (of the southern Polish
highlands) —, the place of origin — macvaja ‘from the district of Macva in Serbia
(a group based in the United States, Russia, and Sweden) — or, as an external des-
ignation, the (often mistakenly) assumed origin — romungri ‘Hungarian Rom’
(Polish and Russian Rom as referred to by Lovara).

Since the following chapters refer to the structures of varieties of Romani as
described by linguists, it seems preferable to repeat the terminology used by
the individual authors. As a reference grid I shall be using in part the recent
division into dialect groups, as outlined and employed in Bakker and Matras
(1997), Bakker (1999), Elsik (2000b), Matras (2000a) and Boretzky (2001) (see
also chapter 9).

We begin with the historical centre of Romani population diffusion, in the
Balkans. The Romani dialects of the southern Balkans (Turkey, Greece,
Bulgaria, Macedonia, Albania, Kosovo) are generally referred to as the ‘Balkan’
branch, which in turn is divided into two groups. The more conservative, south-
ern group includes the Rumelian sedentary dialect described by Paspati (1870);
the dialects of the Sepecides or basket-weavers of northern Greece and Turkey
(Cech and Heinschink 1999); the dialects known as Arli or Arlije, which are
spoken in Greece, Albania, Macedonia, and Kosovo (Boretzky 1996a), one of
the major dialects of the region in terms of numbers and geographical dis-
tribution of speakers; the Erli dialect of Sofia, documented by Gilliat-Smith
(1944, 1945; cf. Calvet 1982, Minkov 1997, Boretzky 1998a); the dialect of the
Crimean Rom (Toropov 1994), which nowadays is spoken mainly in Kuban’
and Georgia; the Ursari dialect spoken in Romania (Constantinescu 1878);
and the dialects of Prilep (Macedonia), Prizren (Kosovo), and Serres (northern
Greece), which are Arli-type but considered by Boretzky (1999b) as separate
varieties. Recent work in Greece has documented additional dialects, some
of them with very conservative features: the dialect of the romacel musicians,
called romacilikanes, of the Ipeiros district (A. Theodosiou p.c.), an additional
and distinct dialect of Serres (I. Sechidou p.c.), and the dialect of Pyrgos in
the Peloponnese (N. Christodoulou p.c.). The conservative Balkan group also
includes a number of closely related dialects spoken in northern Iran, which
are clearly European dialects of Romani whose speakers migrated eastwards:
the dialect of the Zargari in Azerbaijan (Windfuhr 1970), and the dialect called
Romano in northeastern Iran (Djonedi 1996).
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A second group within the Balkan dialects emerged in northeastern Bulgaria.
They are referred to in the following as the Drindari-Kalajdzi-Bugurdzi
group; Boretzky (2000b) has referred to them as Southern Balkan II. The
group includes the dialect of the Drindari (also known as CalgidZis or KitadZis)
of Kotel and Varna in northeastern Bulgaria (Gilliat-Smith 1914; also Kenrick
1967), the dialect of the Kalajdzi tinners of Tatar Pazardzik, Bulgaria (Gilliat-
Smith 1935), as well as what appear to be immigrant dialects in Macedonia and
Kosovo, such as that descibed by Uhlik (1965) for Skopje, and the Bugurdzi
(or RabadZi) dialect described by Boretzky (1993a).

Both Balkan sub-groups are characterised by a continuous Greek influence
that appears to have lasted longer than the Greek influence on dialects that left
the southern Balkans, as well as by a strong Turkish influence. Many speakers
of the Balkan dialects are Muslims, and many retain active knowledge of Turkish.
Speakers of Arli varieties in particular, from Macedonia and Kosovo, are also
found in western Europe, especially in Germany and Austria, where they settled
as labour migrants or asylum seekers between the 1960s and 1990s, as well as
in the United States.

Probably the most ‘prominent’ group of Romani dialects — in terms of num-
bers of speakers, geographical distribution, and the extent of documentation —
is the Vlax branch. It is believed that Vlax emerged in Romanian-speaking
territory. The dialects share extensive Romanian influence on vocabulary, pho-
nology, and loan morphology, as well as a series of internal innovations. There
were many migration waves of Vlax speakers from the Romanian principali-
ties, some of them at least connected with the abolition of serfdom in Romania,
which lasted until the second half of the nineteenth century. The branch is split
into two groups.

The Southern Vlax dialects are documented mostly for migrant commu-
nities that have settled outside Romanian-speaking territory. The Southern
Vlax dialects of Valachia/Muntenia (Constantinescu 1878) and of northeast-
ern Bulgaria (Gilliat-Smith 1915) are closest to their original locations. Farther
south, there are two divisions.

In the southeast, we find the Southern Vlax varieties of Greece. Some were
spoken by Christian nomadic groups during the nineteenth century (cf. Paspati
1870). Others are spoken by Christian immigrants from Turkey who were
resettled in the 1920s. These are known as Kalpazea, Filipidzia, and Xandurja.
Large communities are reported in Dendropotamos near Thessaloniki (Tong
1983) and in Athens; the only thoroughly described variety is spoken in the
district of Agia Varvara in Athens (Igla 1996).

In the southwest, we find dialects generally referred to in the literature as
the ‘Gurbet-type’, based on the group name gurbet employed by some. Other
names include dZambazi and das ‘Slavs’. Unlike the speakers of Balkan Romani
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dialects among whom they live, the Gurbet-type varieties are spoken mainly
by Christians. Descriptions and documentations exist for Serbia and Bosnia
(Ackerley 1941, Uhlik 1941 and elsewhere), Albania (Mann 1933, 1935), and
Kosovo (Boretzky 1986). There are however also Muslim groups of speakers,
such as the migrant group in Italy, which calls itself xoraxane (‘Muslims’)
(Franzese 1986).

The Northern Vlax sub-branch includes two dialects on which we have
fairly extensive documentation. The first is the dialect of the Keldera$ (or
Kalderas), which, alongside (Balkan) Ursari, is probably the most widely spo-
ken Romani dialect in Romania. It has numerous sub-divisions, with names
usually reflecting the very intact clan structure that exists among the group.
An extensive text documentation and comments on grammar of the Bukovina
dialects is included in Miklosich (1872-80, 1v—v). Detailed grammatical de-
scriptions of Kelderas are based exclusively on migrant dialects: Gjerdman and
Ljungberg (1963) for a variety spoken in Sweden, Boretzky (1994) for a di-
alect of Serbia, Hancock (1995a) for an American contact variety of Macvaja
(Serbian Northern Vlax) and Russian Kelderas$, and Matras (1994) for a contact
variety of Lovari and Keldera$ originally from Transylvania, spoken in Poland,
Germany, and Sweden. There are large communities of Russian Kelderas speak-
ers in Argentina and Brazil.

The second is the dialect of the Lovari, formed in Transylvania in contact
with Hungarian. Lovari is now the main variety of Romani spoken in Hungary
(e.g. Mészéaros 1968). Lovari groups had already migrated into Austria and
Germany in the nineteenth century (Ackerley 1932). Other communities have
settled in Slovakia, Poland, Yugoslavia (Vojvodina), and Scandinavia. Descrip-
tive outlines of Lovari include Pobozniak (1964) for southern Poland, and Cech
and Heinschink (1998) for Austria. Recent collections of Lovari narratives are
Gjerde (1994) for Norway, and Cech, Fennesz-Juhasz and Heinschink (1998)
for Austria. There are other Northern Vlax dialects, such as Curari, which are not
very well described. A recent CD-collection of songs and narratives in various
Vlax dialects of Hungary and Romania is available in Bari (1999; cf. also Bari
1990). A further dialect of Hungary, Cerhari (Mészaros 1976), represents a tran-
sitional variety, sharing a number of diagnostic features with both the (Northern)
Vlax and the Central dialects. Also affiliated with the Vlax branch, but with
some independent developments, are the dialects of southeastern Ukraine
(Barannikov 1934).

The Central branch of Romani dialects is also divided into two groups.
The Northern Central dialects include the now extinct Bohemian Romani
(Puchmayer 1821), West Slovak Romani (von Sowa 1887), and East Slovak
Romani (Hiibschmannova et al. 1991). The latter is now the dominant vari-
ety in the Czech Republic, due to the massive immigration of eastern Slovak
Roma to Bohemia in the late 1940s to early 1950s, and is the variety most
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widely used in text production in this country. Northern Central dialects are also
spoken in southern Poland (Rozwadowski 1936, Kopernicki 1930), Moravia,
and Transcarpathian Ukraine. The Northern Central dialects retain a layer of
Hungarian influence.

The Southern Central dialects are sometimes referred to as the -ahi di-
alects due to their characteristic imperfect/pluperfect suffix. They are further
sub-divided into two groups. The first, eastern, group is collectively known as
Romungro (‘Hungarian Rom’). In Hungary itself, Romungro is only spoken by
a very small number of speakers, following a large-scale shift to Hungarian.
Documentation includes Gorog (1985). Other Romungro dialects are spoken in
Slovakia (Elsik et al. 1999). The second, western, group is known as the Vend
group, and includes dialects of western Hungary (Vekerdi 1984), the Prekmurje
variety of northern Slovenia (Strukelj 1980), as well as the Roman dialect spo-
ken by the Rom in the Burgenland district of Austria (Halwachs 1998). All
Southern Central dialects show considerable Hungarian influence. The Gurvari
dialect of Hungary (Vekerdi 1971a) is a transitional variety which has absorbed
many Vlax influences.

Several diverse dialect groups and individual varieties are sometimes referred
to collectively as a ‘Northern’ branch, although they are spoken not only in
the north of Europe but also in the west and extreme south. ‘Northern” will
be used in the following chapters primarily in citation. Instead, the groups and
isolated dialects will be referred to individually. In the centre of the so-called
‘Northern’ branch we find the closely related Sinti-Manus varieties. They all
share strong German influence and a number of innovations, and it seems that
the group emerged in German-speaking territory, with sub-groups migrating to
other regions. The first grammatical outline of a Romani dialect, by Riidiger
(1782), was devoted to a Sinti variety. There is extensive documentation of short
texts and narratives in various German Sinti varieties, almost all from the pre-
war period. Grammatical descriptions of German Sinti varieties include Liebich
(1863), Finck (1903), and most recently Holzinger (1993, 1995). Closely related
to German Sinti is the dialect of the Manus of France (Jean 1970, Valet 1991).
German Sinti varieties are also spoken in the Netherlands, Austria, as well as in
Hungary (Vekerdi 1983), Bohemia, Slovakia, Russia, and Yugoslavia. There is
in addition a southern branch of Sinti in northern Italy: the rather conservative
Piedmontese Sinti (Franzese 1985), Lombard and Venetian Sinti (Soravia 1977),
and the varieties of the Sinti Estrexarja or Austrian Sinti of South Tirol (Tauber
1999). It appears that Manus and Kale are the older names used by the groups,
whereas Sinti first appears in the eighteenth century (cf. Matras 1999a:108—12).

Related to Sinti is the Finnish dialect of Romani (Bourgeois 1911, Thessleff
1912, Valtonen 1972, van der Voort 1991, Koivisto 1994), which has only a
very small number of speakers, perhaps just a few thousand. From historical
records, and from the Swedish element in the dialect, it is clear that the Finnish
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Rom or Kaale migrated via Sweden. The series of features that are shared with
Sinti allows us to speak of a Northwestern group, with a historical centre
in German-speaking territory. In the other Scandinavian countries, traces of
Romani (apart from Vlax-speaking immigrant communities) remain only in
the special vocabularies used by peripatetic populations (Etzler 1944, Iversen
1944, Johansson 1977). A dialect once spoken in northern Estonia by the Rom
of Laiuse, or Lajenge Roma, now appears to be extinct (Ariste 1964), following
the persecution and annihilation of most speakers under the Nazi occupation.
While sharing some features with the neighbouring Baltic dialects, it has strong
connections to Finnish Romani and the Northwestern group, including Swedish
influences, which suggest that the dialect was once part of the Finnish sub-group.

A fairly coherent dialect branch is the Polish—-Baltic—-North Russian or
Northeastern group. Best documented is the North Russian or Xaladitka dialect
(Sergievskij 1931, Wentzel 1980). Closely related to this dialect is the dialect of
central Poland, spoken by a group who refer to themselves as the Polska Roma
(Matras 1999b). Latvian Romani, also known as the éuxny dialect (a Russian
term for Estonians) or as Lotfiko/Loftiko, is spoken by a small population in
Lithuania and Latvia as well as in Estonia (Manuss 1997; Kochanowski 1946).
Little documentation exists on a further Baltic dialect, once spoken in eastern
Latvia and Lithuania (Ariste 1964).

British Romani, an independent branch, is now considered extinct. The most
thorough and extensive description is Sampson’s (1926) monumental grammar
of Welsh Romani or the Kéale dialect, which was still spoken by a number of
families until the second half of the twentieth century (cf. Tipler 1957). English
Romani appears to have become extinct towards the end of the nineteenth
century, and survives only in the form of a special lexicon. Both forms of
English Romani, termed the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ dialect, are described by Smart
and Crofton (1875). It is possible that the oldest documentation of a Romani
dialect by Borde in 1542 (see Miklosich 1874-8, 1v; Crofton 1907) is based on
British Romani.

Iberian Romani is also extinct, and survives only as a special lexicon in
Spanish-based Cal6 (< kalo ‘black’; Bakker 1995, Leigh 1998) and Basque-
based Errumantxela (< romanicel; Ackerley 1929, Bakker 1991). Sources from
the nineteenth century however allow us to reconstruct fragments of the variety
of Romani that was spoken in Catalonia (Ackerley 1914).

Finally, there are two rather isolated groups of dialects. The first are the
dialects of southern Italy—Abruzzian and Calabrian Romani (Soravia 1977) and
Molisean Romani (Ascoli 1865). They are strongly influenced by Italian, and
appear to be early offshoots of the Balkan dialects. The second is the Croatian
dialect, for which there is no documentation from Croatia itself. Speakers of
the dialect in Slovenia refer to themselves as Dolenjski Roma (i.e. from the
lower province of central Slovenia), while a sub-group in Italy call themselves
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Figure 2.2 Abbreviations, abstract geographical position, and group affilia-

tion of the principal dialects

Sloveni or Hravati/Havati, though their dialect has also been referred to as Istrian
Romani (Cech and Heinschink 2001; §t1ukelj 1980; Dick Zatta 1986, 1996;
Soravia 1977). This dialect shows strong Croatian and Slovene influences. It
also shares internal features with several distinct dialect groups which surround
it geographically — Arli, Southern Central, and Sinti — making it a test case for

dialect classification (see chapter 9).

Not included as dialects of Romani in this book are Domari, the language of
the Near Eastern Dom (Matras 1999¢, Macalister 1914), the special vocabularies
of Near Eastern peripatetics that are based on Domari, or the special vocabulary
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of the Armenian Lom (Finck 1907). These are considered separate languages,
and their historical ties with Romani will be dealt with in chapter 3.

In addition to dialects of Romani, we find the inclusion of extensive Romani
vocabulary as well as some, mainly fossilised, grammatical structures, as a
special lexicon in varieties of the majority language used mainly by commu-
nities with itinerant trades in various parts of Europe (so-called Angloromani,
Scandoromani, Basque Romani, Cal6 in Spain, and more). These vocabularies
have been widely discussed in the literature on Romani, as well as in connec-
tion with the secret languages employed by peripatetic communities, and with
mixed languages or contact languages. In contemporary Romani linguistics the
phenomenon is often referred to as Para-Romani (Cortiade 1991, Bakker and
Van der Voort 1991, Matras 1998b). Para-Romani is dealt with in chapter 10,
but occasional reference to individual features of Para-Romani vocabularies
is made in the other chapters as well, since Para-Romani varieties sometimes
allow us insights into the lexicon and phonology of dialects that are now extinct.

Figure 2.1 provides an overview of the locations of the principal dialects
surveyed here and referred to in the following text. Some of the dialects, such
as Keldera$§ and Lovari, have large speaker populations outside the location in
which they are assumed to have emerged and where they are positioned on
the map. Dialects that are assumed to have emerged elsewhere but are only
known from their present location, such as Gurbet, Das, Bugurdzi, or Italian
Xoraxane, are placed in the locations in which they are documented. In the
case of some dialects, such as Arli in the Balkans, there is geographical overlap
with neighbouring dialects; the position on the map reflects the location of the
dialect dealt with in the sources consulted here.

Figure 2.2 gives a more abstract geographical display of a sample of the
principal dialects, focusing on those that are taken into consideration in
chapter 9 on dialect classification. The display of isoglosses in chapter 9 follows
this type of representation, and employs the abbreviations introduced here.



3 Historical and linguistic origins

3.1 Theories on the origins of the Romani population

Although linguistic evidence has proved crucial in establishing India as the
place of origin and in tracing early migration routes both within and outside
India, it has generally not helped explain the reasons for the Romani migration
or the social and ethnic background of the Rom’s ancestral population. There
is no known record of a migration from India to Europe in medieval times that
can be connected indisputably with the ancestors of today’s Romani-speaking
population. Attempts to reconstruct the motivation for the westward migration
have relied on piecing together loose descriptions of events that may have
encouraged speakers of an Indo-Aryan language to migrate away from India and
ultimately into Europe while retaining their ethnic and linguistic characteristics.
That the discussion always had an emotional component can be seen already
in the views taken by the two contemporaries Riidiger (1782) and Grellmann
(1783). Ridiger, who sympathised with the Gypsies and regarded them as
victims of society’s oppression and prejudice (cf. Matras 1999a), suggested that
their ancestors may have felt intimidated by invading armies and were forced
to move away from their ancient homeland in times of social and political
unrest. Grellmann, on the other hand, an advocate of enforced acculturation
policies in Europe, who attributed the Gypsies’ misery to their own refusal
to integrate, argued for an origin in a population of Indian social outcasts, or
Sudras. In some variation or other, both ideas continue to appear in present-day
discussions.

Of central relevance to the discussion of Romani origins is the presence,
since medieval times, of various populations of Indian origin outside of India,
notably in the Near East and Central Asia. Like the Rom, they tend to spe-
cialise in peripatetic, service-providing economies, especially metalwork and
entertainment. They are generally marginalised by the majority, mainstream or
settled population, and their contacts with the latter are typically restricted to
economic transactions. Some of these populations retain Indo-Aryan languages:
the Dom, Karaci, or Kurbati of the Near East (Syria, Palestine, Jordan, and in
earlier times also Iraq, Iran and Azerbaijan) speak Domari (Pott 1846, Patkanoff
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1907-8, Macalister 1914, Matras 1999c); the Parya of Tajikistan speak a form
of Rajasthani (Oranskij 1977, Payne 1997); the Inku and Jat of Afghanistan
also retain a Central Indian language (Rao 1995) as do the Doma of the Hunza
valley in northern Pakistan, who speak Dumaki (Lorimer 1939). Other popu-
lations of commercial nomads, from the Caucasus in the north and as far as
Sudan in the south, have been reported to use secret vocabularies which consist
either entirely or partly of Indo-Aryan lexical material. They include the Mitrip
and Karagi of Kurdistan (Benninghaus 1991), the Karaci, Luti, and Kauli of
Iran (Amanolahi and Norbeck 1975, Gobineau 1857) the Ghagar and Nawar
of Egypt (Hanna 1993, Newbold 1856), the Bahlawan of Sudan (Streck 1996:
290-303), and the PoSa or Lom of Armenia, whose speech is referred to as
Lomavren (Finck 1907, Patkanoff 1907-8). This phenomenon suggests either
loss of an ancestral Indo-Aryan community language and selective retention
only of vocabulary, or else close contacts with speakers of Indo-Aryan lan-
guages that served as a source for secret lexical material. In either case we have
evidence of well-established links between speakers of Indo-Aryan languages,
and populations of commercial nomads outside of India.

It was Pott (1844: 42), following up on a suggestion by Hermann Brockhaus,
who first drew attention to the possibility of a direct connection between the
Rom and castes of commercial nomads in India itself. Pott cites the word domba,
which appears in medieval texts from Kashmir as a designation for members
of a low caste of travelling musicians and dancers (see also Grierson 1888,
Woolner 1913-14). The term dom continues to denote a caste-type affiliation
in India today, and is used to refer to a variety of populations in different re-
gions that specialise in various service-providing trades: smiths, basket-makers,
cleaners of various kinds, including sweepers and corpse-burners, musicians,
and dancers are among those cited most frequently (cf. Grierson 1922, x1: 143
ff.). The word dom is clearly an etymological cognate not only of the names
dom (Hunza valley) and dom (Syria, Jordan, and Palestine), but also of lom
(Armenia) and Fom (Europe). Many of the groups broadly classifiable as com-
mercial nomads of Indian origin also share a term for outsiders who are not
part of the ethnic group: Romani gadzo ‘non-Gypsy’, Domari kazZZa, Lomavren
kaca. Grierson (1922, X1) notes cognate expressions in various languages of
itinerant groups in India itself: Dom kajwa, Kanjari kajaro, Sasi kajja, Nati
kaja. The word is often found with the additional meaning ‘settled’ or ‘farmer’,
reinforcing the impression of an historical self-identification as a non-sedentary
group. This meaning led Pischel (1900) to derive it from Old Indo-Aryan
(OIA) garhya ‘domestic’, through Middle Indo-Aryan (MIA) *gajjha (cf.
Soravia 1988: 8). It has been suggested, mainly on the basis of their occu-
pational profile and social status, but also because they are usually regarded
by settled populations as ‘dark-skinned’, that the dom may be the descendants
of Dravidian tribes from southern India who were absorbed into the Hindu
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caste system at a low and stigmatised level (cf. Woolner 1913—-14; Grierson
1922, x1:5-11).

An early attestation of an Indian service-providing population migrating
westwards, one which has received much attention in Romani studies, is the
Persian poet Firdusi’s Sahname from the eleventh century. It includes the story
of the Persian king Bahram Giir who, in or around 420 AD, invited a population
of some 10,000 Indian musicians, called [uri, to come to Persia and serve
as official performers. After attempts to settle them failed, the Luri remained
nomadic entertainers. The story receives confirmation in various Arabic and
Persian chronicles, with at least one source, Hamza Isfahani, pre-dating Firdusi
(Grierson 1887). The immigration of various northern Indian populations to the
Persian Gulf area during the reign of the very same Sassanide king Bahram V
is rather well described by Byzantine historians (cf. Wink 1990: 156). The Luri
musicians have often been associated with the ancestors of the Rom, although
no direct connection can be established. The name [uri (also Iuli and luti)
however surfaces in the self-appellations of various peripatetic communities in
Iran, some of which are known to use secret lexicons containing Indo-Aryan
vocabulary (cf. for example Amanolahi and Norbeck 1975).

The Dom hypothesis allows us to attribute the socio-ethnic profiles shared
by groups like the 7om, lom, dom, luti, or kurbati with the dom of India to an-
cient traditions, rather than view them as coincidental similarities or as features
acquired by the respective groups separately in different places and at different
times. It can also account for ethnonyms that are derived from caste names,
some of them shared (Fom, dom, lom), and for shared terms for outsiders, and it
can furthermore accommodate westward migrations rather easily by allowing
for repeated ventures by individual groups seeking employment opportunities
in specialised trades. This has led some writers to take for granted a shared
linguistic origin of the groups. Most outspoken in this respect were Sampson
(1923, 1927), who regarded Romani, Domari, and Lomavren as derived from a
single ancestral language, and Lesny (1941), who added Hunza valley Dumaki
to the group. At the other end of the spectrum, linguistic differences have led
Turner (1927) and later Hancock (1995, 1998) to express scepticism with re-
gard to a common origin and history. What makes the Dom hypothesis attractive
however is precisely the fact that it can explain similarities in social organisa-
tion and ethnic identity while allowing for linguistic diversity: Caste origin
need not at all overlap with geographical or linguistic origin, beyond the mere
fact that all the groups concerned come from India and speak Indo-Aryan lan-
guages. Thus the ancestors of the Rom, Dom, Lom and others may well have
been a geographically dispersed and linguistically diverse population, sharing
a socio-ethnic identity.

A further name that surfaces regularly in connection with commercial no-
mads of the Near East is Jat or in its Arabic form Zutt. These names are used
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with reference to various populations of Indian origin in the Arab world, at
various times. They include Indian immigrant groups that appear in Persia,
Mesopotamia, and Syria already in the fifth century, as well as slaves cap-
tured during Arab raids in the province Sindh in northwest India and deported
to Iraq during the eighth and ninth centuries (Wink 1990: 156-73). Jat is
the self-ascription of several groups of commercial nomads in Afghanistan
(Rao 1995). Zutt is nowadays a derogatory term used by the Arabs, along-
side nawar, to refer to the Dom of Syria, Jordan, and Palestine. The term is
also found in Arab historical sources, denoting nomadic populations of Indian
origin. It was also used by Hamza Isfahani, writing in Arabic in the eleventh
century, to refer to the descendants of Bahram Giir’s Luri musicians (Grierson
1887). Bataillard (1875) consequently regarded the Jat as a tribe of nomadic
musicians, and the Rom as their descendants, a view that has often been cited.

In a variation on the caste-origin hypothesis, de Goeje (1903, first published
in 1875) viewed the Gypsies as a group of nomadic entertainers who had been
camp-followers of the Jat or Zutt. The latter he regarded as a population of
warriors originating from Sindh, who served in the Sassanide armies and were
later resettled under the Arab ‘Umaya dynasty in the seventh century. De Goeje
refers to a twelfth-century text by the Arab historian Tabari, who describes
the resettlement of a population of no less than 30,000 Zutt near the Byzantine
border, to Syrian Ain Zarba, where they were taken prisoner during a Byzantine
raid in the year 855. The date of the event and the size of the population, if at all
accurate, might of course fit in quite nicely with the appearance of a Romani-
speaking population of a significant size in Byzantium in the medieval period,
to which the linguistic evidence testifies (see below).

A more direct link between early migrations and political unrest in medieval
India as a result of the Islamic conquests was argued for by Pischel (1883).
Carrying a similar argument yet further, activist scholars writing in the context
of the Romani civil rights movement have more recently suggested that the
Rom may in fact themselves be descendants of the warrior castes, or Rajputs,
who resisted the Islamic invasions (see e.g. Kochanowski 1990, 1994, Hancock
2000; cf. discussion in Hancock 1988: 204). A connection has been suggested
between the westwards migration of the ancestral Rom population and the de-
feat of the Rajputs in the battles against the Muslim Ghaznavid rulers based
in Afghanistan in the twelfth century (see already Pischel 1883: 374). Rishi
(cited in Soravia 1988: 8) even relates the word gadZo ‘non-Gypsy’ (and by
interpretation ‘stranger’ and ‘enemy’) to the name of Mahmiid of Ghazna, and
Hancock (2000) adds to the proposed etymology from OIA garhya ‘domestic’
the reading ‘civilian’, seeking a dichotomy between Rom as warriors and non-
Rom civilians. The Rajput hypothesis creates, as Fraser (1992b: 143) points
out, chronological difficulties: both historical records (cf. Soulis 1961) and
linguistic evidence (notably a strong Greek element in all dialects of Romani)
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suggest that Romani presence in Byzantium began in the eleventh century at the
latest; given the extent of Greek influence on the language, it must have lasted
for a considerable period before the dispersal of individual Romani dialects
across Europe from the thirteenth or fourteenth century onwards. It is further-
more generally accepted that the Persian and Armenian elements in Romani
(see discussion below) testify to a prolonged presence of the Rom in the Near
East prior to their migration to Byzantium. This, along with the lack of any sig-
nificant Arabic influence on the language, could suggest an outward migration
from India perhaps around the eighth or ninth century.

Kochanowski (1994) tries to resolve these chronological inconsistencies by
proposing several waves of Indian migration, which met in Byzantium and
converged there into a single population. In another attempt to reconcile a war-
rior origin, which Hancock (1988: 204) admits has a certain appeal to Gypsies
themselves, with the social-economic characteristics of peripatetic Indian dias-
pora communities, Hancock (1991, 2000) proposes the following scenario: the
Rajput population of mixed central Asian and Dravidian descent, accompanied
by their camp followers of untouchable and low caste status, moved westwards
into Persia as part of the military campaigns against Islam. Becoming more
remote from their homeland, caste distinctions were then overcome and gave
way to a shared Indian ethnic identity (see Kenrick 1993 for a somewhat similar
view).

The question of how to reconstruct Romani origins and early migrations re-
mains essentially a debate on how to interpret possible connections between
linguistic features and socio-ethnic characteristics, such as traditional occu-
pation profiles and ethnonyms. Inevitably, the issue touches on images and
self-images of the populations concerned, and so it is likely to remain a point of
controversy. Indisputable nonetheless is the century-old presence in the Near
East of various populations of Indian origin — specialising in certain trades,
retaining mobility, and preserving a distinct ethnic identity as well as linguistic
features — prior to the appearance of the Rom in Byzantium, sometime around
the eleventh century or earlier.

3.2 Proto-Romani and Early Romani

The dialects of Romani are characterised by a series of both conservativisms and
innovations which set Romani as an entity apart from other New Indo-Aryan
(NTA) languages, including other Indian diaspora languages such as Domari or
Dumaki. The sum of the various developments that ultimately gave rise to the
predecessor of all present-day dialects of (European) Romani will be referred to
in the following chapters as Proto-Romani. The beginning of Proto-Romani is
the point at which the language became sufficiently distinct from other related
Indo-Aryan idioms to be classified as an entity in its own right. In the absence
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of any written records, this point is of course most difficult to locate in space
and time. In order to reconstruct Proto-Romani we must therefore turn to older
Indo-Aryan prototypes and their continuation into NIA, and compare them
with their cognates in present-day dialects of Romani. We are not concerned
here however with an attempt to provide a full hypothetical description of
an ancient proto-language (but see Téalos 1999 on the phonology of what he
calls ‘Ancient Romani’). Proto-Romani is, rather, the sum of changes in the
pre-European component of Romani. Some of those may have been shared
with other languages of India, some perhaps with other Indo-Aryan diaspora
languages such as Domari or the Lomavren vocabulary, while other changes
are unique to the ancestor of present-day Romani dialects.

Proto-Romani forms are not directly attested, but may be derived from related
present-day forms. We can reconstruct, for example, oblique demonstratives in
M.SG *otas>oles and F.SG *ota>ola, despite the fact that oles, ola survive only
in few dialects. This is possible on several grounds:(a) they appear in renewed
demonstrative expressions such as od-oles,od-ola, (b) they survive in contracted
forms in the oblique third-person pronouns les, la, and (c) they correspond to
the Domari demonstratives M.SG oras and F.SG ora (cf. Matras 1999c), and
of course (d) an Indo-Aryan demonstrative stem in #- is well attested, and the
change of internal OIA /t/to/1/(in Domari to /t/) is regular. As a further example,
Boretzky and Igla (1993: 14-15) reconstruct a process of reduction of OIA /a/
to a centralised vowel /* A/ which later became decentralised to /e/, and hence a
sound shift OIA dasa > Proto-Romani *dA$ > Romani des ‘ten’ (see also Talos
1999: 218-19).

The developments which we refer to as ‘Proto-Romani’ are succeeded by
an entity comprising structures for which we generally have wider attestation;
I shall refer to this entity as Early Romani. Early Romani is characterised
by the acquisition of productive Greek morphology used mainly in loanwords
(so-called ‘athematic grammar’), as well as through other structural innovations,
some of them, such as the emergence of a preposed definite article, triggered
through contact with Greek. It might be dated — though only tentatively, for
lack of any written records — to the Byzantine period, from the tenth or eleventh
century onwards. The period ends with the split into the predecessors of present-
day dialects of the language, and their dispersal throughout Europe; historical
accounts relating to Gypsies suggest that this took place from the thirteenth or
fourteenth century onwards (see Fraser 1992a). Early Romani forms are archaic
structures which we know existed, since they continue to survive today, though
in some dialects they may have been lost or replaced; and they are structures
which, we may assume, were shared by Romani as a whole just before the time
of outwards migration from Byzantium and dispersal in Europe.

A likely example of an Early Romani structure is the demonstrative set in
adava/akava: it is still attested, both in the westernmost Romani dialect of
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Wales and in one of the easternmost dialects, Southern Balkan Arli. Vari-
ous demonstrative sets which we find in other present-day dialects, such as
dava/kava or ada/aka, can be explained as simplifications and reductions of
the Early Romani forms. Others, such as kado/kako, are region-specific innova-
tions (here: reduplication and adoption of adjectival inflection). In phonology,
we may assume that the sound /i/ as in 7fom ‘Rom’, which in many dialects
has merged with /r/, reflects an Early Romani phoneme. Its phonetic quality is
unknown, but it may either have been the uvular /rR/ that is still preserved today
e.g. in Kelderas, or perhaps the Proto-Romani retroflex /d >*1, *1/ from which
it is derived (cf. Indo-Aryan dom).

The fact that present-day Romani dialects shared structural features at various
stages in their earlier development need not of course imply that Romani was
entirely uniform, either in its Proto- or in its Early phase. One of the most
challenging tasks facing comparative Romani dialectology today is to determine
which elements of present-day variation within Romani might be traceable to
variation within Early Romani, or indeed even Proto-Romani. On the other hand,
a rather large inventory of forms and structures seems to have been carried
over from the Early Romani period almost intact into the great majority of
present-day dialects, and we shall refer to these forms as representing Common
Romani. An example is the subjunctive complementiser fe, a Common Romani
form for which hardly any deviant cognates are found (Sinti and Sepeci ti being a
marginal exception), or the word oxto ‘eight’ (< Greek oxt6), generally Common
Romani, which in some dialects (Southern Central and Balkan) becomes ofto
(either through regular sound change, or by analogy to efta ‘seven’).

In the following sections, and elsewhere in the book, I use Common Romani
and reconstructed Early Romani forms when generalising about the occurrence
of alexical item, or when comparing the structures of Romani as a whole to those
of genetically related languages. Naturally, the use of such notation runs the
risk of simplifying dialectal variation somewhat, or perhaps even of creating
the impression that some variants of the language are being preferred while
others excluded. Variation, however, is dealt with in detail in the grammatical
chapters. Common Romani and Early Romani notations seem a practical and
convenient way to represent common points of departure in those sections of the
text where shared origins and developments, and similarities, not differences,
are in the foreground.

3.3 The Romani lexicon

3.3.1 Core and inherited lexicon

Romani dialects share an inherited lexicon, though its size appears to be small
by comparison with other related non-literary languages (cf. Boretzky 1992a).
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The Early Romani legacy amounts to around 1,000 lexical roots, beyond which
Romani dialects each show various layers of lexical borrowings from individual
European languages. The total number of pre-European lexical roots found in
all dialects of Romani put together is estimated at around 800, though this
number is rarely found in any single variety of the language. In addition, there
are between 200 and 250 shared lexical roots of Greek origin. Of the 800
shared pre-European items, we find alongside the Indo-Aryan core around 70
Iranian and perhaps some 40 Armenian roots, as well as single items of various,
in some cases unclear or controversial etymologies. The original Indo-Aryan
component in the Romani lexicon thus amounts to somewhere between 650
and 700 roots, though figures may differ considerably for individual dialects.
Vekerdi (1971b: 134) for instance claims that in Hungarian Lovari up to 80
roots of Indo-Aryan origin are missing, while Haarmann (1985: 68), basing his
observations on Valtonen’s (1972) dictionary of Finnish Romani, suggests a
retention of only up to 450 Indo-Aryan roots.

Despite the successive layers of lexical borrowings, the Indo-Aryan core
has remained the most significant component on which Romani dialects draw
for basic vocabulary. Fraser (1992b) tests Swadesh’s 100-item wordlist for three
different dialect sources — Rumelian of Thrace (Paspati 1870), Welsh (Sampson
1926), and Keldera$ (Gjerdman and Ljungberg 1963) — and shows that between
15 and 20 items lack Indo-Aryan cognates in Romani. For Swadesh’s longer
list of 200 items, Boretzky (1992a) identifies between 33 and 37 that lack Indo-
Aryan cognates in Romani (the fluctuation likewise reflecting different results
for individual dialects).' The actual counting is distorted somewhat by the fact
that some Romani roots may cover more than just one meaning given in the
Swadesh list (e.g. thulo is used for both ‘fat’ and ‘thick’), and that the entry
‘with’ corresponds in Romani to a grammatical ending (the instrumental case
in -sa). One must also keep in mind some general problems of the list that help
explain the absence of Indo-Aryan etymologies in Romani, such as the fact that
distinct words for certain colours, specifically for ‘blue’ and ‘yellow’, are often
missing from languages of the world, or that items such as ‘because’ or ‘some’
are in fact function words that are particularly prone to borrowing and so do
not really belong in a list of basic vocabulary.

There are several possible interpretations of the notion of inherited lexicon
in Romani. A broad view might include shared items of Byzantine Greek et-
ymology, and so allow ‘inherited’ to correspond to the Early Romani period.
There is some risk here of blurring or indeed even failing to identify distinc-
tions between the shared Greek component that will have been acquired in

1 Boretzky’s (1992a) results for the 100-item list differ from Fraser’s (1992b), and he only finds
8-9 items with no Indo-Aryan cognates. It appears that Boretzky was using a different version
of the short list.
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the Early Romani period (with gaps in individual present-day dialects result-
ing from partial loss of Greek-derived vocabulary in later periods), and Greek
items acquired individually by dialects that had continuous contact with Greek.
Boretzky (1992a) takes a narrower approach to the inherited lexicon, confining
it strictly to the pre-European element. This is in line with the radical change
in integration patterns of lexical loans that takes place during the Byzantine
period, when portions of the Indo-Aryan nominal and verbal inflection cease
to be productive and new loans are adapted with the help of borrowed Greek
morphology (so-called ‘athematic grammar’).? Yet another possible reading of
‘inherited lexicon’, and one that will not be followed in the present discussion,
is dialect specific, and pertains to the retention of lexical items from earlier
contact languages to which speakers no longer have direct access, e.g. the re-
tention of Romanian vocabulary in Vlax dialects outside Romanian-speaking
territories, of Slavic vocabulary in western European varieties of Romani, or
of German items in the Northeastern dialects. It was on the basis of these sta-
ble layers of European loans that Miklosich (1872-80) was able to reconstruct
Romani migration routes across Europe that followed the Early Romani period
(see chapter 9).

3.3.2  Loan components in the inherited lexicon

By far the largest loan component in the inherited Romani lexicon is the Greek
layer. It is not entirely clear whether the Greek element is so strong simply be-
cause it is relatively recent and therefore well preserved, or whether the Greek
impact was qualitatively more powerful, perhaps due to a longer period of con-
tact. The fact that a transition from thematic (Indo-Aryan) to athematic (mainly
Greek-derived) inflection productivity took place during the Byzantine period
might point in the latter direction. The Greek lexical component includes up
to 250 items, many of them basic semantic concepts such as foro(s) ‘town’
(Greek foros ‘market’), drom ‘road’ (Greek dromos), zumin ‘soup’ (Greek
zumi’), kokalo ‘bone’ (Greek kokkalo), xoli ‘anger’ (Greek xoli), karfin ‘nail’
(Greek karfi), kurko ‘week’ (Greek kyriaki ‘Sunday’), luludi ‘flower’ (Greek
lulidi), papu(s) ‘grandfather’ (Greek papiis), skamin ‘chair’ (Greek skamni),
and more. Grammatical loans include adverbs and particles such as pale ‘again’
(Greek pdle), panda ‘more’ (Greek pdnta ‘always’), komi ‘still’ (Greek akomi),
(v)orta ‘straight ahead’ (Greek orthd), the numerals efta ‘seven’, oxto ‘eight’,
and enja ‘nine’, and in many dialects all numerals above twenty. In addition to
the lexical component, Greek has supplied a series of inflectional and deriva-
tional affixes which are applied to European-derived vocabulary of all declinable
word classes: -os, -0, -as, and -is for the nominative of masculine nouns, -a for

2 Arguably, Greek-derived grammatical inflection endings are also part of the inherited component
of Romani, as they are shared by all dialects and were acquired before the dispersion of the
dialects, i.e. in the Early Romani period (see chapters 5 and 6).
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the nominative of feminine nouns, -mos PL -mata for abstract nouns, diminutive
-ici, adjective derivation -itiko > -icko, -to for ordinals, -is-, -in-, and -iz- for verb
derivation (loan root adaptation), -(i)men for participles, and more (see discus-
sion in chapter 8). Many syntactic phenomena are equally attributable to Greek
impact, most notably the emergence of pre-posed definite articles in Romani.

Iranian items in Romani are in part difficult to distinguish from cognates
shared by Indo-Iranian as a whole. Precise etymologies are further obscured by
the similarities among the Iranian languages. Persian cognates may be found for
most items that are identified as Iranian, but Kurdish and Ossetian etymologies
have also been proposed; at least for some items uncertainties as to the exact
source remain (cf. Boretzky and Igla 1994b: 329-32, Hancock 1995b). There
are of course several additional Iranian languages that could have contributed
to Romani, given their geographical position, but which so far have not found
any extensive consideration in the literature, among them Baluchi, Pashto, Luri,
and others. A thorough investigation of the Iranian element in Romani from an
Iranist’s point of view is still missing.

Among the accepted Persian etymologies are ambrol ‘pear’ (Persian amriid),
res- ‘to arrive’ (Persian ras-idan), avgin ‘honey’ (Persian angubin), diz
“fortress, town’ (Persian diz), posom ‘wool’ (Persian pasm), and more. Items that
offer both Iranian and Indo-Aryan etymologies include kirmo ‘worm’ (Persian
kirm, OIA krmi-), xer ‘donkey’ (Persian xar, OIA khara-), angust ‘finger’
(Persian angust, OIA angustha-), and bi- ‘without’ (Persian b7, OIA vi-). Shared
by Persian and Kurdish are among others zor ‘strength’, tover ‘axe’, baxt ‘luck’,
sir ‘garlic’, and xulaj ‘lord’. Hancock (1995b) lists as many as 119 items for
which he suggests possible Iranian cognates. Some of these however are clearly
Balkanisms whose immediate source is Turkish (e.g. dusmano ‘enemy’), for
others an OIA etymology is straightforward (e.g. dZamutro ‘brother-in-law’,
OIA jamatr-; anav ‘name’, OIA nama-; xa- ‘to eat’, OIA khada-).

The second largest contingent of pre-European loans comes from Armenian.
They include a number of rather basic vocabulary items such as bov ‘oven’
(Armenian bov), grast ‘horse’ (Armenian grast), kotor ‘piece’ (Armenian
kotor), pativ ‘honour’ (Armenian patiw), and xanamik ‘co-parent-in-law’
(Armenian xonami). Boretzky (1995a) maintains therefore that the ancestors
of the Rom must have spent a certain period under the predominant influ-
ence of Armenian, and further that the inventory of Armenian-derived loans in
contemporary Romani represents merely the remnants of a once much more
extensive Armenian component. Some 20 items have so far been identified
with certainty as Armenian. Hancock (1987) lists altogether 34 items, Boretzky
and Igla (1994b) give approximately 40, and Boretzky (1995a) discusses alto-
gether 51 items with possible Armenian connections. Many items for which an

3 This particular word is identifiable as a European loan on the basis of its Greek-derived inflection
as well as stress placement (dusmdn-o).
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Armenian etymology has been suggested are in fact shared with Iranian, for
example arc¢i¢ ‘tin’ (Armenian arcic, Persian arziz), mom ‘wax’ (Armenian
mom, Persian mom). Similarly, there are shared items among the forms for
which Iranian etymologies have been suggested, such as zor ‘strength’ (Persian
zor, Armenian zor), or tover ‘axe’ (Persian tabar, Kurdish tavar, Armenian
tapar).

Boretzky (1995a) attributes the indefinite ¢i to Armenian ¢hi, and the indef-
inite ¢imoni ‘something’ to ¢i4+Armenian imon ‘something’ (but see chapter 5
for an alternative explanation, based on ElSik 2000c). One must note how-
ever that ¢i is widespread in the region (cf. Persian ¢u, Kurdish ¢ ‘nothing’,
Modern Aramaic ¢u-mindi ‘nothing’). A further grammatical borrowing from
Armenian according to Boretzky (1995a) is the suffix -eni, which gives Romani
-in, a derivational suffix forming the names of fruit trees (ambrol ‘pear’ >
ambrolin ‘peartree’). Boretzky also derives the nominal suffix -ik in Romani
(posik ‘dust’, alongside pos) from the Armenian diminutive; though here too
we have a parallel in the Kurdish diminutive (kurr-ik ‘boy’, kec-ik ‘girl’).

Finally, there is an assembly of pre-European loans for which various et-
ymologies have been suggested. A number of items have been identified as
Ossetian, among them vurdon ‘wagon’ (Ossetian weerdon), and orde ‘here’
(Ossetian ortd). Georgian etymologies include khilav ‘plum’ (Georgian khli-
avi), and camcali ‘eyelash’ (Georgian camcami; cf. Friedman 1988). Berger
(1959) suggests a number of Burushaski loans, among them cer-d- ‘to pull’
(Burushaski car et-).* Many etymologies proposed in the literature remain con-
troversial (see for instance Tdlos 1999), while a number of lexical items still
lack a satisfactory derivation. Among the pre-European loans with unclear ety-
mologies Boretzky (1992b) cites aZuker- ‘to wait’, balamo ‘Greek’, dZungalo
‘ugly’, ser- pe ‘to remember’, purum ‘onion’, and more.

The historical and geographical settings in which pre-European loans were
acquired are not entirely clear, either. The Iranian and Armenian components
in the inherited Romani lexicon were first pointed out by Pott (1844-5) and
later by Miklosich (1872-80). Both agreed that they represent layers acquired
successively in time, and so also successively in geographical space. The
mainstream view in Romani linguistics, relying on the present-day geograph-
ical location of Persian and Armenian, has since been that these successive

4 Others are less convincing: ciro ‘time’ from Burushaski cir ‘instance’, is usually accepted as
Greek xairo (but see Tdlos 1999: 255 for an Indo-Aryan etymology); kasuko ‘deaf’ from Bur.
karitu is given by Boretzky and Igla (1994b: 137) as kan-suko ‘dry-ear’; xev ‘hole’ from Bur. gam
assumes the sound changes g>kh>x, -m>-v, and a>e, which would make this a very early loan,
while Boretzky and Igla (1994b: 115) suggest OIA kheya- ‘ditch’ or alternatively Persian xavi
(the latter however is unlikely, since it is an Arabism); dzi ‘soul’ from Bur. ji is a contraction of
odzi, odZi, ogi and more likely to be Armenian ogi; sapano ‘wet’ from Bur. hayum is less attractive
than Télos’s (1999: 251) OIA *sapya- as a variant of apya- ‘wet’ (but Boretzky and Igla 1994b:
255 suggest sap ‘snake’ through ‘slippery’); gadZo ‘non-Rom’ from khdjund ‘external name for
the Buruso’ is likely to overestimate the importance of the BuruSo in early Romani history.
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layers reflect pre-European migration routes. But modern Romani linguistics
has often failed to take into account the strong Greek and Armenian presence
in Anatolia in previous centuries. Elsewhere (Matras 1996b) I have suggested
that the Persian, Kurdish, Armenian, and indeed even the earlier Greek compo-
nents could in principle have been acquired in close geographical proximity to
one another, namely in eastern and central Anatolia. The Iranian and Armenian
cognates referred to above might support such a theory.

The lack of Arabic influence in Romani — isolated items such as dzet ‘oil’
(Arabic zet ‘olive oil”) can be explained as borrowings via Persian or Armenian—
has generally been regarded as evidence either for an early migration preceding
the Islamic conquests, or for a northern migration route through the Pamir, south
of the Caspian Sea, through the Caucasus, along the southern Black Sea coast,
and on toward Constantinople. A northern migration route receives support
from the few items of Georgian and Ossetian origin, though one cannot entirely
dismiss the possibility that these isolated loans were not actually acquired in situ
but transmitted via other sources. Keeping in mind the significant non-Muslim
(mainly Christian, but also Yezidi and Jewish) presence in eastern and central
Anatolia until well into the twentieth century, and the fact that Anatolia was an
integral part of Greek-speaking Byzantium, the northern route may well have
led not westwards along the Black Sea coast, but south, to eastern Anatolia.
There, Romani will have been subjected neither to Arabic nor, at the time, to
Turkish influence.

3.3.3  Semantic domains of the inherited lexicon

A brief characterisation of the semantics covered by the inherited lexicon is of
interest, especially since we are dealing with a comparatively small inventory of
shared lexical items. We begin with items that relate to human beings. A striking
feature of Romani is its consistent distinction between Rom and non-Rom.
Terms for persons of Romani origin are used both for general reference, and as
kinship designations: rom ‘man, husband’, romni ‘woman, wife’, ¢havo ‘boy,
son’, ¢haj ‘girl, daughter’. For persons of non-Romani origin we have gadzo
‘man’, gadZi ‘woman’, raklo ‘boy’, rakli ‘girl’. Ethnicity-neutral terms also
exist: manus ‘person, man’ and manusni ‘person, woman’ stress humankind-
affiliation, while murs ‘man’, and dzZuvli ‘woman’ generally emphasise gender,
and dZeno ‘person’, dZene ‘people’ usually refer to persons whose identity
remains unspecified.

The system of Kinship terms generally shows Indo-Aryan forms for con-
sanguines that are first-level kin of the same generation (phen ‘sister’, phral
‘brother’), for first-level and lateral kin one generation older (dad ‘father’, daj
‘mother’; kak ‘uncle’, bibi ‘aunt’, the latter two are possibly Iranian loans),
and for first-level kin one generation younger (¢havo ‘son’, chaj ‘daughter’).



26 Historical and linguistic origins

First-level kin two generations older are Greek loans (mami ‘grandmother’,
papu(s) ‘grandfather’). All other terms, notably those designating cousins,
nephews, and grandchildren (same-generation lateral kin, one-generation
younger lateral kin, and two-generation younger first-level kin), are European
loans that differ among individual dialects. The rate of retention thus gives
preference in the first instance to first-level over lateral kin, then to older over
younger generation, and finally to proximate over remote generation. Signifi-
cantly, there is a high rate of retention of pre-European vocabulary in the domain
of affinal kin terminology. We find the Indo-Aryan forms rom ‘husband’, romni
‘wife’, salo ‘brother-in-law’, sali ‘sister-in-law’, dZamutro ‘brother/son-in-law’,
and bori ‘sister/daughter-in-law, bride’ (possibly an Iranian loan), sastro ‘father-
in-law’, sasuj ‘mother-in-law’, and the Armenian loan xanamik ‘co-parent-in-
law’. Terms for lateral relations often co-exist alongside European loans. The
word for ‘marriage’ is Indo-Aryan (bijav), but ‘family’ is a European loan.

The system of terms for nations is of mixed etymology. Self-ascription may
be layered: rom is widespread as a cover-ethnonym, and agrees with the name
of the language romani ¢hib. Group-specific terms frequently follow geograph-
ical locations (in the Romani dialects of central Europe, the Baltics, and the
Balkans), religion, and occupation (Romani dialects in the Balkans). Mainly
in the west we also find the inherited self-ascription terms manus (‘person’) in
Germany and France, kalo (‘black’) in Iberia, Germany, Britain, and Finland,
and romanical (romani with a second component of unclear etymology) in
Britain, the Basque country, Sweden, Finland, France, as well as romacel in
the Greek district of Ipeiros. Characteristic of Romani is — alongside replica-
tions of nations’ self-ascription (e.g. sasitko ‘German’, njamco ‘German’, valso
‘French’) — the widespread use of inherited or internal names for nations. Thus
we find das ‘Slavs’ (cf. OIA dasa- ‘slave’), a word play based on Greek sklavos;
xoraxaj/koraxaj of unclear etymology, in the Balkans generally ‘Muslim, Turk’
and elsewhere ‘foreigner’ or ‘non-Rom’; gadZo ‘non-Rom’ (see above). Other
inherited words for non-Rom include xalo (‘meagre, shabby’), also in the
diminutive xaloro ‘Jew’, balamo and goro ‘Greek, non-Gypsy’; biboldo ‘Jew’
(‘unbaptised’), chindo ‘Jew’ (‘cut’ = ‘circumcised’), trusulo ‘Christian’ (cf.
trusul ‘cross’), dZut ‘Jew’ (possibly Iranian). Names attached to foreign coun-
tries by individual Romani groups often refer to incomprehensible speech, based
on either lal- ‘dumb’ or ¢hib ‘tongue’ (cf. Wolf 1958): lallaro-temmen ‘Finland’
and lalero them ‘Bohemia’ (= ‘dumb land’), lalero ‘Lithuanian’, ¢ibalo/Civalo
meaning ‘Albania’ among Balkan Rom, ‘Bavaria’ among German Rom, and
‘Germany’ among Yugoslav Rom. More recently, barvale thema (lit. ‘rich coun-
tries’) has emerged as a designation for ‘western Europe’, lole thema (lit. ‘red
countries’) for ‘eastern, communist Europe’.

Internal creations of place names are common mostly among the northwest-
ern dialects of Romani (cf. Liebich 1863: 90-2, Wagner 1937, Wolf 1958, and
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see also Matras 1998b: 17). They are frequently either translations, or semantic
or sound associations based on the original place names: nevo foro lit. ‘new
town’ for ‘Neustadt’, xacerdino them lit. ‘burned country’ for ‘Brandenburg’,
covaxanjakro them lit. ‘witches’ country’ for ‘Hessen’ (German Hexen
‘witches’), kiralengro them lit. ‘cheese country’ for ‘Switzerland’, u baro rasaj
lit. ‘the big priest’ for ‘Rome’, lulo piro lit. ‘red foot” for ‘Redford’, baro
foro lit. ‘big town’ for capital cities of various countries (Helsinki, Stockholm,
Belgrade).

There are few inherited words for occupations and functions. Semantically
adapted Indo-Aryan etymons stand out for rasaj ‘priest’ (OIA rsi- ‘chanter of
hymns’), and raj ‘non-Romani official’ (OIA raja- ‘king’). Among the few
others are lubni ‘prostitute’, lurdo ‘soldier’, and the pre-European loans xulaj
‘landowner’ (Iranian xuda/xula ‘Lord, God’), and thagar ‘king’ (Armenian tha-
gavor). There is however a rich internal terminology for ‘police(man)’, includ-
ing klisto (< ‘mounted’), xalado (<‘washed, tidy’), ¢ingalo (<‘quarrelsome’),
phuralja (<‘bothersome’).

A strong Indo-Aryan presence in the lexicon is found in the domain of body
parts and bodily functions. It covers most parts of the body, e.g. Sero ‘head’,
bal ‘hair’, jakh ‘eye’, muj ‘face/mouth’, (v)ust ‘lip’, nakh ‘nose’, kan ‘ear’, vast
‘hand/arm’, (an)gust ‘finger’, per ‘stomach’, pindro ‘foot/leg’ (cf. Boretzky
1992a; but see Haarmann 1985 for a discussion of European loans in this
domain) — a rare loan being the superordinate ‘bone’ (Greek kokalo) — as well
as body-related activities such as sov- ‘to sleep’, xa- ‘to eat’, pi- ‘to drink’, mer-
‘to die’, xas- ‘to cough’, and what might be classified as physical and mental
states and conditions: bokh ‘hunger’, dar, tras ‘fear’, lad? ‘shame’, dos ‘guilt’,
dukh ‘pain’, trus ‘thirst’, khino ‘tired’, mato ‘drunk’, nasvalo ‘ill’, thulo ‘fat’,
rov- ‘to cry’, as- ‘to laugh’, dZan- ‘to know’, bistr- ‘to forget’. Rather mixed is
the pre-European lexicon for religious—spiritual concepts. We find devel ‘god’
(OIA devata), beng ‘devil’, trusul ‘cross’ (adaptation of OIA trisila ‘trident’),
rasaj ‘priest’ (an adaptation of OIA rsi- ‘chanter of hymns’), patradZi ‘Easter’
(of unclear etymology, possibly patrin ‘leaf’ + dives ‘day’), drabar- ‘to tell for-
tunes’ (from drab ‘medicine’), arman ‘curse’, and the pre-European loans bezex
‘sin” (Persian bazah ‘guilt’), baxt ‘luck’ (Persian baxt), covexano/ covexani
‘ghost/ witch’ (Armenian ¢ivag). Of unclear etymology are khangeri ‘church’,
and kirvo ‘godfather, godson’, while kris ‘Romani court’ is Greek krisi ‘verdict’.

In the area of nature, landscape, and time, Indo-Aryan etymons dominate
the terms denoting weather conditions (kham ‘sun’, balval ‘wind’, iv ‘snow’,
brisind ‘rain’, §il ‘cold’, tato ‘warm’), while basic landscape concepts are mixed:
from Indo-Aryan we find jag ‘fire’, pani ‘water’, kisaj ‘sand’, phuv ‘earth’, len
‘river’, bar ‘stone’, rukh, kast ‘tree’, pos ‘dust’; alongside ves ‘forest’ (possibly
Persian), dorjav ‘river, sea’ (Persian darya), paho ‘ice’ (Greek pdyos). Time
expressions include Indo-Aryan ivend ‘winter’, nilaj ‘summer’, dives ‘day’, rat
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‘night’, bers ‘year’, masek ‘month’, but kurko ‘week’ (Greek kyriaki ‘Sunday’),
ciros ‘time’ (Greek kairos), parastuj ‘Friday’ (Greek paraskevr), tasja ‘tomor-
row’ (Greek taxid). Various studies have pointed out the paucity of inherited
words for animals and plants. Indo-Aryan words for domesticated animals in-
clude guruv ‘ox’, guruvni ‘cow’, bakro ‘sheep’, buzno ‘goat’, balo ‘pig’, dZukel
‘dog’, khajni ‘chicken’, while pre-European loans appear for grast ‘horse’,
grasni ‘mare’ (Armenian grast), rikono ‘dog’ (Armenian koriwn), papin ‘goose’
(Greek papr). There are even fewer inherited words for wild animals and insects:
ruv ‘wolf’, rich ‘bear’, macho ‘fish’, Sosoj ‘hare’, ¢iriklo ‘bird’, sap ‘snake’,
dzuv ‘louse’, pisom ‘flea’. For plants only some rather basic and general terms
appear, such as rukh ‘tree’, kast ‘wood’, kandro ‘thorn’, patrin ‘leaf’, akhor
‘walnut’, khas ‘hay’, car ‘grass’, while the cover-term luludi ‘flower’ is Greek.
Indo-Aryan forms appear also for basic foods: mas ‘meat’, mandro ‘bread’,
thud ‘milk’, aro ‘flour’, andro ‘egg’, khil ‘butter’, goj ‘sausage’, lon ‘salt’,
kiral ‘cheese’, mol ‘wine’, drakh ‘grape’, dZov ‘barley’, giv ‘wheat’, and more.

Terms for dwellings and places are poorly represented in the inherited lex-
icon. Only the very basic are Indo-Aryan — kher ‘house’, gav ‘village’, than
‘place’, mal ‘field’— with few pre-Europen additions like diz ‘town’ (Persian diz
“fortress’), foro(s) ‘town’ (Greek foros ‘market’), them ‘land’ (Armenian them
‘district’, possibly from Greek), drom ‘road’ (Greek dromos). The domain of
tools and artefacts also relies heavily on pre-European loans. Alongside Indo-
Aryan churi ‘knife’, roj ‘spoon’, xandro ‘sword’, suv ‘needle’, kangli ‘comb’,
lil ‘paper, letter, book’, love ‘money’, sastri ‘iron’, sumnakaj ‘gold’, rup ‘sil-
ver’, ¢aro, ‘bowl’, moxto ‘box’, khoro ‘pitcher’, gono ‘sack’, gad ‘shirt’, we
find‘angrusti ‘ring’ (Persian angustar?), desto ‘handle’ (Persian daste), mom
‘wax’ (Persian mom), poxtan ‘cloth’ (Persian paxte), posom ‘wool’ (Persian
pasm), taxtaj ‘glass’ (Persian tast), tover ‘axe’ (Kurdish tavar), vordon ‘wagon’
(Ossetian weerdon), zen ‘saddle’ (Persian zén), avsin ‘steel’ (Kurdish avsin),
arci¢ ‘tin, lead’ (Armenian arcic), bov ‘oven’ (Armenian bov), karfin ‘nail’
(Greek karfi), klidi ‘key’ (Greek kleidi), petalo ‘horseshoe’ (Greek pétalo),
skamin ‘chair’ (Greek skamni).

Finally, Indo-Aryan numerals cover jekh ‘one’, duj ‘two’, trin ‘three’, star
“four’, pand? ‘five’, des ‘ten’, bis ‘twenty’, Sel ‘hundred’, with Sov ‘six’ being a
possible Dardic loan (cf. Kashmiri seh, Shina sa, Gawar-Bati so, Maiya Soh <
OIA sdt; see Turner 1926: 174). All Romani dialects have Greek-derived items
for efta ‘seven’, oxto ‘eight’, enja ‘nine’. Numerals between ten and twenty are
combinations (lit. ‘ten-and-X’, with various expressions for ‘and’). Numerals
between twenty and one-hundred are either internal combinations, such as trin-
var-des lit. ‘three-times-ten’ for ‘thirty’ etc., or Greek borrowings (trianda
‘thirty’, saranda ‘forty’, etc.), or, in some cases, European loans (cf. section
8.2.2).

We are left with the question whether the semantic structure of the inher-
ited lexicon has any significance for attempts to reconstruct ancestral Romani
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culture. The expectation that the composition of the ancient lexicon should re-
flect an ancient habitat, ancient traditions, or forms of social organisation is a
working hypothesis borrowed from traditional Indo-European studies; but it is
not one that is necessarily valid in our context, as can be seen from the contrast-
ing interpretations that are sometimes given to the lexical data. The division
between Rom and non-Rom in terms referring to human beings, for instance,
is sometimes interpreted as reflecting the prominence of the opposites purity
vs. pollution, preserved in the culture of some Romani groups. But while some
connect this with the Hindu caste system (cf. Hancock 1991), others regard it
in the more specific context of peripatetic cultures (Sutherland 1975: 258-61).
As another example, kinship terminology is generally expected to reflect the
system of social obligations in the family (see e.g. Sutherland 1975: 139-80).
Cohn (1969) regards the practice of bride-price as the key to understanding
the system of Romani kin terminology. Thus bori, both ‘sister-in-law’ and
‘daughter-in-law’, is viewed as having the basic meaning of ‘woman acquired
through marriage’, with the male dZamutro ‘brother/son-in-law’ merely mir-
roring the same concept. Cohn also explains the survival of the pre-European
xanamik ‘co-parent-in-law’ (of Armenian origin) in terms of the procedures of
negotiating bride-price, in which would-be co-parents-in-law play the key role.
But on the whole it can be said that Romani follows universals in its replacement
of kin terminology through more recent loans, with proximity at the level of
genealogical relationship and generation correlating with term stability. Other
lexical universals are reflected in the retention of terms for body parts, and of
the basic numerals one to five and ten.

The use of internal names for nations, as well as the creation of internal place
names, might on the other hand be regarded as a reflection of a cryptolectal or
secretive function of Romani. This is reinforced by the presence of multiple
names for ‘police’, typical of the lexicon of marginalised minorities. The very
dialects that show an overwhelming tendency to use cryptolectal place names,
notably the western European dialects of Romani, are also those that often prefer
internal derivations of inherited nouns (e.g. pimaskri ‘cigarette’ from pi- ‘to
drink’) over loans, perhaps another indication of the function of these dialects
as secret languages (cf. Matras 1998b, and see chapter 10). Controversial is
the position of terms for agriculture, wildlife, tools, and artefacts. It has been
argued that the paucity of Indo-Aryan vocabulary in particular domains testifies
to the lack of the respective notions in the ancestral, pre-migration culture of
the Rom. Hancock (1992: 39, 2000) for example argues against a specialisation
in handicraft and service economies before the migration out of India, referring
to the lack of Indo-Aryan words for smithery, metals, and tools, while Vekerdi
(1981: 250) adds to these the relatively small number of Indo-Aryan terms for
agricultural products and the lack of Indo-Aryan terms for agricultural tools
or processes (such as ‘to plough’ or ‘to plant’), and concludes from this that
the ancestors of the Rom were dependent on the producing society from which
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they received food in return for services, without having a structured economy
of their own.

While culture-related hypotheses are diverse and often contradictory, what
is clearly reflected in the Romani lexicon is a century-old multilingual reality:
borrowings generally reflect the domains of activities which typically involve
contact with the surrounding majority-language community. Lexical retention,
on the other hand, is more typical of the intimate spheres of interaction that
remain the domain of the family. We might thus expect that words for trades,
social functions and offices, and economic resources would be more likely to
be shared with neighbouring languages, while body, state of mind, kin, and core
resources remain stable and resistent to loans. In this respect, Boretzky’s (1992a)
conclusion that the Rom retain a comparatively small inherited vocabulary
chiefly in order to flag resistance to assimilation might be supported.

34 Historical phonology

A first systematic attempt at an historical phonology of Romani is found in
Beames’s (1872-9, 1) Comparative Grammar of the Modern Languages of
India, though Beames’s sources on Romani were few and the language was
not his primary object of interest. Probably the most detailed discussion of
Romani historical phonology to date is Sampson (1926: 28-67), who bases
much of his work on Miklosich (1872-80, 1x), while Turner’s (1926) paper on
the ‘Position of Romani in Indo-Aryan’ is groundbreaking in the contribution
it makes to locating changes in time and space. A concise summary of these
works is provided by Hancock (1988: 193-9).

Of more recent date is Boretzky and Igla’s (1993: 13-20) attempt to accom-
modate historical changes in Romani phonology to the framework of natural-
ness and markedness theory. Their attention is focused on the predictability
of change, which they examine in relation to processes such as the devoicing
of aspirated consonants (reduction of the marked cluster features ‘+voice’ and
‘+aspirate’), the overall reduction in the number of consonant clusters, transfer
of aspiration to initial positions (which already require intensified articulatory
energy), and the loss of marked retroflex dentals. Hamp (1990), in a somewhat
comparable approach, points out the consistency of historical developments in
Romani phonology, which he describes with the help of a formula indicating
a general shift in distinctive features from [—contin.] to [+contin.]/[obstruent
front] (for instance d>r, t>1, m>v ).

3.4.1  Changes shared with subcontinental MIA and NIA

Proto-Romani participates in a series of changes that generally characterise the
shift from OIA to MIA, as well as that from MIA to NIA. Perhaps the oldest
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of those is the loss of OIA syllabic /1/, a process that begins already in OIA
and is attested in the Rigveda. In Romani, as in the Central languages of the
subcontinent, /r/is replaced by a vowel /i/ or /u/: OIA mrta, Romani mulo ‘dead’
(cf. MIA muda, Hindi mud, Domari mra), OIA vrttih, Romani buti ‘work’, OIA
mystah, Romani misto ‘good’ (Domari [namista ‘ill’), OIA hrdayam, Romani
(j)ilo ‘heart’ (Domari xur); but OIA krt-, Romani kerd- ‘done’ (Domari kard-).
A series of simple consonant reductions follows. Medial consonants are often
dropped: OIA lavana, MIA lona, Romani lon ‘salt’ (Domari lon, Lomavren
nol), OIA bhagini, MIA bahini, Romani phen ‘sister’ (Domari bén). Initial /y/
becomes /j/ (for OIA/NIA I use the transcription common in Indology, whereby
Jj indicates /dz/ and y indicates /j/): OIA ya-, MIA ja-, Romani dZa- ‘to go’
(Domari dZa-, Lomavren dz-), OIA yuvatih, Romani dZuvel ‘woman’ (Domari
dZuwir). Medial /p/ becomes /v/: OIA svap-, MIA suv-, Romani sov- ‘to sleep’.

Characteristic of the MIA changes is the reduction of OIA consonant clus-
ters. Generally the development from OIA to MIA sees the progressive assim-
ilation of clusters and the emergence of geminates, with subsequent reduction
of this geminate in the transition to NIA: OIA rakta, MIA ratta, Romani rat
‘blood’, OIA tapta, MIA tatta, Romani tato ‘hot’ (Domari fata), OIA Suska,
MIA sukkha, Romani suko ‘dry’, OIA varkara, MIA vakkara, Romani bakro
‘sheep’, OIA sarpa, MIA sappa, Romani sap ‘snake’ (Domari sap ). The reduc-
tion of the geminate is accompanied in subcontinental NIA by compensatory
vowel lengthening (Hindi rat ‘blood’, sap ‘snake’), which is missing in Romani
(rat, sap), perhaps due to loss of length at a later stage.

Several clusters show more specific simplifications. In initial position, /sth/
is simplified to /th/: OIA sthitla, MIA thulla, Romani thulo ‘fat’. The group
/ks/ is replaced by an aspirated cluster, later simplified: OIA bubhuksa, MIA
buhukkha, Romani bokh ‘hunger’ (Domari bka-, Lomavren bug-), OIA aksi,
MIA akkhi, Romani jakh ‘eye’ (Domari iki, Lomavren aki), but exception-
ally OIA ksurika, MIA churi, Romani churi, Domari curi ‘knife’ (possibly
a loan from a non-Central MIA dialect). The groups /tm, tv/ result in /p/:
OIA atman, MIA appa, Romani pe(s) (reflexive pronoun), OIA -itvana, MIA
-ippana, Romani -ipen (nominal abstract suffix). The cluster /sm/ is simplified
via aspiration and metathesis to /m/: OIA asmndn, *tusme, MIA amhe, tumhe,
Romani amen, tumen ‘we, you(pl)’ (Domari eme, itme). Further special cases
include OIA vadra, MIA vadda, Romani baro ‘big’ (Lomavren voro-), OIA
karna, MIA kanna, Romani kan ‘ear’ (Domari kan), and OIA parsva, MIA
pasa, Romani pas ‘half’, where the palatal sibilant is preserved; the overall
process in all these cases however is well in line with Central NIA cluster
simplification.

The presence of older phonological innovations that are shared with the
Central languages of India led Turner (1926) to postulate an ancient origin
of Romani in the Central group. The closest other relation is found with the
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Table 3.1 Romani innovations shared with Central languages (following
Turner 1926)

OIA Northwest Southwest Central Romani East South
r i a i,u i,u a? a

tv tt tt juy) PP pp? tt?
sm Sp, Ss mh? mh mh mh mh?
ks cch cch kkh kkh kkh cch?
y- y- J J- J- J y-

Eastern languages (e.g. Bengali), though Romani is separated from those by its
treatment of OIA /r/, and possibly also of /tv/ (see table 3.1).

Later changes that are characteristic of the transition to NIA include the re-
duction of semi-vowels and nasals following stops: OIA ripya, Romani rup
‘silver’ (Domari rup), OIA agni, Romani jag ‘fire’ (Domari ag); and the emer-
gence of /ng/: OIA marg-, MIA magg-, Romani mang- ‘to beg’ (Domari and
Lomavren mang-).

Three additional processes are paralleled in Central NIA languages, but could
also have been completed independently in Romani, with similar results. The
first is the shift from /u/ to /o/, as in OIA/MIA ru(v)-, Hindi ro-, Romani rov-
‘to cry’ (Domari row-), OIA upari, MIA uppari, Hindi @ipar, Romani opre
‘above’.

The second involves the shift from labial fricative to stop in initial position, or
Iv/>/bl: OIA varsa, MIA varisa, Hindi baras, Romani bers ‘year’ (but Domari
wars), OIA vis-, Hindi bait-, Romani bes- ‘to sit’ (but Domari wés-, Lomavren
ves-). The fact that this development is not shared with Domari, which has /w/,
or with Lomavren, which retains /v/, led Sampson (1926: 36) to interpret it
as a later innovation that took place in Byzantine Greece, long after the split
of what he assumed had been branches of a single ancestral idiom. Turner
(1926) however pointed out that Romani has an early Iranian loan ves ‘forest’
which is not affected by the change (cf. also Ossetian-derived vurdon ‘wagon’).
In subcontinental Indo-Aryan, some Dardic languages of the extreme north
also show /v/>/b/; in the northwest /v/ is either retained or it becomes /w/. The
change /v/>/b/ in the Central and Eastern languages is argued by Turner to be
a rather late development. The shift in Romani could therefore have occurred
independently, though the evidence provided by Iranian loans suggests that it
preceded the outwards migration from India.

Finally, we find a shift of /m/ to /v/in medial position: OIA grama, MIA gama,
Hindi gav, Romani gav ‘village’. The change is regular in Romani (cf. also OIA
naman, MIA nama, Romani nav ‘name’, OIA bhiimi, Romani phuv ‘earth’),
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but is not attested in Domari: Turner (1926) regarded Domari nam ‘name’ as a
Persian loan (cf. also Hindi nam). For the Domari 1sG present concord marker
-mi (OIA -ami Romani-av) Turner suggested a possible pronominal origin.

3.4.2  Conservative features of Romani

While the changes outlined in section 3.4.1 portray a close affinity between
Romani and the Central NIA languages, a set of conservative features already
separates Romani from MIA developments in the Central regions. The most
remarkable of those is the preservation of the cluster in a dental+/t/: OIA trini,
MIA tinni, but Romani frin ‘three’, OIA pattra, MIA patta, but Romani patrin
‘leaf’, OIA draksa, Hindi dakh, but Romani drakh ‘grape’. This preservation
of the cluster has been a source for controversy in Romani linguistics. Some
considered Romani to be of Dardic or Northwestern origin, since the Dardic
languages, and some of the Northwestern languages (e.g. Sindhi), appear to be
the only groups that have likewise preserved this OIA archaism (cf. Miklosich
1872-80, Pischel 1883, Grierson 1908). Turner (1926) however was unable to
reconcile a Dardic origin of Romani with the impressive inventory of innova-
tions shared with the Central MIA languages. Instead, he concluded that Romani
must have originated in the Central group, with which it shared earlier innova-
tions, but migrated to the north before the reduction of the clusters dental4/r/.
Since the change is already documented in the ASokan inscriptions of the fourth
century BC, Turner suggested an ancient migration from the central area at a
point preceding this period. Noteworthy is the fact that this conservativism is
shared with Domari (taran ‘three’, drakh ‘grape’), providing a clue to an ancient
close affinity among the two languages (corresponding items are unattested in
Lomavren). Somewhat less outstanding is the preservation of an initial cluster
in a labial+/1/. Itis attested in OIA bhratr-, MIA bhada, Hindi bhai, but Romani
phral ‘brother’, though we also find OIA bhruma MIA, bhiimi Romani, phuv
‘earth’. Unlike the clusters with an initial dental, the one in a labial+/r/ is not
shared with either Domari (bar ‘brother’) or Lomavren (phal ‘brother’), though
it is shared with Northwestern NIA languages such as Kashmiri and Lahnda.
A further archaic cluster in Romani is the sibilant+dental in medial position:
OIA mista, MIA mittha, Hindi mitha, but Romani misto ‘good’, OIA hasta,
Hindi hath, but Romani v-ast ‘hand’. Again we find agreement between Romani
and Domari, which has (na-)mista ‘ill’, xast ‘hand’ (comparable forms are
unattested in Lomavren), but also with Kashmiri. Medial and final dental stops
that are generally simplified in MIA, and disappear in the transition to NIA, are
preserved in Romani as dental liquids: OIA bhratr-, MIA bhada, Hindi bhai, but
Romani phral ‘brother’, OIA gatdh, Hindi gaya, Romani gelo ‘gone’. Here too,
Romani agrees with Lomavren (phal ‘brother’) and Domari (bar ‘brother’, gara
‘gone’), but also with Dardic KalaSa, which likewise has /1/ (Turner 1926: 165).
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Finally, Romani has two dental sibilants which directly succeed the original OIA
inventory of three: Romani /s/ continues OIA /s/, as in OIA sarpa, Romani sap
‘snake’, while Romani /§/ continues both OIA /$/ as in OIA sata, Romani
Sel ‘hundred’, and OIA /s/ as in OIA varsa, Romani bers ‘year’ (cf. Hamp
1987). The preservation of an inherited distinction between dental sibilants is
another archaism, shared to some extent with the Northwestern languages of
India (Kashmiri, Western Pahari, Kamauni; cf. Masica 1991: 98-9), but not
with Domari, which except for the medial cluster in /$t/ has /s/ throughout (sap
‘snake’, siy-yak ‘hundred’, wars ‘year’, but ust ‘lip’).

Clusters in which nasals are followed by stops are retained, whereas in Central
NIA the nasal is reduced to a nasalised vowel: OIA danta, Hindi dat, Romani
dand ‘tooth’ (Domari dand), OIA pancan, Hindi pdc, Romani pand? ‘five’
(Domari pandzes), OIA gandha, Romani khand- ‘to stink’ (but Domari gan-,
Lomavren gian-).

3.4.3 Romani innovations

Romani shows a series of distinct and in some cases unique innovations. Be-
ginning with the vowel system, we find first a loss of the historical length
distinction. It is usually assumed that vowel length disappeared as a result of
Greek or Balkan influence (see von Sowa 1887: 18, Miklosich 1872-80, 1x:24;
cf. also Boretzky and Igla 1993). Lesny’s (1916) suggestion (later revised; see
Lesny 1928, 1941) that long vowels that are shared among several Romani
dialects, and correspond to historical OIA long vowels, are in fact a continua-
tion of OIA length distinction, was made primarily on the basis of data from
Central dialects and from Sinti, which Boretzky and Igla (1993: 35-8) have
shown to have developed vowel length independently in similar environments
(see chapter 4).

The second noteworthy vowel development involves the continuation of his-
torical /a/. We find in Romani occasionally /o/ in medial positions, mainly in the
environment of labials, as in OIA dhav-, Romani thov- ‘to wash’, OIA svdpa-,
Romani sov- ‘sleep’, but also in OIA sasdh, Romani Sosoj ‘rabbit’. A general
shiftto /o/ appears in final positions where the vowel represents the M.SG nomina-
tive inflectional ending, as in OIA krta, MIA kada, Romani kerdo ‘done’, Hindi
bara, Romani baro ‘big’, Hindi anda, Romani andro ‘egg’. Preceding simple
consonants, historical /a/ is represented in Romani by /e/, and in some cases
by /i/: OIA kar-, Romani ker- ‘to do’, OIA grammatical ending-asya, Romani
-es, OIA ganaya, Romani gen- ‘to count’. Historical /a/ is retained however
in positions preceding an historical consonant cluster: OIA gharma, Romani
kham ‘sun’, OIA taptdh, Romani tato ‘hot’, OIA danta, Romani dand ‘tooth’.
Boretzky and Igla (1993: 14—15) explain the shift to/e/ as aretention, in an initial
stage, of /a/ in the system, and a lengthening of /a/ to /a in positions preceding



3.4 Historical phonology 35

clusters (thus danta > *dand ‘tooth’). At the same time, /a/ is reduced to /*A/ in
other preconsonantal positions (thus dasa > *d4s ‘ten’). At a later stage, length
is reduced, giving *dand > dand, while decentralisation of /a/, possibly as a re-
sult of contact influence, leads to the emergence of /e/ in affected positions (*da§
>des’). A somewhat similar scenario, reconstructing the reduction of short /a/in
open syllables to /o/ with a later shift to /e/, is proposed by Télos (1999: 218-19).

Other vowel developments include the change from historical /i/ to /e/ as in
OIA siras, Romani Sero, and the appearance of /u/ through regressive assim-
ilation, as in OIA jakuta, Romani dZukel ‘dog’, OIA trisula, Romani trusul
‘cross’. None of the innovations affecting vowels in Romani is shared with
Lomavren or Domari, with the exception of the backing of /a/ to /o/ around
labials (OIA dhav-, Romani thov-, Lomavren tov-, Domari dow- ‘to wash’).

In the consonantal domain, Romani shows devoicing of aspirated stops: OTA
bhan-,Romani phen- ‘to say’, OIA dhav-, Romani thov- ‘to wash’, OIA ghasa-,
Romani khas ‘grass’. Sampson (1926: 34), operating on the assumption that
Romani, Lomavren, and Domari must have left India as a single language,
treated this as an innovation that occurred in Persian territory, since it is shared
with Lomavren (tov-, gas), but not with Domari (dow-, gas). He used the
devoicing isogloss to coin the terms phen-Gypsy (Romani and Lomavren) and
ben-Gypsy (Domari), referring to reflects of OIA bhagini ‘sister’. But the split
could likewise be interpreted as evidence against a single entity at the time of
the outwards migration from India. The absence of a voiced aspirate series is a
regional feature common among the northern languages, such as Kashmiri and
Dardic, Panjabi, Lahnda, and some Western Pahari dialects (Masica 1991: 102).
In Lomavren, devoicing might indeed be an independent process resulting from
the incorporation of Indo-Aryan vocabulary into an Armenian grammatical and
phonological framework. Turner (1959) showed quite convincingly that the de-
voicing of voiced aspirates occurred independently in Romani and Lomavren.
In Romani, transfer of aspiration, which constitutes an independent Romani de-
velopment that is not shared with Lomavren, took place before devoicing: OIA
duddha > *dhud > Romani thud ‘milk’, but duddha > *du(t)tha > Lomavren
luth; OIA bandh-, Romani phand- ‘to shut’, but Lomavren banth.

The inventory of initial voiceless aspirate stops is significantly increased in
Romani through transfer of aspiration. The process took place when the original
initial consonant was voiced, and the internal aspirated consonant or consonant
group was also voiced, and led at a later stage to the devoicing of the initial
consonant: OIA dugdha, Romani thud ‘milk’, OIA bandh-, Romani phand- ‘to
shut’, OIA *brddhah, MIA buddha, Romani phuio ‘old man’, OIA gandha,
Romani khand ‘smell’, OIA jihva, Romani ¢hib ‘tongue’. Turner (1959) ob-
served that aspiration is not transferred to initial sonorants — OIA vrksd-, MIA
rukkha, Romani rukh ‘tree’ — nor is it transferred when the original internal
aspirated consonant is voiceless — OIA duhkhd-, MIA dukkha, Romani dukh
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‘pain’, an exception being OIA prcch-, MIA pucch-, Romani phuc- ‘to ask’. As
mentioned, transfer of aspiration is not shared with either Domari or Lomavren.

Initial aspiration is lost in the case of /kh/, which in Romani becomes /x/
(sometimes attributed to Iranian influence): OIA khad-, Romani xa- ‘to eat’,
OIA khara-, Romani xer ‘donkey’, OIA khakkh-, Romani xox- ‘to tell a lie’.
Fricativisation is shared with Lomavren (xath- ‘to eat’, xar ‘donkey’), but not
with Domari (ga-, gar; but OIA mukha- MIA, muha Romani muj ‘mouth’,
Lomavren muh, Domari muh). Non-aspirated original /k/ may undergo a similar,
albeitirregular development in Romani: OIA kds-, Romani khas-, alongside xas-
‘to cough’, OIA Saka, Romani Sax ‘cabbage’. Another development involving
initial aspiration is the partial loss in Romani of initial /h/, as in OIA hima,
Romani iv ‘snow’, partly compensated for at a later stage through prothetic
consonants, as in OIA hrdayam, Romani (j)-ilo ‘heart’, OIA hasta, Romani
v-ast ‘hand’. Here, Domari has initial /x/ (xur ‘heart’, xast ‘hand’), while in
Lomavren we find hath alongside ath for ‘hand’. Romani preserves initial /h/
however in OIA hadda ‘bone’, Romani heroj ‘leg’ (Domari xar), while variation
is found for OIA hasa-, Romani (h)asa- ‘to laugh’ (Domari past-tense stem
xas-, Lomavren xas-).

The fate of internal (medial and final) dental stops in Romani is a striking
example of both archaism (preservation of a consonant that is typically lost in
MIA), and innovation. The specific results of the process are as follows: internal
historical /t/, /d/, /th/, and /dh/ become /1/: OIA bhratr-, Romani phral ‘brother’
(Lomavren phal, Domari bar), OIA hrdayam, Romani (j)ilo ‘heart’ (Domari
xur), OIA giitha-, Romani khul ‘dung’, OIA madhu, Romani mol ‘wine’ (the
historical aspirates are unattested in Domari and Lomavren). The retroflex set
shows a more complex development. Internal /d/, which appears as /1/ already in
MIA, is retained as /1/: OIA krid-, MIA khel-, Romani khel- ‘to play’ (Lomavren
gel-, Domari kel-). Internal /t/ (via MIA /d/), as well as /th/ (via MIA /dh/),
/d/, /dd/, and /dr/ (via MIA /dd/) are succeeded by /r/: OIA cinghata, Romani
cingar ‘battle’, OIA beda, Romani bero ‘boat, OIA pithart, MIA pidhara,
Romani piri ‘pot’, OIA hadda ‘bone’, Romani heroj ‘leg’ (Domari xar), OIA
vadra, MIA vadda, Romani baro ‘big’ (Lomavren vor-).> Internal /tt/ (as well
as OIA /t/ > MIA /tt/) and /ddh/, and initial /d/ (as well as OIA /d/ > MIA /d/),
appear as /f/, which in some dialects is preserved as uvular [R] or long trill [rr],
occasionally as [1] or even aretroflex, and elsewhere is reduced to /r/: OIA atta-,
Romani aro ‘flour’ (Lomavren ara, Domari ata), OIA peta, MIA petta, Romani
per ‘belly’ (Lomavren per, Domari pet), OIA *vrddhah, MIA buddha, Romani
phuro ‘old man’ (Domari wuda), OIA dom, Romani 7om ‘Rom’ (Lomavren
lom, Domari dom), and OIA darva, MIA dova, Romani 7oj ‘spoon’.

The development from stop to liquid appears to have its roots already in OIA
vernaculars and the Prakrits (Beames 1872-9, 1:238; Pischel 1900: 238, 240).

3> An exception is OIA jakuta Romani dZukel ‘dog’, which however is likely to be a loan, perhaps
of Iranian origin (cf. Hancock 1995b: 35).
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Table 3.2 Retention and shift of historical dental and dental retroflex stops in
Romani, Lomavren, and Domari

OIA>MIA Romani Lomavren Domari

Group 1: internal d>1

1 1 1
Group 2: internal t, d, th, dh 1 1 r
Group 3: internal t>d, th>dh, d, dd, dr>dd T r r
Group 4: internal t>tt, tt, ddh i T t,d
Group 5: initial d, d>d I 1 t,d
Group 6: initial d d 1 d

It later affects the series of retroflex dental stops, which in NIA are often contin-
ued as /l/ or /t/ (cf. Turner 1926). Sampson (1926: 35-6) argued that in Romani
the shift must have taken place after emigration from India, since it takes on a
different course in each of the ‘Gypsy’ languages. Turner (1926) agreed with
the separateness of the Romani development, mainly on the grounds of relative
chronology, arguing that the conservative features of Romani prove that it must
have parted from the Central languages before the loss of medial retroflex dental
stops; the latter development therefore cannot be shared with Central NIA.
A comparison of the three languages Romani, Lomavren, and Domari (table3.2),
illustrates the layered character of the process.

All three languages continue the shift from /d/>/1/ already attested in MIA
(Group 1), where they agree with much of subcontinental NIA. The non-
retroflex dental stops in internal position (Group 2) develop regularly to /1/ in
Romani and Lomavren, and to /r/ in Domari. They are thus preserved as con-
sonants in all three languages, whereas elsewhere in NIA (and already in MIA)
they are generally lost, as are most simple consonants in internal position.
Retroflex dental stops, on the other hand, are divided into three classes (Groups
3-5). The first (Group 3) is represented in Romani, and apparently also in
the two other languages (though attestation is incomplete), by /r/. The others
(Groups 4-5) appear as /f/ in Romani, as /r/ and /1/ respectively in Lomavren,
and as pharyngealised or plain dental stops /t, d/ in Domari. In subcontinen-
tal NIA, all three classes of historical retroflex stops continue as retroflexes,
but tend to be, likewise, differentiated. This concerns first the distinction be-
tween MIA initial /d/ (Group 5), which usually remains /d/, and MIA internal
/d/ (Group 3), which tends to shift to /t/ or /1/ (Turner 1926). Turner recog-
nised the distinction in Domari between initial /d/ and internal /r/; but he also
added the Lomavren distinction between initial /1/ and internal /t/ to the same
pattern, though in actual fact the picture in Lomavren merely overlaps with a
separate phenomenon, namely the shift of initial voiced dentals /d/ and /d/ to /1/
(Group 6). As for Romani, Turner failed to identify the Early Romani opposition
between /r/, and /t/, which is indeed obliterated in the majority of present-day
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dialects, but is obviously of key importance to historical reconstruction, as it
reveals the systematic and layered character of the shift away from retroflex
stops. Groups 3 and 4, which Turner lumped together for Romani, are similarly
differentiated, both in Romani and Domari.

The picture conveyed in table 3.2 suggests that the shift from stop to liquid
affected the various groups of consonants separately, and, although it was ob-
viously posterior to the MIA period, it appears to have followed more or less
the same layered progression as in the subcontinental languages: changes in the
groups at the top end of the table preceded changes in the groups at the lower
end, the latter showing more archaic features. This applies to Romani, where /1/
is still in transition from an actual retroflex (cf. Gilliat-Smith 1911).° Archaisms
are especially evident in Domari, where the shift from stops to liquids comes to
a halt before reaching Groups 4-5, where although the retroflex quality is lost,
the stops remain. Here, pharyngealisation might be interpreted as an attempt
to compensate for the loss of the old retroflex feature by replacing it by a new
distinctive quality, acquired through contact with Arabic.

The loss of retroflex consonants in all three languages is likely to be a result of
contact with languages that lack retroflex consonants, and so it is in itself of little
significance to the reconstruction of linguistic origins. A rather late development
in Romani appears to be the loss of retroflex quality in the cluster /nd/. Its only
regular reflex is in the word OIA pandu, Romani parno ‘white’ (Domari prana),
which is found in this form in all dialects and can therefore be taken to represent
an Early or even a Proto-Romani development. Elsewhere, Romani dialects are
highly diverse. Typical successor forms are /ndf/, /nd/, /ngl/, /nt/, /¥/, /in/,
and /n/ (/¥/ merging with /r/ in many dialects): OIA manda, Romani mandro,
mando, manto, marno, maro, mano ‘bread’ (Domari mana, Lomavren mala),
OIA anda, Romani andro, anro, arno, aro, ano ‘egg’ (Domari ana, Lomavren
anlo) (see chapters 4 and 9). It is thus likely that /nd/ remained a cluster —
possibly /ndi/ — well into the Early Romani period. Historical /nd/ is simplified
to /n/: OIA candra, MIA canda, Romani ¢hon ‘moon’. The historical clusters
/nt/ and /nc/ show voicing of the second component: OIA danta, Romani dand
‘tooth’ (Domari dand), OIA pancan, Romani pand? ‘five’ (Domari pandZes).
A rather complex and multilayered innovation in Romani is consonant prothesis
involving /j/ and /v/ (see chapter 4).

The principal sound changes that distinguish Romani can be summarised
as follows (table 3.3). Vowel length is lost. Short vowels are on the whole
retained, though a changes to e in positions preceding simple consonants and
to o in inflectional endings. OIA r becomes u or i. Non-retroflex stops are
generally retained, but voiced aspirates are devoiced, and medial dental stops

6 For (Proto-)Romani too, Boretzky and Igla (1993: 16-17) postulate a retroflex liquid */r/ or */1/
at an intermediate stage, with subsequent differentiation.
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Table 3.3 Principal sound correspondences between OIA and Romani

OIA Romani
a a preceding consonant clusters: gharma > kham ‘sun’; taptdh > tato
e preceding simple consonants: dasa > Romani des ‘ten’; -asya > Romani
-es (case ending); varsa > bers ‘year’
o in M.SG nominative endings: kala > kalo ‘black’ medial: bhava-> ov- ‘to
become’; sasdh > sosoj ‘hare’
u through regressive assimilation: jakuta > dZukel ‘dog’ (perhaps loan)
i isolated, preceding sonorant in unstressed position: varsana > birsin
‘rain’
a a ani- > an- ‘to bring’; grama > gav ‘village’
e e peta > per ‘belly’
[ e devata > devel ‘God’
i i hima > iv ‘snow’
e Siras > Sero ‘head’
u through regressive assimilation: trisula > trusul ‘cross’
1 i Sita MIA sita > §il ‘cold’
o o gona > gono ‘sack’
0 o cora > Cor ‘thief’
u u dugdha > thud ‘milk’; yuvatih > dZuvel ‘woman’
a u ripya > rup ‘silver’; miitra > mutar ‘urine’
by u vritih > buti ‘work’; Srn- > Sun- "hear’
i hrdayam > ilo ‘heart’
(a) I$i > rasaj ‘priest’ (according to Turner 1926, MIA dialectal loan)
It erd krta > kerdo ‘done’
(rm) (irm) krmi > kirmo ‘worm’ (according to Turner 1926, Iranian loan)
p p initial: paniya > pani ‘water’
ph through transfer of aspiration: prcch- >
phuc- (alongside puch-) ‘to ask’
v medial: apara > aver ‘other’, apaya- > MIA av- > av- ‘to come’; svapa-
> supa- > sov- ‘to sleep’
t t initial: tale > tele ‘down’; taruna > terno ‘young’
1 medial: bhratr- > phral ‘brother’; -ati > -el (3G present concord
marker)
k k kala > kalo ‘black’
tt t vgttih > buti ‘work’;
b b bubhuksa > bokh ‘hunger’
ph through transfer of aspiration: bandha- > phand- ‘to shut’
v bahis > MIA vahira > avri ‘out’
d d initial: divasa > dives ‘day’
th through transfer of aspiration: dugdha > MIA dudha > thud ‘milk’
1 medial: hydayam > ilo ‘heart’
g g initial: gona > gono ‘sack’
kh through transfer of aspiration: gandha > khand- ‘to stink’
- medial: bhagini > phen ‘sister’
ph ph phalaka > phal ‘pale’
th th initial: (a)tha > thaj ‘and’

(cont.)
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Table 3.3 (cont.)

OIA Romani
1 medial: githa- > khul ‘dung’
kh X khad- > xa- ‘to eat’; khakkh- > xox- ‘to tell a lie’
j mukha > MIA muha > muj ‘mouth, face’
bh ph bhan- > phen- ‘to say’; bhagini > phen ‘sister’
dh th initial: dhav- > thov- ‘to wash’
1 medial: madhu > mol ‘wine’;
¢h kh gharma > kham ‘sun’
tth st uttha (ud+stha-) > ust- ‘to arise’
t r cinghata > cingar ‘battle’
f peta > MIA petta > per ‘belly’
[0)) Jakuta > dZukel ‘dog’ (possibly dialectal or Iranian loan)
d f initial: dom > fom ‘Rom’; darva > MIA dova > foj ‘spoon’
r medial: beda > bero ‘boat’
1 krid- > MIA khel- > khel- ‘to play’
th r pithart > piri ‘pot’
tt f atta- > aro ‘flour’
dd r hadda ‘bone’ > heroj ‘leg’
ddh f *vrddhah > MIA buddha > phuto ‘old man’
c ¢ caru > caro ‘bowl’
§ preceding voiceless stop: catvari > star ‘four’
J dz initial: jana- > dzZan- ‘to know’
¢h transfer of aspiration: jihvai > ¢hib ‘tongue’
i medial: rgjan > rai ‘lord’
i dz lajja > lad? ‘shame’
ch ¢h chin- > Chin- ‘to cut’
v b initial: vimsati > bis ‘twenty’; varsa > bers ‘year’
v medial: nava > nevo ‘new’; yuvatih > dZuvel ‘woman’
- medial: lavana > MIA lona > lon ‘salt’
h - initial: hima > iv ‘snow’; hordayam > ilo ‘heart’
initial: hadda ‘bone’ > heroj ‘leg’; hasa- > (h)asa- ‘laugh’
- medial: gohiima > giv ‘wheat’
m m initial: mista > misto ‘good’
\% medial: hima > iv ‘snow’; naman > nav ‘name’
n n ndaman > nav ‘name’
n n gona > gono ‘sack’; lavana > MIA lona > lon ‘salt’
r r rajan > rai ‘lord’; siras > Sero ‘head’
1 1 lajja > lad? ‘shame’; vala > bal ‘hair’
s S sarpa > sap ‘snake’, divasa > dives
S § Sata > Sel ‘hundred’, s’g’n— > Sun- ‘to hear’; vis- > bes- ‘to sit’
s in promixity of internal aspirate: sighrd- > sigo ‘quick’; Sapdtha- >
sovel ‘curse’
§ varsa > bers ‘year’; manusah > manus ‘person’
y dz ya- > dza- ‘to go’; yuvatih > dZuvel ‘woman’; hydh > hiyyo > idz
‘yesterday’
pt t tapta > tato ‘hot’;

kt t rakta > rat ‘blood’
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Table 3.3 (cont.)

OIA Romani
pr p prat- MIA patt- > pat- ‘to believe’
tr tr trini > trin ‘three’; pattra > patrin ‘leat’
kr kh krid- > MIA khel- > khel- ‘to play’
dr dr draksa > drakh ‘grape’
bhr phr bhratr- > phral ‘brother’
ph bhruma MIA bhiimi > phuv
dr r vadra > baro ‘big’
tv p -tvana > -pen (abstract nominal suffix);
t bahutva > MIA bahutta > but ‘much, many’
tm p atman > pe(s) (reflexive pronoun)
gn g agni > jag ‘fire’
ks kh bubhuksa > bokh ‘hunger’; aksi > jakh ‘eye’
(¢h) ksurika > churi ‘knife’; rksah > rich ‘bear’ (according to Turner 1926,
probably loans from other IA dialect)
py p riipya > rup ‘silver’
nt nd danta > dand ‘tooth’
nd nd gandha- > khand- ‘to stink’
nc ndz pancan > pand? ‘five’
ndr n candra > ¢hon ‘moon’
nd ndf, nf,
nd, rn,
I, etc. manda > manio, marno, mandro, maro, mano, mando etc. ‘bread’; anda-
> andro, anfo, arno, aro etc. ‘egg’
ms S mamsa > mas ‘meat’
p p sarpa > sap ‘snake’
rk k varkara > bakro ‘sheep’
g ng marg- > mang- ‘to beg’
m n karna > kan ‘ear’
IS S ghars- MIA ghams- > khos- ‘to wipe’
r§ § parsva > pas ‘half’
st st svastha > sasto ‘healthy’; hasta > (v)ast ‘hand’
sth th sthitla > thulo ‘fat’; sthana > than ‘place’
sm m asmndn, *tusme >> amen, tumen ‘we, you(pL)’
st St mrstah > misto ‘good’; kasthdm > kast ‘wood’
sk k Suska > Suko ‘dry’

are replaced by I. New initial voiceless aspirates emerge through transfer of
aspiration from medial positions in the word. Retroflex stops are replaced by
r, I, or I. Sonorants are continued. From the original three sibilants a two-way
distinction between § and s is retained. Most clusters are simplified, but those
in dental or labial and r (¢r etc.) as well as those in a sibilant and dental (st etc.)
and in a nasal and dental (nd etc.) are continued, with nd taking diverse shapes
through what appears to be a relatively recent development.
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3.5 Historical morphology

3.5.1  Direct continuation of OIA/MIA productive morphology

Inherited derivational morphology in Romani is productive primarily within
the pre-European lexicon, and its extension to European loans is limited. In
direct continuation of OIA nominal derivation morphemes we find the abstract
nominalisers -ipen (sasto ‘healthy’, sastipen ‘health’), from OIA -itvana >
MIA -ppana, and -iben, most likely from OIA -itavya > MIA -iyavva and
contamination with -pen (cf. Schmid 1968). The diminutive suffix in -o7- (kher
‘house’, kheroro ‘little house’) continues MIA -d- from OIA -r-. From OIA -ni
we find -ni forming animate feminine nouns (manus ‘man’, manusni ‘woman’;
grast, from Armenian grast, ‘horse’, grasni ‘mare’). Other nominal formation
suffixes that derive from OIA word-formation patterns are confined to individual
lexical items and are only marginally productive. Sampson (1926: 79) mentions
for example -ikl- in ¢iriklo ‘bird’, marikli ‘cake’ (cf. maro ‘bread’), as connected
to OIA -ika.

There is a series of productive adjectival derivation suffixes: OIA -al-, Romani
-al- (bokh ‘hunger’, bokhalo ‘hungry’; baxt, from Iranian baxt, ‘fortune’, bax-
talo ‘happy’), OIA -n-, Romani -an- (rom ‘Rom’, romano ‘Romani’), OIA -ika
+ -n-, Romani -ikan- (gadZo ‘non-Gypsy’, adjective gadZikano), OIA -vat,
giving rise to MIA -va, Romani -(a)v- (ladZ ‘shame’, ladZavo ‘shameful’) and
(MIA -val-) Romani -val- (xand? ‘itching’, xandZvalo ‘itching, greedy’), OIA
-tvan-, Romani -utn- (palu(t)no ‘later, last’, from pal ‘behind’; also -un- in
angluno “first’, from angl- ‘before’). The possessive suffix -ir-/-i7- continues a
MIA adjectival possessive suffix in -ra (< kara), thus mindro (miro etc.) ‘my’,
tiro ‘your’, amaro ‘our’, tumaro ‘your’, the earlier form surviving in the genitive
ending -kero (les-kero ‘his’, chaves-kero ‘of the boy’).

Inits verb derivation, Romani continues the OIA primary causative suffix OIA
-paya-, MIA -va-, Romani -av- (nas- ‘to escape’, nasav- ‘to drive s.o. away’; cf.
Hiibschmannova and Bubenik 1997: 135). Another older marker of causativity
is found in the transitiviser or intensifier affix -ar-, possibly from OIA/MIA kar-
‘to do’. Participial suffixes in -#- and -(i)n- are continued in Romani as --, -d-, -I-
and as -in- respectively (besto ‘seated’, kerdo ‘done’, mukhlo ‘deserted’, dino
‘given’). In fixed adverbial expressions we find preservation of OIA locatives in
-e, -i (andr-e ‘inside’, upr-e ‘above’, avr-i ‘outside’; cf. also khere ‘at home’ to
kher ‘house’, which is widespread in other NIA languages), which is productive
with names of days of the week (lujin-e ‘on Monday’), and of ablatives in OIA
-at giving Romani -al: avr-al ‘outside’, tel-al ‘down below’.

The vocalic inflection markers on nouns and adjectives are shared with other
NIA languages: M.SG -o continues OIA declension classes in -a (masculine and
neuter), F.SG -i is usually regarded as continuing OIA feminines in -ika, MIA
-iya, and possibly also OIA -7 (see Tagare 1948: 337): M. baro, F. bari ‘big’,
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raklo ‘boy’, rakli ‘girl’ (cf. Hindi bard, bart and larka, larki; Domari laca,
la¢t). Romani pronouns are a continuation of late MIA stems: 1sG (oblique) m-
(Romani me/man), 2sG t- (Romani fu/te), 1pL am- (Romani amen), and 2pL tum-
(Romani tumen). The OIA reflexive pronoun arman > MIA appa- is Romani
pe-. Deictic stems in ta- are continued as /-, deictics and interrogatives in ka-
are continued in kon ‘who’, kaj ‘where’, kana ‘when’, keti ‘how much’.

While most of this material is preserved in NIA as a whole, Romani also shows
unique morphological conservativisms in its nominal and verbal inflection. In
the nominal inflection, it preserves the consonantal endings of the oblique case
markers M.SG -es PL -en, from OIA genitives M.SG -asya PL -anam, which are
reduced in most other NIA languages. A consonantal form in -s for the M.SG
oblique is also preserved in Kashmiri and other Dardic languages such as Kalasa
and PasSai (cf. Grierson 1906: 32), forms in -n for the PL oblique are preserved
in Dardic as well as in Kumauni, Sindhi, Awadhi, Bhojpuri, and Sinhalese.
Romani shares both features with Domari (M.SG -as, PL -an).

Perhaps the most striking conservativism in Romani is its preservation to a
considerable degree of the OIA/MIA present verb conjugation: OIA SG -ami >
Romani -av, OIA 2sG -asi > Romani -es, OIA 3sG -ati > Romani -el, OIA 1pPL
-amas > possibly Romani -as, OIA 3pL -anti > Romani -en, by analogy also
spreading to the 2pPL -en. Preservation of this primary set of personal concord
markers seems characteristic of NIA fringe languages; it is found to some degree
in the Dardic languages to the north (Grierson 1906), and in Sinhalese to the
south, while some conservative forms in -s for the 2sG and in -7 or -¢ for the 3PL
can be found in various languages (Bengali, Oriya, Konkani, Marathi). Once
again the similarities between Romani and Domari are striking; Domari shows
1sG -ami, 3sG -ari, and 3PL -andi, with innovations for 2sG -ék, 1PL -ani and
2pPL -asi (see chapter 6).

3.5.2  Innovations shared with other NIA languages

Romani shares a number of significant morphological innovations that are
widespread in Northwestern and Central NIA and beyond, and which there-
fore do not at all conflict with its profile, in many respects, as a conservative
‘fringe’ or ‘frontier’ language. The historical three-way gender distinction is
reduced to a two-way masculine/feminine system; here Romani goes along
with Hindi, Panjabi, Sindhi, Kashmiri, Nepali, as well as Domari. The histori-
cal OIA/MIA case declension system is reduced to a plain nominative/oblique
opposition, alongside a vocative. As elsewhere in NIA, the oblique forms derive
from OIA genitive endings in -asya (M.SG), -yah (F.SG), and -anam (PL).
Characteristic of the transition from late MIA to the early NIA period is the
loss of the historical inflected past tense and the generalisation of the past par-
ticiple, which then forms the basis for new past tenses. This is connected to the
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emergence of ergativity and the generalisation of oblique marking of transitive
subjects. Present-day Romani dialects of southeastern Europe continue to show
active past participles with adjectival agreement in the 3sG past tense of in-
transitive, especially unaccusative, verbs (gelo ‘he went’, geli ‘she went’). This
structure has largely retreated outside the Balkan regions, and has been replaced
by a person-inflection marker -a(s), which is also the general 3sG past-tense ter-
mination with transitive verbs. Domari retains adjectival agreement even with
transitive verbs (gara ‘he went’, gari ‘she went’; karda ‘he did’, kardr ‘she
did’), employing the ending in -os with pronominal object clitics (kardos-is
‘he/she did it’). Given the participial base of all past-tense verbs, even those
with person-inflected terminations, Proto-Romani may be assumed to have re-
lied primarily on active participles for past-tense formation (see chapter 6).
Further evidence that links Proto-Romani with the emergence of the ergative
construction of early NIA is the generalisation of the oblique 1sG pronoun me,
cf. Hindi mé, Domari ama (see discussion in Bubenik 2000).

Compensating for the loss of the historical nominal case declension is the
emergence of Layer 11 case markers. These constitute a closed set of invariant,
usually semantically abstract affixes that are attached indirectly to the nominal
base, mediated through the remnants of the OIA case system, namely the oblique
forms of Layer 1 (cf. Masica 1991: 232). This development too characterises the
NIA period, and for some languages it is only documented as late as the four-
teenth century (see Bubenik 1998: 99). On the whole the Romani inventory of
Layer 11 elements matches that of other NIA languages, in particular the Central
and Eastern languages: genitive -kero, from the MIA genitive preposition kera
and OIA adjectival participle karya ‘done’ (Maithili -ker, Hindi -ka, Bengali
-er,); dative -ke, which Bubenik (2000: 225) traces to Apabhramsa kehim “for’’
(Hindi -ko, Bengali -ke, also Domari -ke), instrumental/ sociative -sa, from OIA
samam ‘with’, MIA samau and sahii (Hindi -se, Domari -san). Less straight-
forward etymologically are the locative suffix -fe and the ablative suffix -zar.
Locative -te has cognates in a series of NIA languages, often in dative meaning
(see Masica 1991: 244-5), including Domari -fa and Bengali -te, and it could
be derived from OIA artha ‘purpose’, or stha- ‘stand’ (see Bloch 1970: 208-9).

The renewal of the NIA case system also sees the emergence of a set of adpo-
sitions, or Layer 111 case markers, derived from adverbial location expressions.
This too is found in Romani: andre ‘in’ and andar ‘from’ < OIA antar-, Romani
angl- ‘before’ < OIA agr-, pas ‘near’ < OIA parsva-, pal- ‘after’ < OIA par, pe
‘on’ < MIA pitth-, avr- ‘outside’ < OIA bahis, opre ‘above’ < OIA upari, and
more.

In the verb, OIA bhuv- ‘to become’ gives rise to a copula and to copula
auxiliaries, which in present-day Romani survive in the subjunctive form of
the copula ov- (cf. Boretzky 1997). Finally, Romani shares the development of

7 Rather than to OIA kaksa ‘side’, as proposed by Sampson (1926: 134).
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secondary concord markers of the verb in the past tense, based on the attachment
of either finite auxiliaries or pronominal forms to the participle (see chapter 6).
Romani carries this development to the extent of full synthetisation of the new
set of concord markers, agreeing on the whole with Domari: 1SG -om (Domari
-om), 28G -al>-an (Domari -or), 3sG -a(s) (Domari -0s), 1PL -am (Domari -én),
2pL -an (Domari -es), the 3pL form remaining participial -e (Domari -e).

3.5.3  Romani-specific innovations

Apart from the emergence of past-tense secondary concord markers, Romani
agrees with Domari in a number of further developments. The first is the loss
of gender agreement in the plural. Another is the synthetisation of Layer 11
affixes. Here, Domari remains somewhat more conservative, allowing pronom-
inal object clitics to intervene between the nominal base and the Layer 11 affix
(kury-im-ta ‘to my house’). Romani on the other hand shows partial phonologi-
cal assimilation of the affix to the oblique base, thus les-ke ‘for him’, len-ge “for
them’. Both languages also develop external, agglutinative tense markers that
follow personal concord affixes. The Romani forms are -as and -ahi, possibly
derived from a Proto-Romani *-asi. They form the imperfect by attaching to the
present (kerav ‘1do’, kerav-as ‘I used to do’) and the pluperfect/counterfactual
from the past (kerdom ‘1 did’, kerdom-as ‘I used to do’).

Innovations that are unique to Romani include the grammaticalisation of ov-
from OIA bhuv- ‘to become’ as a passive marker that is attached to the passive
participle to form synthetic or composed passives (kerdjovel ‘it is being done’,
from *kerdo+(j)ovel), the grammaticalisation of -ker- < ker- ‘to do’ and of
-d- < d- ‘to give’ as transitive derivation markers, and the development of av-
‘to come’ and of the copula into passive auxiliaries. Further morphosyntactic
innovations that are characteristic of Romani are the shift to verb-medial word
order and the prepositioning of Layer 111 case markers, the lack of relativisers in
y- and the development of subordinating conjunctions based on interrogatives,
the loss of most non-finite forms, the lack of converbs of the NIA type, and the
emergence of preposed definite articles.

3.6 The position of Romani, Domari, and Lomavren

Romani displays a series of conservative traits in phonology and morphology.
The fact that many of these features are also found in Northwestern NIA and
Dardic led early scholars of Romani to postulate its origin in northwestern India,
or in the region known as the Hindu Kush (Miklosich 1872-80, 111:3, v1:63, 1x:4,
Pischel 1883: 370, 1900: 28, Grierson 1908; cf. above). Since Romani also
participates in a series of morphological innovations that are characteristic of
the NIA period as a whole, most notably the reduction of the case system, it has
been viewed as having parted from India during the transition period to NIA,
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which can only be dated rather vaguely to medieval times, perhaps between the
eighth and tenth centuries AD (see Miklosich 1872-80, 111:3)

The most reliable key to reconstructing sub-group affiliation within a lan-
guage family is of course the presence of shared innovations that are typical
of that particular sub-group. Shared conservativisms, on the other hand, do not
provide straightforward evidence: there may be various reasons why a language
might remain conservative, and why related offshoots of an ancient parent lan-
guage might preserve shared inherited traits in different geographical locations.
Geographical isolation could be one of those reasons. Social isolation might
indeed be another, though it appears not to have been considered so far, despite
ethnographic evidence linking the ancestral Rom population with the socially
isolated peripatetic castes of Indian dom. Emigration from India as early as the
fourth century BC was suggested by Kaufman (cited in Hancock 1988 and in
Fraser 1992b), but it is hardly reconcilable with the series of innovations that
stem from the transitional period between MIA and NIA. A geographical origin
of Proto-Romani in the northwest, on the other hand, does not account for the
early innovations which it shares with the Central languages.

Turner’s (1926) analysis of the relative chronology of early changes in
Romani has not yet found a serious challenger. The inventory of early innova-
tions that are shared with the Central group is impressive. Moreover, they are
found not just in Romani, but also in Domari and Lomavren. It is thus likely that
all three languages originated in the Central group. Most of the conservative
features of Romani are shared by Domari and Lomavren as well: the preserva-
tion of internal dentals as liquids, the preservation of the clusters /st, $t, dr, tr/,B
and, shared with Domari, conservative traits in nominal and verbal morphology.
These archaisms do not of course stand in the way of postulating an early origin
in the Central group, since the languages will have left the region before some
of the later phonological changes took place, and before the breakdown of the
old morphology. But they do indicate that all three languages became isolated
from the Central group at a rather early stage. Turner assumed that separation
had occurred by the fourth century Bc, at which point the breakdown of the
above clusters is already attested in Central MIA..’

o

Contrary to Lesny’s (1941) impression, none of these features are shared with Hunza Valley
Dumaki as described by Lorimer (1939), which reduces internal dentals (mo ‘wine’, Romani
mol; gowa ‘horse’, Romani khuro, Domari gori) as well as clusters (ote ‘lip’, Romani us?,
Domari ust, kot ‘stick’, Romani kas?), but preserves retroflexes (dom, Romani rom, Domari dom;
hot ‘bone’, Romani her, Domari xur).

Turner’s theory receives support from Fraser’s (1992b) glottochronological calculations, accord-
ing to which the distance between Romani and Kashmiri reflects a split that took place around
1700 Bc, that is around the time of the formation of OIA in India, while the difference between
Romani and Hindi reflects a split from around 390 Bc. On the other hand, Turner’s dating was
criticised by Woolner (1928), who doubted that the ASoka inscriptions could form an accurate
point of reference, since they are not likely to reflect contemporary vernacular usage.

©
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Turner’s suggestion of a migration to the northwest sought to account for
the preservation of conservative features that resist change in this region, while
allowing for continuing participation in the morphological changes that are
typical of the overall transition to the early NIA period, notably the collapse of
the old nominal declension. Turner cites a number of lexical items that could
have been borrowed from the Northwestern languages, though this lexical ev-
idence remains marginal and largely inconclusive. Noteworthy is the fact that
there are hardly any phonological innovations that are shared with the North-
western languages: the voicing of dental stops in the historical clusters /nc,
nt/ in all three languages may be seen as a predictable outcome of what is
essentially a conservative trait, namely the preservation of the cluster itself
(as opposed to its simplification through loss of the nasal in the Central lan-
guages). The devoicing of /bh, dh, gh/ occurred independently in Romani and
Lomavren (see section 3.4.3), and is lacking altogether in Domari.

The devoicing isogloss had led Sampson (1923) to coin the terms phen-
Gypsy (Romani and Lomavren) and ben-Gypsy (Domari). Sampson’s labelling
of the ‘branches’ reflects just one single feature, rendering the impression of
an otherwise tightly bound entity. But there are at least two additional distinc-
tive features separating the groups: the preservation of old internal dentals as
either /I/ or /r/, and the treatment of historical /bhr/. The three representative
features are all reflected in OIA bhratr- ‘brother’, for which all three idioms
have cognates. The three languages are therefore better labelled the ‘phral-
group’ (Romani), the ‘phal-group’ (Lomavren), and the ‘bar-group’ (Domari).
Sampson’s idea was that the two ‘branches’ split while in Iranian-speaking ter-
ritory. But Hancock (1995b), based on the paucity of loans of Iranian origin
that are shared by all three languages, suggested that the three groups passed
through Iranian territory independently. This can be taken to imply that the split
into not just two, but into three branches must have already occurred in India.

While the inventory of conservative features shared by the three languages
seems to favour their separation from Central MIA at a rather early period, it is
not imperative that this separation should have occurred in the form of a shared
migration within India, leading to the northwest and ultimately out of India.
The three languages share few innovations that followed the separation from
the Central group. In the treatment of OIA internal dental stops and of MIA
dental retroflex stops there are similarities, but also differences (see above).
There are also differences in the evolution of MIA medial /v/ (Romani /v/,
Domari and Lomavren /w/) and of MIA medial /p/ (Romani /v/, Domari and
Lomavren /u/), in the preservation of the OIA dental sibilants /s, §, §/ (Romani
/s, §/, Lomavren and Domari /s/), and in the treatment of OIA initial /kh/
(Romani and Lomavren /x/, Domari /q/) and of OIA initial /h/ (Romani /@/ or
/h/, Lomavren /h/, Domari /x/). Neither Lomavren nor Domari share the most
outstanding Romani innovations, namely the shift /a/>/e/ preceding simple
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Table 3.4 Some lexical correspondences: Romani and
related languages

Romani Lomavren Hindi Domari
‘big’ baro Voro- bara tilla
‘house’ kher kar ghar kuri
‘above’ opre ubra apar atun
‘inside’ andre anraj, mandz andar mandZa
‘to take’ 1- - le- par-
‘work’ buti kam kam kam
‘what’ SO ke kya ke
‘village’ gav lehi gav de(h)
‘blood’ rat nhul rat nhir

consonants, the shift /a/>/o/ in grammatical endings, transfer of aspiration, the
shift of initial /v/>/b/ and of internal /m/>/v/.

The patterns of lexical correspondences between the languages present a
contradictory picture. There is some evidence in favour of an ancient separation
of Domari (see the first group of words in table 3.4), while on the other hand
Romani stands out in a number of features, and Domari and Lomavren in turn
share some items, some of them, such as Kurdish de- ‘town’, being Iranian loans.

Striking nonetheless are the grammatical similarities between Romani and
Domari: the synthetisation of Layer 11 affixes, the emergence of new concord
markers for the past tense, the neutralisation of gender marking in the plural,
and the use of the oblique case as an accusative. A morphological innovation
that both Romani and Domari share with some Northwestern languages is the
emergence of a new past-tense set of concord affixes, derived from pronom-
inal affixes. Areal contacts and morphosyntactic convergence among related
languages remain a necessary part of our scenario of historical reconstruction.

In conclusion, one must at least allow for the possibility that the archaisms
that the three languages display are tokens not of a shared geographical reloca-
tion, but rather of a collapse, at some point in time of the network of contacts
with territorially based languages, and its replacement by a network of alter-
native contacts with groups sharing a similar socio-ethnic affiliation — in other
words, of the formation of non-territorial languages. On the other hand the
grammatical and morphological similarities could be the outcome of shared
areal developments at a later stage. The linguistic affinity between Romani and
Domari (and, as far as documented, Lomavren) might therefore be accounted
for in terms of their shared ancient origin and subsequent similar social and
geographical history, rather than as a token of continuous genetic ties in the
form of a linguistic sub-branch within the Indo-Aryan languages.
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4.1 Consonants

4.1.1  Stop positions and articulation

Three basic stop positions are inherited from Indo-Aryan and retained in all
dialects of Romani: labial /p/, dental /t/, and velar /k/. To those one might add a
palatal position, which is an inherited feature of other NIA languages (cf. Masica
1991: 94-5). The status of the palatal positions in Romani is somewhat prob-
lematic. In quite a few dialects /¢/ behaves differently from other stops, showing
loss of aspiration /¢h/>/¢/, loss of plosiveness /Ch/>/$/>/8/, /dZ/>/7Z/>/Z/, or sub-
stitution of its fricative quality through palatalisation /dz/>/d’/. These tenden-
cies toward simplification suggest greater complexity than other stop positions,
which in turn seems to recommend a separate classification of /¢/ as an affricate.
Palatalisation as an articulatory attribute can on the other hand accompany con-
sonants (not just stops) in various positions. It makes sense therefore to separate
three groups: genuine palatal stops, palatalised consonants, and affricates.

Genuine palatals are recent developments (cf. Boretzky 2001). They emerge
either through the effects of inherited palatalisation of dentals in selected lex-
emes, as in Lovari dZes < *d’ives ‘day’, buci < *but’i ‘work’ (also in Northern
Central dialects), or through contact developments, as in Arli and Gurbet va-
rieties of Macedonia and Montenegro, affecting velars in positions preced-
ing /i/ and /e/: ¢her < kher ‘house’, ¢in- < kin- ‘to buy’. Finnish and Laiuse
Romani show similar palatal mutation of velars, as a result of earlier contact
with Swedish: ¢hér < kher ‘house’. In BugurdZi, palatals emerge through the
reduction of the clusters /§ti/ and /kli, gli/: uci- < usti- ‘to stand up’, kandzi <
kangli ‘comb’.

Palatalised consonants are more widespread, though they are generally re-
stricted to dialects in areas where the contact languages also have palatalised
consonants, and so synchronically at least this feature can be considered areal
in Romani. The background is similar: palatalised consonants may emerge
internally, drawing on inherited variable palatalisation of dentals in selected
lexemes: Northern Vlax d’es < *d’ives ‘day’. This development may lead

49
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to substitution of the palatalised dental through a palatalised velar: Keldera$§
g’es < *d’es < *d’ives. The reverse process is found in the northern group
of the Southern Central dialects (southern Slovakia and northern Hungary):
t’in- < kin- ‘to buy’, d’il- < gil- ‘to sing’. Palatalisation is triggered especially
through contact with North Slavic languages in the Central and Northeastern
groups. In the North Russian (Xaladitka) dialect (Wentzel 1980), palatalisa-
tion accompanies most consonants in positions preceding /i/ and /e/ as well
as in jotated positions: g’ind’a < *gindja(s) ‘he read’, g’il’a < *gilja < *gili-a
‘songs’, phuv’ja ‘lands’, gad’a < *gadZja < gadZi-a ‘women’. It also has dis-
tinctive phonemic status, e.g. sir ‘how’ but sir’ ‘garlic’. Both the aspirated and
non-aspirated voiceless postalveolar affricates merge in a palatalised affricate
1€]: (ac’- < ach- ‘to stay’, ¢’aj < ¢haj ‘daughter’, ¢’ar < Car ‘grass’). In the
Central dialects, palatal mutation of dentals is encountered occasionally, while
the sonorants /n,1/ are particularly prone to the process, leading to the palatal
sonorants /n’, /.

Apart from the various effects of palatalisation and palatal mutation, stops are
generally stable in Romani. Stops may assimilate to nasals: khamni < *khabni
‘pregnant’, lumni < lubni ‘whore’. The reverse process, i.e. the dissimilatory
emergence of /nd/ from /n/, is attested in Welsh and in Finnish Romani: mend <
men ‘neck’, lond < lon ‘salt’. In the Sinti group, labial stops emerge from
fricatives in final position: lab < (a)lav ‘word’, job < jov ‘he’.

4.1.2 Sonorants

The basic inventory of sonorants includes a labial nasal /m/, a dental nasal
/n/, a dental lateral /1/, and a dental trill /r/. The lateral /1/ is partly velarised
in most dialects, the Sinti group being an exception. In dialects of Romani
in Poland belonging both to the Northeastern and the Central groups, strong
velarisation to /1/ with ultimate substitution through a semi-vowel /w/ is found
in the environment of all vowels except /i/, a development that is borrowed
from Polish (fove = /wo’ve/ < love ‘money’). Another contact effect is the
substitution of the trill in the Sinti-Manu§ group through a uvular /r/, as a
result of German and French influence.

Early Romani had a sonorant /¥/, which represented the historical retroflexes
/d/ in initial position, and /tt, ddh/ in internal position, as well as part of the his-
torical cluster /nd/ (in some dialects /t/ replaces the cluster). The great diversity
of forms that continue the historical cluster /nd/ in present-day dialects, and the
reported presence of a retroflex sound in the Rhodope dialect of Bulgaria (Igla
1997: 152), are indications that Early Romani /#/ may have still been a retroflex
(cf. Gilliat-Smith 1911). In some Balkan dialects, historical /f/ becomes /1/.
It is continued as a uvular /R/ in Keldera$, and as a long or geminate trill /rr/
in some Gurbet varieties, in the southern Italian dialects (Soravia 1977: 84-5),
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and in western Northern Central dialects (Western Slovak Romani, as well as
Bohemian and Moravian dialects; Elsik et al. 1999: 304; cf. Boretzky 1999a:
214). Elsewhere, /t/ has merged with /r/. There is a tendency in some dialects to
preserve a distinct reflex of historical /1/ in the word *aro “flour’, to distinguish
it from *andro > aro > (j)aro ‘egg’ (see chapter 9): Northeastern jaZo/jarZo/
jarlo, Sinti-Manus jaxo/jarro.

Sonorants are often unstable and subject to substitution through other sono-
rants, or metathesis. In some grammatical morphemes, final /n/ is often lost:
tume < tumen ‘you (L)’ in some dialects (Lovari, Welsh Romani, the Northeast-
ern group), the abstract nominal suffix -ipe < -ipen (in dialects of southeastern
Europe), the Greek-derived participle ending -ime < -imen.

4.1.3 Fricatives and semi-vowels

The inventory of fricatives derives to a considerable extent from recent inno-
vations. Early Romani fricatives included labials /f, v/, a velar /x/, a glottal
/h/, dental sibilants /s, z/ and postalveolar sibilants /8, Z/. Of those, /z/ first
entered the language with the Iranian component, and /f/ with the Greek com-
ponent; Boretzky (1999b: 27) even omits /f/ from his inventory of ‘conservative’
phonemes.1 The velar /x/ is not inherited from OIA/MIA either, but constitutes
a Proto-Romani innovation /kh/ > /x/, which however must have been an early
development, as it preceded devoicing in initial aspirates ghar > kher ‘house’.
In many conservative dialects, its articulation is closer to a voiceless uvular /x/,
and it is possible that this reflects the earlier articulation, while the shift to a
velar /x/ is contact-induced. Both /h/ and /Z/ are marginal in the pre-European
component; the latter may even be regarded as rare (uzo ‘clean’ < MIA ujju-
being an isolated example), the former in initial position is frequently a recent
prothetic development (cf. Polska Roma huco < uco ‘high’).

The uvular fricative /R/ could have been an Early Romani innovation substi-
tuting for the historical retroflex (see above), though it could just as well have
emerged separately in individual dialects. As a continuation of historical /¥/, the
uvular is attested in Keldera$§ and a number of Balkan dialects. The uvular in the
Sinti group is a late contact-related development, which replaces the inherited
trill. In North Russian Romani, a voiced velar fricative /y/ can continue /h/:
yeroj < heroj “foot’, yazd- < hazd- ‘to lift’.

New palatal sibilants /§, Z/ have emerged as a result of the reduction of the
affricates /Ch, dZ/. Kelderas and Lovari show both processes, while Ursari and
Drindari as well as the Vend dialects have only /dz/>/7Z/ (cf. Boretzky and Igla
1993: 22-3). For Welsh Romani, Sampson (1926) notes that /¢/ interchanges
with /3/.

U feder “better’ is the only occurrence of /f/ in the pre-European component.
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The alternation and variation of /x/ and /h/ is a contact development. In Arli
and BugurdZi of Kosovo and Macedonia, the two often merge into /h/, in all
likelihood due to Albanian, Turkish, and/or South Slavic influence: ha- < xa-
‘to eat’. A similar development can be noted for the Southern Central dialects,
due to Hungarian influence. The reverse process, a merger into /x/, appears in
the Northeastern dialects under the influence of Russian and Polish: xad(ker)- <
haé(ar)- < ac(ar)- ‘tounderstand’. Velarisation of the glottal fricative in these di-
alects also affects the articulation of aspirated stops and affricates ( pxen- < phen-
‘to say’). The velar fricative /x/ in Welsh Romani is often replaced by /h/ or /k/.

The shift of /s, z/ > /3, Z/ is reported for individual varieties of the Northern
Central group in the Stitnik river area of southern Slovakia (EISik et al. 1999:
302-3): So < so ‘what’. The reverse development is found in Romani dialects
in contact with Greek, such as Agia Varvara and Dendropotamos Vlax, where
under Greek influence the postalveolars /§, Z, €, ¢h, dZ/ are currently undergoing
merger with dentals /s, z, c, ch, dz/ respectively: sil < il ‘cold’. A specific
development of Finnish Romani is the shift /8/ > /h/, as in heero < Sero ‘head’,
triggered through contact with Swedish. In the Southern Central dialects, a
sibilant emerges in the cluster /st/ < /xt/: bast < baxt ‘fortune’.

Semi-vowels have a somewhat marginal position in the Romani phonologi-
cal system. In the older layer representing Early Romani, /j/ appears mainly in
positions following vowels. Otherwise its presence is limited to morphophono-
logical jotation phenomena: dikhjom < dikhljom ‘I saw’, and to prothetic po-
sitions: jon < on ‘they’, in Northern and Northern Central dialects. In Arli of
Kosovo and Macedonia, /j/ surfaces as a glide compensating for the reduction
of morphological /s/ in intervocalic position: SG instrumental ending -eja , -aja
(also -ea, -aa) < -esa, -asa. Labial /w/ in the inherited component is only found
in dialects which, under Polish influence, have velarised /1/ to /1/ and then to
/w/ in most positions except those preceding /i/.?

4.1.4  Affricates

The Early Romani inventory of affricates included postalveolar /¢/ and /dZ/,
which continue the MIA palatals, a voiceless aspirated postalveolar /¢h/ through
a Proto-Romani innovation (transfer of aspiration and initial devoicing of aspi-
rates), and a dental /c/ (=[ts]) in the Greek loan component.? Both the inventory

2 Dialects of English Para-Romani (=Angloromani) show /w/ replacing /v/ in initial position:
wast < vast ‘hand’.

3 An isolated pre-European item in /c/, with unclear etymology, is cird- ‘to pull’, though the
presence of tird- in Northeastern dialects suggests that the affrication is secondary and late.
Unclear also is the origin of an additional affricate /dz/ in isolated Armenian or Iranian words,
such as dzet < zet ‘oil’, which interchanges with /z/; this affricate seems more likely to be a late
development.
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of affricates and their frequency are increased through recent innovations in
individual dialects.

The affricates /c/ and /dz/ can continue inherited palatalised dentals in se-
lected lexemes: Catalonian Romani dzives < *d’ives ‘day’; western European
dialects keci < *ket’i ‘how much’; Vlax, eastern Northern Central, and eastern
Balkan cikno < *t’ikno ‘small’; all dialects except Northeastern cird- < *t’ird-
‘to pull’. The process is particularly widespread however in Vlax and the
Northern Central dialects. In the Northern Central group the process may also
affect /ki-/: cin- < kin- ‘to buy’. In BurgudZi, /c/ and a voiced counterpart
/dz/ (optionally /z/) emerge in positions preceding /i/ from /k, g/, from medial
/-t-, -d-/, and from the cluster /st/, as well as from the palatals /¢, dZ/ in jotated
positions: buci < buti ‘work’, gozi < godzi < godi ‘mind’, kerdzum < *kerdZum <
*kerd(j)um ‘1 did’.

As mentioned above, recently emerged palatals show a tendency to merge
with affricates: Montenegro Gurbet dZive < dZive < *d’ives, ¢in- < ¢in- < kin-
‘to buy’. A voiced postalveolar /dz/ emerges from /z/ in Finnish Romani:
dZummi < zumi ‘soup’. A voiceless postalveolar /¢/ emerges under Hungarian
influence from initial /j/ in the Vend sub-group of the Southern Central group:
Cak < jakh ‘eye’.

Dentalisation of postalveolar affricates /¢, dz/>/c, dz/ is an ongoing process
in dialects in contact with Greek (Agia Varvara and Dendropotamos Vlax). A
similar process is found in several of the Northern Central dialects in the Stitnik
river area of southern Slovakia (El$ik et al. 1999: 302-3). A palatalised articu-
lation of the dental plosive component, in free variation with both affricates, is
often characteristic of this transitional stage. The reverse development affects
the voiceless dental /c/ in Sepeci, which under Turkish influence is substituted
by /&/: ¢ip- < cip- ‘to scream’.

4.1.5 Voicing

Voice opposition is a general feature of stops, affricates, labial fricatives, and
sibilants. There are dialects with no voiced counterpart for /c/ (e.g. Sinti; or
Vlax, except in contact with Greek) or for /¢/ (Lovari and Kelderas), and some
with none to /¢/ (Vend, Ursari, Drindari, Kelderas, Lovari). In some dialects,
notably Kelderas varieties, /f/ might be considered the voiced counterpart of /x/,
both being uvulars. In Xaladitka, voice opposition is found in velar fricatives
/x:y/.

Voice alternation is found in some grammatical endings. All Romani dialects
have inherited the pattern by which Layer 11 case suffixes in -#- and -k- are voiced
following /n/: leske ‘for him’, lenge ‘“for them’. The voicing of velar and dental
stops in positions following /n/ can be seen in connection with Proto-Romani in-
novations that may be connected to changes in the Northwestern languages of
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India. The causative affix -ker- has a voiced variant -ger- in the Vend group
of the Southern Central dialects. These exist in addition two variants of a
nominal suffix, -ipen/-iben, for which Schmid (1963) however has argued in
favour of two distinct OIA etymologies. For Welsh Romani, Sampson (1926:21)
mentions voice alteration in lexical items.

The most common development affecting voice is the devoicing of stops in
word-final position, a tendency in Romani dialects in contact with European lan-
guages that display this phenomenon: Czech, Slovak, Polish, Russian, German,
Turkish, and partly Macedonian: dad > dat ‘father’. Boretzky and Igla (1993:
45) suggest that the absence of a word-final devoicing of stops in Welsh Romani
reflects the fact that the ancestors of the Welsh Roma passed through central
Europe before devoicing had become widespread in the local contact languages.
Initial devoicing is a feature of the Finnish and Laiuse (Estonian Romani)
dialects: tad < dad ‘father’. In Burgenland Roman, voiced /z/ merges with /s/
under Austrian German influence.

4.1.6  Aspiration

Distinctive aspiration operating within the set of voiceless stops and distin-
guishing them into two classes, aspirated and non-aspirated, is perhaps the
most remarkable phonological feature of Romani as a language that is territo-
rially based in Europe, and the most outstanding phonological feature marking
it out as a NIA language. In general, voiceless consonants have aspirated coun-
terparts for all three major stop positions — /ph, th, kh/ —, as well as for the
dental-postalveolar affricate — /Ch/. The latter is the weakest member of the
set of aspirates. Where /¢/ shifts to /c/, for example under Greek influence,
the change is also reflected in the aspirate set /¢h/>/ch/. Distinctive aspiration
may disappear in the affricate position, as in Welsh Romani or Sinti, which only
retain /C/; the aspirated affricate may be replaced by a palatalised affricate /&’/
as in Xaladikta, or be reduced to a palatal sibilant /Z/, as in Northern Vlax. Other
instances of loss of aspiration are documented only in a fragmented manner,
with contradictory notations in the sources, and so it is not quite clear whether
aspiration is indeed disappearing in the language. In Northeastern dialects, ve-
larisation of the aspirated articulation leads in effect to loss of aspiration and to
the emergence of a new set of clusters /px, tx, kx, ¢x/.

4.1.7 Geminates

Gemination is a recent development and is confined to individual dialects.
Only in the case of the geminate trill /rr/, which represents Early Romani /¥/,
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as in Gurbet and in some Central dialects, might gemination be regarded as the
continuation of an older opposition. Elsik et al. (1999: 311) mention consonant
assimilation leading to gemination in the Southern Central dialects: od’d’a <
on’d’a ‘there’, gullo < gudlo ‘sweet’. In the Abruzzi dialect of southern Italy,
gemination through assimilation is found in word boundaries where object pro-
nouns are cliticised: dikdtto < dikhav tu ‘1 see you’. In both varieties, what
appear to be internal assimilation processes leading to gemination are in fact
supported, if not indeed motivated, by contact-induced gemination in lexical
items as well, thus Abbruzzi akkana < akana ‘now’, Southern Central gdddZo <
gadzo ‘non-Gypsy, farmer’, alternating with gddZo. Gemination triggered
by contact with Turkish is found in the Romani dialects of Iran, Zargari and
Romano (Windfuhr 1970, Djonedi 1996): butti < buti ‘work’, tatto < tato ‘hot’.
In Finnish Romani, gemination appears to compete with vowel lengthening,
thus davva < dava ‘this’ but ¢avo < ¢(h)avo ‘boy’, while in Finnish long vowels
may be followed by either simple or geminate consonants. Boretzky and Igla
(1993: 40-1) suggest that the process was triggered through earlier contact with
Swedish, where in words with more than one syllable a stressed vowel is either
long and followed by a simple consonant, or short and followed by a cluster or
geminate.

4.1.8 Consonant clusters

The inventory of initial clusters in the Early Romani legacy comprises just four
initial clusters that are inherited from OIA, /tr, dr, phr, $t/ — trin ‘three’, drakh
‘grape’, phral ‘brother’, star ‘four’. The Greek component adds a significant
number of initial clusters: /sf, sk, sp, str, vr, kr, mr, hr, pr/. The inventory of
medial and final consonant clusters on the other hand is extensive and varied.
It allows for combinations of most stop, fricative, and nasal positions with a
following liquid /r, 1/, of dental and postalveolar sibilants with most stop and
fricative positions (though not with other dental or postalveolar sibilants or
affricates, e.g. */8¢/), and of nasals and to some extent also liquids with most
stop and fricative positions. The emergence in initial position of new clusters
and the reduction of old ones are local, dialect-specific processes. Clusters
may emerge in initial position through metathesis: bres < bers ‘year’, brisind
< birsind ‘rain’. In internal position, new clusters are typically the outcome
of syllable reduction, common especially in the Sinti group: leskro < leskero
‘his’.

Cluster reduction may involve pure simplification (Welsh Romani phal <
phral ‘brother’, gras < grast ‘horse’, Welsh Romani and Arli baval < balval
‘wind’), assimilation (Finnish Romani phannel < phandel ‘shuts’, BugurdZzi
angruci < angrusti ‘ring’), metathesis (fursul < trusul ‘cross’), or syllable



56 Descriptive phonology

addition (baravalo < barvalo ‘rich’). Initial clusters are sometimes eliminated
through Turkish influence in Sepeci and other dialects of Turkey (istar < star
‘four’) and through Azeri and Persian influence in Zargari and Romano (derom <
drom ‘road’).

4.1.9  Types of consonant systems

Tables 4.1-4.7 present an overview of the consonant phonemes of selected
dialects, beginning with the reconstructed consonant systems of Proto-Romani
and Early Romani.

Table 4.1 Proto-Romani consonant phonemes

Retroflex dental/nasal are still preserved in the cluster /nd/;
retroflex liquids /1/ and /r/ continue MIA medial dentals and
retroflex dentals, respectively. Iranian and Greek loan phonemes do
not yet appear.

p t k ¢
ph th kh ¢h
b d g dz d
m n n
X S $ h
\ (2)
1 |
r T

Table 4.2 Early Romani consonant phonemes

Palatalised dentals are allophonic. The palatal is marginal.
Phonemes in square brackets represent possible realisations of
historical retroflexes.

p tot) k c ¢

ph th kh ¢h

b d(d”) g (dz) dz [d]
m n [n]
f X $ h

v z (] [R]

1 1
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Table 4.3 Consonant phonemes in Kelderas and Lovari

Affricates are reduced to fricatives. Palatalised velars in Kelderas,
jotation-triggered in (1j), elsewhere tendency to merge with affricate /¢/ and
alveopalatal sibilants /8§, Z/. Uvular /R/ is maintained only in Kelderas.

p t k(k’) c ¢ ©
ph th kh
b d &) (d?)
m n
f X S § § h
v z Z (R)

1

r

@)

i
Table 4.4 Consonant phonemes in Sinti
No palatals. Reduction of aspiration in the affricate. The dental
trill/flap is usually replaced by a uvular.
P t k c ¢
ph th kh
b d g dz
m n
f X s § h
v z z R
1
@

Table 4.5 Consonant phonemes in Gurbet

Velar stops become palatals in positions preceding front vowels. Palatalised
consonants are restricted to /I’, r’/. Historical /¥/ is a geminate trill /rr/.

P t k c ¢ ¢é
ph th kh ¢h ¢h
b d g dz dz
m n
f X s § h
v z Z
1
r
rir
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Table 4.6 Consonant phonemes in North Russian
(Xaladikta)
Most consonants have palatalised counterparts in distinctive

distribution. The historical affricates /¢h, ¢/ merge in a palatalised
affricate. Velar fricatives show voice opposition.

P t k c
p t’ kK’ &
ph th kh
t'h k’h
b d g (dz) dz
b’ d g
m n
m’ n’
f X S $ h
x’ s’
v Y z Z
v’ Y

Table 4.7 Consonant phonemes in Sepeci

Dental affricates become postalveolar. The voiced velar fricative
appears in Greek loans.

p t k ¢

ph th kh ¢h

b d g dz

m n

f X S $ h
v ) z @

4.2 Vowels

4.2.1  Vowel quality

The basic, Early Romani system of vowels appears to have encompassed just
five vowels /a, e, i, 0, u/. The introduction of additional vowel qualities is a
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contact-related phenomenon. Sampson (1926: 6-11) mentions a back vowel
/a/, phonetically apparently [0] and [a], in Welsh Romani, resulting from
Welsh and English influence, as well as an unrounded /A/. It arises mainly
in the environment of velar consonants, sibilants, and sonorants, in stressed
syllables: jag < jag ‘fire’, pdadrno < parno ‘white’. Elsik et al. (1999: 309)
report on the backing of the vowel /a/ to [p:] in some cases, in dialects of south-
ern Slovakia: [akp:n] < akan(a) ‘now’. In some Arli varieties of Macedonia,
as spoken in Muslim or Xoraxane communities where Turkish is widespread
alongside Romani, /u/ is rounded in jotated grammatical endings: dikhliim <
dikhljum ‘I saw’.

Centralisation of /e/ to /a/ and of /i/ to /i/ occurs in Vlax, mainly in the
environment of sibilants as well as /x/ and /r/: $ol < Sel ‘hundred’, s < si ‘is’;
these vowels are decentralised in Lovari. Boretzky (1991) suggests the pos-
sibility that centralisation coincided with the same development in Romanian
dialects, as it appears in more or less the same phonetic environments. The
change was triggered by the adoption of Romanian loans, following which the
general pattern of distribution of /e, i/ versus their centralised counterparts was
copied into the Romani inherited lexicon. This in turn is followed by a loosening
of the conditions on distribution, and a spread of /e/>/a/ to other environments
such as velars (khor < kher ‘house’) and additional lexemes (bars < bers ‘year’).
A centralised vowel /o/ is borrowed from Bulgarian into neighbouring Romani
dialects, as in Rhodope javor < aver ‘other’, and occurs as a variant in some
dialects in contact with Macedonian. In the Northeastern dialects we find re-
placement of /i/ through centralised /#/ as a result of contact with Russian and
Polish: #s# < (i)si ‘is’. In Welsh Romani, centralised vowels [9] and [A] appear
as variants of short /a e i o/ in unstressed positions: akdj < akdj ‘here’ (Sampson
1926: 10).

422  Vowel length

Vowel lengthening in Romani is an areal contact feature. The dialects of the
Balkans, belonging to the Vlax and Southern Balkan groups, generally lack
vowel length, while on the other hand Northern and Central dialects, and Vlax
dialects in continuing contact with Hungarian, tend to show some form of vowel
lengthening, although its phonemic status is often debatable.

It is clear that long vowels in Romani do not continue OIA/MIA length
oppositions (cf. already Miklosich 1872-80, 1x: 24). The partial agreement
among Romani dialects in the distribution of vowel lengthening, mentioned
by Lesny (1916) and Ariste (1978) as possible evidence for such histori-
cal continuation, is rather a result of similar, recent processes of lengthen-
ing. Boretzky and Igla (1993: 36) attribute the acquisition of length to the
similarities among the patterns of vowel lengthening found in Hungarian,
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Slovak, and Czech. These developments are considered to have triggered,
through contact, vowel lengthening in the Central dialects, in the Sinti group,
in Finnish Romani, and perhaps also in Welsh Romani. Length is independent
of stress, and the correlation of the two features in Sinti, Laiuse, and else-
where, is argued to have emerged only at a later stage, following shift in stress
patterns.

The source of long vowels is often compensatory lengthening: Baltic and
Central del < devel ‘God’, cf. del ‘he gives’; Southern Central ari < avri ‘out’;
Welsh Romani dZuna < dZunava ‘I know’. Non-compensatory acquisition of
length is also apparent, however. It is often characterised by a tonal length-
ening: Lovari (¢aco) < ¢daco < ¢aco ‘true’. On the whole, lengthening may
affect the first vowel in the pattern CVCV (¢avo ‘boy’, baro ‘big’), though not
usually in CVCCV (moxto ‘box’, tikno ‘small’; but in Welsh Romani misto
‘well’). In three-syllable words or those of the patterns CVCVC the second
vowel is occasionally lengthened (kokoro ‘alone’, sukar ‘pretty’). Monosyllabic
roots show lengthening in positions preceding sonorants as well as /v/: dZan-
‘to know’, thov- ‘to wash’ (cf. Boretzky and Igla 1993: 36-8).

Vowel length can be functionalised grammatically. Morphological endings
such as the terminations of demonstratives (Southern Central and Welsh
Romani) or plural markers may show consistent lengthening. ElSik et al. (1999:
311) report on the functionalisation of vowel length in some Southern Central
dialects, where adjectives have length only in non-attributive position: ¢aco
‘right’, but ¢aco va ‘right hand’.

4.2.3  Other processes affecting vowels

Vowel reduction is characteristic of unstressed positions in Sinti (Sikor <
Sukdr ‘pretty’), where it is frequent due to the frequent shift away from fi-
nal stress, and optionally in Welsh Romani (okdj < akdj ‘here’). The pro-
cess often leads to syllable reduction in Sinti, especially in the environment of
sonorants which are allowed to combine into new clusters: romnes < romanés
‘Romani’, léskro < léskero, pre < opre ‘up’, vri < avri ‘out’. In Gurbet, the
emergence of syllabic /r/ is modelled on Serbian: brs < bers ‘year’, mrno
< mirno/minro ‘my’. Bohemian Romani also has a syllabic /r/, modelled on
Czech.

Vowel raising arises independently in various dialects. For Drindari,
Boretzky and Igla (1993: 40) relate it to the influence of Bulgarian dialects in
unstressed positions (rumjd < romnjd ‘women’), but note its spread to stressed
positions as well (ternii < terno ‘young’, sastipi < sastipé ‘health’). A similar
phenomenon occurs in Welsh Romani (¢uripén < coripén ‘poverty, misfortune’,
mdndi < mdnde 1sG locative pronoun) and in Laiuse (¢avu < ¢avo ‘boy’), as
well as in Latvian Romani.
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Vowel harmony is attested for individual lexical items (Sepeci soro < Sero
‘head’, resulting in distinct stems for different agreement markers: M.SG polo
‘fell’, F.SG peli, genitive with masculine agreement -koro, with feminine heads
-kiri, and elsewhere), as well as for grammatical morphemes (Gurvari 2sG future
ending -ehe < -eha). Historical umlaut arising through the effect of jotation is
characteristic of the 1sG copula and the perfective concord marker in Vlax:
dikhlem ‘1 saw’ < *dikhljom < *dikhljom. A similar process occurs in Kalajdzi
and Drindari: bev < bjav ‘wedding’, sev < sjav ‘mill’.

The fronting of /u/ to /i/ occurs in Romano and Zargari under regional influ-
ence (manis < manus ‘person’).

424  Diphthongs

Romani diphthongs are generally difficult to distinguish from sequences of
vowels and a consonant /j/, which usually emerge historically through consonant
elision: muj < *muja < *muha (cf. Domari muh) < OIA miikha- ‘mouth’, naj <
OIA ndkha- ‘finger’, chaj < *Chavi ‘girl’, cf. chavo ‘boy’ (cf. Kostov 1960). The
diphthongs in these words are shared by the dialects, and so we can assume that
they reflect the Early Romani forms. There are further cases of shared forms,
including lexical items such as 7oj ‘spoon’, sosoj ‘rabbit’, heroj ‘leg’, and the
deictics odoj ‘there’, adaj ‘here’, akaj ‘here’.

The elision and contraction processes that give rise to these so-called diph-
thongs are still ongoing in individual dialects, mainly affecting terminations
in /n, 1, v/: bokoj < bokoli ‘cake’. An enclitic copula can attach to vowel end-
ings rendering forms like misto-j < misto-i < *misto-hi ‘it is good’, na-j <
*na-hi ‘it is not’. The most common combinations are /0j/ and /aj/, /uj/ be-
ing rather rare: duj ‘two’, alongside muj ‘face’. Seldom do we find /aw/ and
/ej/. The first appears in Keldera§ and Sinti, as well as in a number of Cen-
tral dialects, where final /v/ becomes a glide: kamaw < kamav(a) ‘1 want’.
The second is found in Northern Vlax phej < phen ‘sister’, in assimilation
to jotation phenomena affecting feminine nouns. A bi-syllabic structure is
preserved however in Lovari pai’ < pani ‘water’, and perhaps also Welsh
Romani xoi’ < xoli ‘anger’. Boretzky and Igla (1993: 38-9) report on the
diphthongisation of vowels following shift of stress in Prekmurje: mdoto <
maté ‘drunk’, phéjnel < phenél ‘says’ . Similar developments may be found
in some Northern Vlax dialects and in the easternmost Northern Central
varieties.

4.2.5  Types of vowel systems

Tables 4.8—4.12 illustrate the addition, to the Early Romani inventory, of vowel
qualities and vowel quantity in selected dialects.
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Table 4.8 Vowels in Arli,
Gurbet, Sepeci

i (y) u
©)]

a
o

Table 4.9 Vowels in Kelderas

Table 4.10 Vowels in the
Polska Roma and North
Russian (Xaladitka) dialects

Table 4.11 Vowels in Welsh

Romani
ii: uu:
e el 2 A 0 O:
aa: 20

Table 4.12 Vowels in Sinti

ii: uu
ee: E) 0o0:
aa:
426  Stress

Early Romani had word-level grammatical stress, which is preserved in con-
temporary Romani in what Boretzky and Igla (1993) call ‘conservative’ stress
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patterns. In the pre-European (‘thematic’) component, stress is on the final
position of lexical roots, in the absence of grammatical affixes, or on older
grammatical affixes: sasto ‘healthy’, sastipén ‘health’, chavo ‘boy’, chavoré
‘little boy’, chavorés ‘little boy.oBL’, bikindv ‘I sell’, bikindém ‘I sold’. Only
a limited class of younger grammatical affixes is unstressed. This includes
Layer 11 case markers (chavés-ke ‘for the boy’), the vocative marker (devél
‘God’, but dévi-a! ‘God!’), the extension to the present conjugation in -a,
which in some dialects serves as a future marker (bikindv-a ‘I shall sell’),
and the remoteness tense marker in -as/-ahi which forms the imperfect and
pluperfect (bikindv-as ‘I used to sell’). We can therefore generalise that con-
servative stress in the pre-European (thematic) component falls on Layer 1
inflectional endings in nominal and nominalised categories (nouns, pronouns,
possessives, adjectives, participles, demonstratives), on person inflection in fi-
nite verbs, and on the final component of indeclinables (angldl ‘in front’, keti
‘how much’).

This pattern in fact also applies to the European (athematic) component,
insofar as European loan elements are assimilated into Indo-Aryan inflectional
morphology: fordske ‘to the town’, < Greek foros, hramosardom ‘1 wrote’,
Greek yrdmma). With no pre-European inflectional morphology, i.e. in the
nominative form of nouns, in adjectives, and in indeclinables, European loans
usually retain the original stress: foro(s) ‘town’, lavutdri(s) ‘musician’, liingo
‘long’, pdnda ‘still’ < Greek pdnda ‘always’.

Compound verbs in -d- (from d- ‘to give’) usually have stressed roots: boldav
‘I turn, transform’, vdzdav ‘I open’. In some dialects, such as Sepeci, they are
adapted to normal stress patterns and show stressed person inflection markers,
while elsewhere the stress patterns of compounds are extended by analogy to
similar verbs (Vlax trddel ‘he drives’). Intransitive derivations (mediopassives)
have stress on the lexical root position (though shift of stress to the person
inflection marker by analogy to active verbs is common): dikhél ‘he sees’, but
Lovari dichol ‘it is seen’.

Distinctive stress in the pre-European component of Romani is rare. In some
cases, homophonous grammatical affixes with differing stress features may re-
sult in minimal pairs: dZan-ds ‘we know (=know-1PL)’, vs. dZd-n-as ‘they used
to go (=go-3PL-REM)’. In Lovari, the remote demonstrative kak-o with adjectival
inflection contrasts with kdko ‘uncle’; the latter appears to be an Iranian loan
(cf. Kurdish kak- ‘uncle’), but follows loan-noun integration patterns (oblique
kakos-; see chapter 5). In the nominal inflectional paradigms of loans, it is not un-
usual to find case distinctions expressed through shift of stress, as a result of the
selective assimilation of European loan nouns to conservative or inherited stress
patterns in oblique forms: bdba ‘the grandmother (nominative)’ vs. babd ‘grand-
mother (oblique)’. For Welsh Romani, Sampson (1926: 23—-8) mentions that
nouns and adjectives take final stress when used in predicative constructions,
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but initial stress elsewhere, and that demonstratives have penultimate stress in
attributive positions but final stress in pronominal function: kéva dives ‘that
day’ but kovd ‘that one’. This is not an inherited feature, however, but one that
is connected to the contact-induced shift in stress patterns.

A tendency toward shift of stress to early positions in the word, penultimate
or initial, is found in Romani dialects in contact with languages that have initial
or penultimate stress, either generally or in high frequency. There are two main
centres for this development. The first is in central Europe, and encompasses
Romani dialects in historical contact with Hungarian and Slovak, as well as,
at a later stage in their history, with German, Italian, English, Swedish, and
Finnish: the affected Romani dialects are the Central branch, Sinti, Welsh, and
Finnish Romani. The second centre is in the Balkans. Here the trigger is likely
to be in the complex patterns of Albanian, which often result in penultimate
stress. The affected dialects include varieties of BugurdZi, Arli, and others. In
both groups, the process still appears to be ongoing and stress is subject to
variation. Consistent shifts are reported for the Terzi Mahale dialect of Prizren
(penultimate) and for Finnish Romani (initial). While some Central dialects are
consistent in showing initial stress, in Eastern Slovak Romani, the tendency is
to preserve the conservative, grammatical stress in Layer 1 endings that precede
Layer 11 endings, thus exempting forms like roméskero ‘of the man’ from the
shift toward penultimate stress. Sinti is even more conservative and retains
stress on both Layer 1 case endings and on personal endings of the finite verb.
Its conservativism, compared with the Central branch, leads Boretzky and Igla
(1993: 33) to assume that shift of stress in Sinti is not the outcome of German
influence, but rather of earlier influence, possibly by Hungarian, a process which
actually lost some of its momentum following the migration into German-
speaking territory.

4.3 Phonological and morphophonological processes

4.3.1 Historical nd

Romani dialects show striking variation in the successor forms of the historical
retroflex cluster in /nd/, suggesting a rather recent development. All forms
however can be derived from an Early Romani cluster */ndf/, and so it is
possible to take this as an abstract point of departure; abstract, since the precise
quality of the component /f/ remains unknown.

The most common reflexes of the cluster in contemporary Romani are /r/
and a form akin to /nr/. The latter may take on the form /nf/, showing the
conservative sonorant that continues a number of historical retroflex sounds, or
else a metathesised form in /rn/. Further forms include /ndr/ and /nd/, and less
frequently also /ngl/ and /nl/. A rare simplified form is /n/ (Dendropotamos



4.3 Phonological and morphophonological processes 65

Vlax mano ‘bread’). Assimilation to /¥/, which derives from other retroflex
sounds, is also found.

Although there are only few lexical items that contain reflexes of the historical
cluster, their presence is nonetheless conspicuous as they include some items
belonging to the most stable basic vocabulary: *mandro ‘bread’, *andro ‘egg’,
*mindro ‘my’, *pindro ‘foot’, *kandro ‘thorn’, as well as *mandrikli ‘cake’,
*mindrikli ‘necklace’, and *xandro ‘sword’. Exempted from the variation is the
word parno ‘white’ (OIA/MIA pandu), which appears to be uniform in Romani
and where the cluster therefore must have undergone a shift already in Proto-
Romani;* this impression is reinforced by Jerusalem Domari prana (alongside
parna), but mana ‘bread’ (OIA manda) and ana ‘egg’ (OIA anda). A further
Romani regularity is xarno ‘short’ (OIA khanda), possibly through an early
attempt to distinguish it from *xandro ‘sword’ (OIA *khandakay).

Not all dialects are consistent in their treatment of the cluster across indi-
vidual lexical items. Eastern Slovak Romani for instance has forms in /r/ for
maro ‘bread’, xaro ‘sword’, and miro ‘my’, but /ndr/ in jandro ‘egg’, kandro
‘thorn’, and pindro ‘foot’. In southeastern Europe especially, dialects differ
in their treatment of the cluster: Kaldera§ Vlax has generalised /nf/, while
individual varieties of Gurbet Vlax have either /rn/ or /nr/; in the southern
Balkan group, Prilep and Ipeiros have /nd/, Arli has /r/, Erli has /¥/, and Sepeci
shows /ndr/ (see also Boretzky 1999b: 29). This seems to contradict Boretzky
and Igla’s (1993: 24) impression that the development of /nd/ constitutes an
old, pre-European development which is suitable for the reconstruction of very
early pre-European (genetic) dialect groupings (see chapter 9). Not suprisingly,
the most extreme diversity is found in the Balkans, the historical centre of
diffusion for European Romani. Variation appears to diminish as one moves
toward the northern/northwestern parts of the continent, where dialects typi-
cally show /r/ in all or most items that are otherwise prone to variation. This
again seems to support a late development, one that is contained within the
European settlement patterns of the various dialects and groups.

4.3.2  Prothesis and truncation

The insertion of initial consonants and vowels, and removal of initial vowels,
in lexical roots is an inherited Early Romani development which continues and
expands in contemporary dialects. The typical prothetic consonants are /j-/ and
/v-/, with individual cases of prothetic /h-/, /f-/, /r-/, and rarely also /1-/ in some
dialects. The initial vowel that is prone to both prothesis and truncation is /a-/,
with isolated cases of truncated and prothetic /u-/, /i-/, and /o-/.

4 The only exception so far attested is Iranian Romani panro; a late development, either analogous
to vanro ‘egg’ or a plain metathesis, cannot be excluded for this isolated variety.
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A genuinely phonological prothetic development would be the insertion of
palatal /j/ in positions preceding front vowels /i/ and /e/, and of labial /v/
preceding back vowels /o/ and /u/. However, the only three items that share
prothetic consonant forms in all Romani dialects do not support this prediction:
vast ‘hand’ (OIA hdsta), jakh ‘eye’ (OIA dksi), and jag ‘fire’ (OIA agni).
Turner (1932) proposed that the early insertion of initial j- and v- was not
at all phonologically conditioned, but rather a morphological assimilation of
preposed determiners in M.SG *ov and F.sG *oj with masculine and feminine
nouns, respectively, as well as with adjectives. The pattern of gender distribution
(M. vast ‘hand’, F. jakh ‘eye’, jag ‘fire’) was, according to Turner, later disrupted
through analogous developments, resulting in dialect specific variants (M. afo
‘flour’, alongside both jaro and varo). Turner’s theory is supported by the forms
ovaver < ov-aver ‘the other’ in the Prilep dialect, vaver ‘other’ in the dialects of
northwestern Europe, and kaver ‘other’ < ekh aver ‘an-other’ in Lovari Vlax, the
latter demonstrating the plausibility in principle of morphological assimilation
of this kind. This consonant insertion must have followed the emergence of a
preposed definite article *ov, *oj, but preceded the reduction of the article to
the vowel forms that are attested today, e.g. o, i. This places the beginning of
the development in the Early Romani period.

The subsequent spread of phonological and analogous prothesis affects
Romani as a whole, too, but its specific outcomes are particular to individual
dialects. Of the items that attract /v/, most go back to a form with initial back
vowels. They include not just pre-European items — vust < ust ‘lip’, vuco < uc¢o
‘high’ (alongside huco), but also Greek and European loans — vorta ‘straight’ <
Greek ortha, vodros ‘bed’ < Slavonic odrii. Only a minority of items that attract
/j/, on the other hand, have initial front vowels (jilo < ilo ‘heart’, jekh < ekh
‘one’, jiv < iv ‘snow’). Those however are found to be more widespread in
cross-dialectal comparison.

A conspicuous prothetic development affects third-person pronouns. Early
Romani forms in ov, 0j, on continue in the Balkan branches and in the Southern
Central group. Prothetic v- (vov, voj, von) is distinctive of Vlax (though it
also appears in Sepeci, presumably through Vlax influence), and prothetic j-
(jov, joj, jom) is distinctive of the dialects of western and northern Europe.
Typical of northwestern European dialects are in addition the developments in
jaro < a(nd)ro ‘egg’, and to a lesser extent vaver < aver ‘other’ (see chapter 9).
Additional developments are dialect-specific, and may show contradictory pat-
terns. In the Northeastern dialect of the Polska Roma, for example, the over-
all tendency is to avoid initial a-, and truncation of a- operates in a manner
that is complementary to j-prothesis (jamen < amen ‘we’, alongside maro <
amaro ‘our’).

The fluctuation of initial /a-/ has its roots in two separate and fairly recent
developments, namely the truncation of etymological /a-/ in forms like av- ‘to
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come’, ach- ‘to stay’, avri ‘out’, amen ‘we’, anglal ‘in front’ and akana ‘now’,
and the addition of prothetic /a-/ to forms which etymologically possess an
initial consonant, such as res- ‘to arrive’, sun- ‘to hear’, rakh- ‘to find’, nav
‘name’, lav ‘word’, bijav ‘wedding’. Truncation is overwhelmingly a tendency
of the dialects of northwestern Europe, in particular of the contraction processes
that are common in Sinti (¢ela ‘he stays’, vri ‘out’, mer ‘we’, glan ‘in front’),
while in the Northeastern group avoidance of initial /a-/ is complemented by
extensive consonantal prothesis of /j-/: Polska Roma chelf ‘he stays’, glan ‘in
front’, kana ‘now’, but jamen ‘we’. By contrast, the tendency to insert prothetic
/a-/ is overwhelmingly Vlax, and partly Balkan. While individual dialects of
the Balkans may preserve conservative forms (cf. Sepeci bijav ‘feast’, sun-
‘to hear’, res- ‘to suffice’, butanav ‘name’, and arakh- alongside rakh- ‘to find’),
a number of items, such as asun- ‘to hear’, or abijav ‘wedding’, are lower-
ranking on the hierarchy of a-prothesis, and are confined to Vlax. The Southern
Central group shows partial affinity with Vlax in this regard, and has alav ‘word’
and anav ‘name’, but bijav ‘wedding’, res- ‘to arrive’, and sun- ‘to hear’ (see
chapter 9).

Other fluctuations of initial consonants and vowels are generally of local
relevance only (cf. ZuZo, ruzo < uzo ‘clean’; furj-, hurj- < urj- ‘to dress’; vazd-,
azd-, hazd- ‘to lift”).

433 Jotation

Morphophonological jotation is a feature of the following categories: the cop-
ula som ~ sjom ‘I am’; the inflection of feminine nouns buti ‘work’ > PL
butja > but’a > buca, phuv ‘land’ > PL phuvja; the formation of mediopassives
(de-transitives) kerel ‘he does’ > kerdjol ‘it is done’; and the past-tense
conjugation kerdom ~ kerdjom ‘1did’, though not in forms that directly continue
historical participles (kerde ‘they did’, kerdo ‘done’).

The process has several triggers. The first is the feminine singular inflec-
tional ending in -i. The attachment of additional inflectional affixes leads to
jotation in the relevant segments, on pure phonetic grounds — adjacency to a
front vowel: romni ‘woman’ > PL romnja ~ romn’a. The resulting fluctuation
then leads to analogous alternations that infiltrate other feminine paradigms
as well, where no front vowel appears (phuv ‘land’ > pL phuvja). This de-
velopment is shared and well-established, and appears to be of Proto-Romani
origin. De-jotation leading to forms such as romna ‘women’ is encountered
sporadically.

Jotation in the perfective concord endings was presumably triggered by a
connecting particle, which mediated between the participle and person marker
(see chapter 6): *ker-do-jo-me > *kerdjom ‘I did’. The third trigger for jo-
tation is the attachment of the grammaticalised passive auxiliary (j)ov- (OIA
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bhav- ‘to become’) to the participle to form the synthetic intransitive derivation
(mediopassive): *kerdo-(j)ovel > kerdjovel > (kerdjol) ‘it is being done’. The
origin of initial yod here remains unclear; perhaps we are dealing with a case
of selective prothesis.

The development of jotation can follow one of several paths:

1. a sequence of a consonant+glide: sjom ~ sinjom ‘1 am’, kerdjom ~ kergjom
‘I did’; this is quite rare, and found mainly in the Balkans.

2. palatalisation or palatal mutation of the consonant preceding morphological
yod: *kerdjom > kerd’om > kerdZom ‘1did’, *dikhtjom > dikht’om > dikhéom
‘Isaw’, *kerdjol > kerd’ ol > kerdZol ‘it is done’; this is the preferred outcome
for past-tense verbs and mediopassives in most dialects of Romani that are in
contact with palatalising languages (Northeastern, Central, and some Balkan
dialects).

3. assimilation and ultimate replacement of the preceding consonant — primarily
sonorants — by yod: phenja > pheja ‘sister (Acc)’, *geljom > gejom ‘I went’.
In nouns it appears to be confined to individual lexemes in individual
dialects, with strong tendencies in Vlax. In verbs, the process is widespread
and includes the Sinti group, Welsh Romani, Northeastern, southern Italian
Romani, the Central dialects, and the BugurdZi—Drindari group.

4. convergence of yod and the following vowel (Umlaut): *kerdjom > kerdem
‘Tdid’, *sjom > sem ~ sim ‘I am’; this is typical of Vlax.

5. de-jotation: most frequently in som ‘I am’, but also kerdom ‘1 did’, kerdol
‘it is done’; this is found in the Balkans, and alongside option 3 in Sinti and
Welsh Romani.

4.3.4  s/halternation in grammatical paradigms

In grammatical paradigms in Romani, /s/ may alternate with /h/. A secondary
development is the shift of intervocalic /h/ to /j/ or zero, and the loss of initial
/h/ in dialects in contact with French, Italian, Macedonian, and Greek. The
process is not a straightforward phonological one, since it usually skips lexical
morphemes.

There are several kinds of patterns. First, there are dialects that have /s/ in
all positions: the Northeastern group, Welsh Romani, the Bugurdzi—Drindari
group, Sepeci, Rumelian, Lovari, and the southern Italian dialects. In some
dialects, there is fluctuation in intervocalic positions only (instrumental SG
and long present conjugation): Transylvanian Keldera$ (optionally) and South
Ukrainian laha ‘with her’, keresa/kereha ‘you will do’. A number of dialects
have complete sets of the copula in /h/ or zero — (h)om, (h)inum ‘I am’ etc.
Of those, the h-copula appears in variation with a copula paradigm in /s/ in
Arli (sijum/hinum) and Piedmontese Sinti (som/om). In some dialects, copula
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Table 4.13 s/h alternation in selected Romani dialects (interr=in
interrogatives, pres=in the present tense, interv=in intervocalic position)

verb INSTR REM cop3 CcopP3 copl,2 interr

interv interv pres past
Sinti (Germany) h h - h h h h
Sinti (Piedmontese) S S - s/h s/h s/h S
Finnish h h - h S S S
Northern Central h h - h s/h S s (h)
Southern Central h h h h/s S S S
Hravati/Dolenjski h h - h h h S
Cerhari h h - h h h S
Gurvari h h - h h h s
Southeast Ukrainian s/h h - S S S S
Montenegrian - h - h s s s
Serres h h - h h h s/h
Arli h h - s/h s/h s/h S

forms in /h/ are limited to the third person: Central dialects hi(n) ‘is’, West
Slovak ehas ‘was’. In some of those /h/ only appears in the present tense. Sinti,
finally, also shows /h/ in all interrogatives and some determiners with histori
cal /s/: ho ‘what’, ha ‘all’, hako ‘every’. Some Northern Central dialects show
this selectively, for some forms: havo ‘which’ but so ‘what’.

There is a clear hierarchy in the distribution of /h/ in grammatical paradigms
(table 4.13) (cf. Matras 1999d): at the very top of the table we find intervo-
calic positions (including the remoteness tense marker in the Southern Central
dialects -ahi). This is followed by the third-person copula present, then past.
Next is the complete copula set in /h/, optionally alongside /s/, then the exten-
sion to selected interrogatives, and finally the extension to all interrogatives as
well as determiners in historical /s/.

The dynamics of the process can be explained through the regularisation
of inherited variation from Early Romani, with Proto-Romani roots represent-
ing variation in late MIA. According to Bubenik (1996: 104-10), variation
in Apabhramsa begins with the 2sG future -issasi > -ihisi, triggered through
dissimilation, then spreads to the 2sG present-tense marker in -asi > -ahi. This
is likely to be the source of variation in the Romani 2sG long present conjugation
(-esa/-eha), spreading by analogy to the 1PL (-asa/-aha), and to the instrumental
SG (-esa, -asa/-eha, -aha). In addition, Early Romani appears to have inherited
two sets of the copula, in s- and in /- (cf. Boretzky 1995b). This latter state of
affairs is preserved in the conservative dialects Arli and Piedmontese Sinti.

The present distribution of the forms is conditioned by analogies and in part
by a functional hierarchy of markedness, based on selection among the inher-
ited variation (Matras 1999d): Only dialects that generalise /h/ in intervocalic
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Table 4.14 Treatment of final -s in various dialects

athem. M.sG  3SG past REFL ACC.M.SG adverb short verb ‘day’
Sepeci, Bugurdzi,

Erli, Welsh, Finnish -08 -as pes  -es -es -s dives
Sinti -0(s) -as pes  -e(s) -es -S dives
Northern Central -0s -as/-a pes  -es -es -S d’ives
Latvian -08 -a pes  -es -es - dives
North Russian, Polish -0 -a pes -es -es -s dives
Lovari -0 -as pe -es -es -s dzes
Kelderas -0 -a pe  -es/-eh -es -s/-h dzes
Southern Central -0 -a pe -e - -S di(ve)
Gurbet -0 -a pe -e -e(h) -h/o d’ive(h)
Arli, Hravati -0 -a pe -e -e [%} dive

position also select i-forms in the copula; the least marked form of the cop-
ula is most likely to be selected (cf. also Boretzky 1995b); consistent selec-
tion of h-forms among the inherited options may trigger extension of s > & to
yet another grammatical paradigm, namely interrogatives (Sinti and Northern
Central). This extension is a kind of structural syncretisation of the grammat-
ical apparatus, with phonology serving as a token for the functional position
of the relevant items. The developments tend to cluster in a geographical area
comprising the central part of Europe (see chapter 9).

4.3.5 Final -s

A separate, recent change affects /s/ in final positions. Here too there are several
different processes involved, one of which is phonological, others are simplifi-
cation strategies that are confined to individual grammatical forms.

Potentially affected by the loss of final /s/is a series of morphological endings
(table 4.14): the Greek-derived nominative masculine ending of loan nouns
in -os (also -us and -is), the 3sG past-tense ending of verbs -as, the reflexive
pronoun pes, the masculine singular oblique ending -es serving as an accusative
ending in final position, as well as the oblique ending in preconsonantal position
preceding Layer 11 case endings (leske ‘for him’ etc.), the adverbial ending -es,
and final /s/ in the short present forms of the verb in the 2sG (-es) and 1PL (-as).
Phonological loss of final /s/ also affects some lexical items, represented here
by dives ‘day’ (but not e.g. monosyllabic mas ‘meat’).

The conservative stage shows full preservation of /s/ in final positions. This
is found in dialects that are in the geographical extremes: Southern Balkan 1
and 11 in the south, Welsh Romani in the west, and Finnish in the north. In vari-
ous dialects of central and northern Europe we find loss of /s/ in the masculine
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nominative ending of European loan nouns (M.SG ‘athematic’ ending). Possibly,
this is a result of a competition between two distinct forms that are borrowed
from Greek, namely the masculine ending -os (Greek foros ‘town’) and the
neuter ending -o (Greek kokkalo ‘bone’). In Romani, both are treated as mas-
culine, and Romani dialects tend to be consistent in their choice of just one
ending: foro, kokalo, or foros, kokalos. Selective phonological reduction of
/s/, however, rather than competition among Greek-derived endings, cannot be
ruled out. In southern dialects of Romani, the distinction is blurred through the
general reduction of final /s/.

Likewise affected by a process of selective reduction is the third-person
singular past-tense marker -as, in the Northeastern and the Southern Central
groups, with variation in the dialects of eastern Slovakia belonging to both the
Northern and Southern Central groups. There is no obvious connection between
this development, and the reduction of the nominative ending of European
loan nouns. Marginally we find, in some Sinti dialects, a loss of /s/ in the
masculine singular accusative ending. Northern Vlax shows mixtures, Lovari
being somewhat more conservative than Kelderas, which shows fluctuation
among individual varieties.

A general, articulatory loss of /s/ in final position is found in the Southern
Central dialects, and among a cluster of dialects in the southwestern Balkans
including Kosovo and Macedonian Arli, Gurbet-type Vlax dialects of Albania,
Montenegro, and Serbia, and Hravati/Dolenjski (see also chapter 9).



5 Nominal forms and categories

5.1 Inherent properties of the noun

The present chapter surveys primarily the morphology of nominal entities and
their modifiers. The Romani noun has a number of ‘inherent’ properties that
are not assigned either at the sentence level (case), or at the discourse and
information level (definiteness), but accompany the selection of a noun as a
lexical entry. The least ambiguous of those is grammatical gender. Romani
belongs to those NIA languages which have simplified the historical gender
classes into just two grammatical genders, masculine and feminine. Gender is
relevant first to the classification of nouns by inflectional paradigms, and further
to the agreement patterns between the nominal head and its modifiers. As Elsik
(2000a) points out, gender in Romani consistently coincides with inflection
class, as noun classes are either exclusively masculine or exclusively feminine.
Loans may be assigned gender based on the natural sex of the animate noun,
on the grammatical gender of the loan in the source language or the grammat-
ical gender of the original noun which it replaces, or else on the phonological
shape (usually the ending) of the loan. At the syntactic (agreement) level, the
prominence of gender in Romani, compared to other NIA languages, stands out
in the obligatory selection of gender with both pronouns and articles. Romani
(like Domari) is exceptional among the NIA languages in neutralising gender
agreement in the plural of adjectives. Although gender is primarily an inherent
property of the noun, it is often structurally inferrable from patterns of seman-
tic gender derivation, both those that are still productive — rom ‘man’, romni
‘woman’ — and those that are historical — ¢havo ‘boy’, chaj (< *chavi) ‘girl’.
A particular feature of the Romani noun is animacy. Animacy is more of a
challenge, since its triggers and its effects are less easy to identify. The most
obvious animacy-related split is in the case marking of the direct object (see dis-
cussion below), with inanimates taking the default nominative while animates
take an oblique marker. Individual dialects may also show animacy splits with
other case markings, as well as with pronominal reference: personal pronouns
may refer only to animates, while demonstratives are used when reference is
made to inanimates. In fact, in differentiating between third-person pronouns
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and demonstratives, Romani stands out among the NIA languages, and the an-
imacy split might be regarded as a contributing factor to this state of affairs
(cf. Plank 2000)." What exactly constitutes an animate noun can, for some
nouns, be subject to dialectal or even stylistic variation. Holzinger (1993) pos-
tulates an animacy hierarchy in which expressions of kin figure most promi-
nently (i.e. they are statistically most likely to be treated differently from pro-
totypical inanimates), followed by other humans and domestic animals, and
finally by animals such as ‘fish’ or ‘worm’, whose animacy status may be am-
biguous or more variable. Hancock (1995a) suggests that body parts may be
treated as animates (cf also Igla 1997: 155), and Boretzky (1994: 102) speaks
of ‘transfer of animacy’ to inanimate nouns that might contain humans (or are
otherwise closely associated with humans). It seems therefore beneficial to con-
sider animacy in the broader pragmatic context of topicality and referential
prominence, rather than in the literal sense of animate properties. We return to
the relevant parameters below, when discussing the Independent Oblique and
Synthetic Case Stability.

The final and, in cross-linguistic perspective, most unique inherent property
of the Romani noun is its so-called thematic status. The choice of term is in-
spired by Indo-Aryan linguistics, but its use in Romani linguistics has no opera-
tional relation to its use in the former. In Romani, ‘thematic status’ pertains to the
split in the morphological treatment of pre-European vocabulary and European
loans. The morphological patterns that apply to pre-European vocabulary and
to some early European loans have been labelled ‘thematic’. The thematic
grammatical formants are mainly of Indo-Aryan stock. By contrast, subsequent
loans receive so-called ‘athematic’ morphology, largely borrowed from Greek
as well as from later contact languages.This terminology appears by now to
be well-established at least in recent anglophone works on Romani linguistics
(see Kaufman 1979, Hancock 1995a, Bakker 1997b, Elsik 2000a), while most
German-language publications seem to avoid the term, referring instead simply
to morphological distinctions between ‘inherited’ (‘Erbwort’) and ‘borrowed’
(‘Lehnwort”) vocabulary (Boretzky 1989, 1994, Igla 1996, Halwachs 1998,
Cech and Heinschink 1999).

Historically, the split goes back to the Early Romani period and the adoption
of an inventory of productive Greek morphological endings: nominative inflec-
tion in nouns, adaptation affixes of inflectional origin in verbs, both derivational
and inflectional suffixes in adjectives. In Early Romani, these Greek morphemes
became the principal productive morphological pattern in the language. They
were then assigned to all words that were subsequently acquired, while the con-
servative morphology remained productive only for lexical derivation within

! Jerusalem Domari (Matras 1999c) however shows no animacy split in case marking, but equally
differentiates third-person pronouns from demonstratives.
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the limits of the pre-European lexical component. The fact that we are dealing
with a distinction that manifests itself in more than just one grammatical domain
justifies the notion of an athematic ‘grammar’ (see examples of paradigms be-
low, and cf. chapter 6). Moreover, there is evidence that the Greek morphology
that was adopted into Romani for the purpose of loanword integration in fact
constituted a pattern of morphological adaptation that was applied to words of
foreign origin already in Greek. Romani may therefore be said to have borrowed
a Greek borrowing pattern (Bakker 1997b). Although all Romani dialects show
a thematicity split, many have replaced some of their nominal athematic mor-
phology of Greek origin through later loan morphology, especially nominative
plural endings. Variation is found even in the distribution of the Greek-derived
nominal morphology itself. Some Greek morphemes appear only in particular
dialects, others are subject to various processes of levelling within and among
inflectional paradigms.

5.2 Derivation patterns of nouns and adjectives

Nominal and adjectival derivation in Romani shows overwhelmingly suffixed
morphology. Pre-European suffixes are only partly productive, and are supple-
mented by a series of productive loan affixes that are attached predominantly
to European loans. The principal derivation strategies for nouns involve dever-
bal and deadjectival suffixes, to a limited extent compounding, and genitive
derivations.

5.2.1  Nominal derivation affixes

The most common and most productive derivational morphemes of pre-
European origin are the abstract nominal suffixes -ipe(n) and -ibe(n). They
were believed to be variants of the same suffix (Sampson 1926, see also Kostov
1965), but Schmid (1968, also 1963) has convincingly argued that they de-
rive from two distinct morphemes: -ipen continues the deadjectival affix OIA
-itvana- (which appears as deadjectival -pa etc. elsewhere in NIA), while -iben
continues the deverbal suffix OIA -ifavya (which renders infinitival forms in -b-
in various NIA languages). The non-etymological extension -en in -iben is ex-
plained by Schmid (1968) as a contamination through -ipen. This contamination
in structure parallels a tendency of the two affixes to merge functionally as well.
In some dialects, such as the Southern Central group (EISik et al. 1999: 29-30)
or Xaladitka (Wentzel 1980: 56), a tendency is maintained for -iben to spe-
cialise in deverbal abstracts (mariben ‘fight’, from mar- ‘to strike’), while -ipen
is predominantly deadjectival (barvalipen ‘prosperity’, from barvalo ‘rich’).
Elsewhere, the two functions may merge in either -iben (Welsh Romani) or
-ipen (Sinti). From this it seems that the structural contamination and possibly
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also the begining of the functional merger can be dated to Early Romani, while
the actual fate of the affixes is a late development that is confined to individual
dialects (rather than to dialect branches) in their present-day locations.

A further complication is the borrowing into Early Romani of the Greek
deverbal affix -(s)imo, PL -(s)imata (Greek grdfo ‘1 write’, to grdpsimo ‘(the)
writing”). It appears in Romani as a masculine ending -imo (alongside -imos, by
analogy to Greek masculine nominal endings in -os) PL -imata, the original ini-
tial s- having been reanalysed as part of the Greek verbal root (see Schmid 1968:
215-16), apparently by analogy to Greek aorist formations. In some dialects,
the inherited abstract nominaliser is gradually replaced by the Greek-derived
form. In some dialects this affects all positions with the possible exception
of the nominative singular: Lovari ¢acipe ‘truth’ alongside c¢acimo, but plural
cacimata ‘truths’ and oblique cacimasa ‘truthfully’. In others, -imo(s) occurs
exclusively (e.g. Taikon’s Kaldera$; Gjerdman and Ljungberg 1963). A general
exception to these developments is the word xabe(n) ‘food’ (from xa- ‘to eat’),
where the deverbal affix -(i)be(n) tends to be retained (though Vlax tends to
form the plural in xabemata, elsewhere xabena). The distribution of -imos — it
is found in the east in the Vlax branch, and in the west in Welsh and Iberian
Romani — points to an Early Romani innovation, which appears to have declined
in the dialects of central and southeastern Europe.

The abstract nominalisers are rather unique in their distribution: on the one
hand Indic-derived -ipe(n) and -ibe(n) are not restricted to the pre-European lex-
icon but can be productive within the earlier (Greek) European loan component
as well (e.g. xasaripe ‘loss’, from xasar- ‘to loose’; Greek xano ‘Iloose’, aorist
éxasa), while on the other hand they compete with Greek loan morphemes over
productivity within the pre-European lexicon.

Another productive word-formation affix within the pre-European compo-
nent is the nominal diminutive in -o7-, which takes vocalic inflectional endings:
raklo ‘boy’, rakloro ‘little boy’, PL raklore; rakli ‘girl’, raklori ‘little girl’,
PL raklorja. There are some productive formations in -eli/-ali, as in momeli
‘candle’ from mom ‘wax’, dudali ‘window’ from dud ‘light’ (Polska Roma).
Rarely productive are -ikl- as in marikli ‘cake’ from maro ‘bread’ (cf. ciriklo
‘bird’), and -no, originally a participial and adjectival ending, used for nominal
derivation, as in xoxano ‘liar’ from xoxav- ‘to lie’ (Welsh Romani), bucarno
‘worker’ from buci <buti ‘work’ (BugurdZi). Still productive in later stages of
Proto-Romani and applied to pre-European loans are the feminine derivation in
-ni (grasni ‘mare’, from grast ‘horse’ of Armenian origin; cf. Ffom ‘man’, Ffomni
‘woman’), and an ending denoting fruit trees in -in (ambrolin ‘pear tree’, from
ambrol ‘pear’ of Persian origin; cf. akhor ‘hazelnut’ and akhorin ‘hazelnut
tree’). Traces of the latter’s continuing productivity may still be found, e.g.
in Vlax prunin ‘plum tree’, from Romanian prund ‘plum’. Numerous other
Indo-Aryan word-formation terminations (cf. Sampson 1926: 68ff.) are merely
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inherited with the Indo-Aryan lexicon, with no indication for their productivity
within Romani (cf. section 3.5.1).

European loan morphology in the domain of nominal derivation encompasses
mainly agentives and diminutives, as well as some abstract and feminine suf-
fixes. A general nominaliser is the Greek-derived -in which shows a tendency
to substitute for other endings (cf. Sampson 1926: 70): papin ‘goose’ (Greek
pdppia), filicin ‘castle’ (Greek filaki'), but also patrin ‘leaf’(OIA pattra). A fur-
ther loan affix with general distribution in Romani, whose productivity extends
to the pre-European component, is the agentive -ar-, corresponding to Romance
and Slavic endings: rechtsprechari ‘judge’ (Sinti, from German Rechtsprecher),
but also Xaladitka butari ‘worker’ from buti ‘work’, rakiribnari ‘storyteller’
from rakiriben, nominalised form of rakir- ‘to tell’. The diminutive -ic- is
widespread in the Balkans (Greek, Slavic, and Romanian), and is found through-
out Romani, as are the Slavic diminutive affix -ka and the Greek diminutive
-ela (of Romance origin). All three appear to be restricted to European loans.
Other affixes enter the language along with borrowed lexical items. Examples
are Slavic feminines in -ajka, -ojka, -inka, Turkish agentives in -dZi- found
in Southern Balkan dialects, and the Hungarian abstract nominaliser -(i)sag-
found in the Southern Central group (see also section 8.2.2).

5.2.2  Nominal compounding and genitive derivations

Plain nominal compounding is on the whole rather rare in Romani. Exceptions
are dialect-specific innovations such as phrala phena ‘siblings’ (phrala ‘broth-
ers’, phena ‘sisters’), S6ka and Farkasda (Southern Central) karihajaro ‘egg’
(karihi ‘hen’, *jaro ‘egg’), or the title of the community leader of the Polska
Roma, séro rom ‘head Rom’ (sero ‘head’). More common are collocations that
rely on genitive compositions. These involve coining a lexical entry by placing
a genitive noun in attributive position, showing adjectival inflection agreement
with the head (see below): bakr-esk-o mas lit. ‘lamb-GEN.M.sG-M meat = meat of
alamb’ for ‘lamb’. As in plain compounding, the normal word-order pattern for
genitive compositions is one in which the modifier precedes the head, in accor-
dance with the default order of other attributes in the noun phrase (lexical adjec-
tives, and attributive possessives and demonstratives). Occurrences of modifiers
following the head in genitive compositions are also attested, however. In Lovari
kher le dil-eng-o lit. ‘house ART.OBL.PL crazy-GEN.PL-M = crazy people’s house’
for ‘mental institution’, reversal of the order modifier-head indicates the generic
nature of the compound, as opposed to le dilengo kher, which would denote
a specific house belonging to the possessor e dile. Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2000)
however cites head—modifier compositions from Lovari that could equally be
regarded as default generics (note the absence of a definite article): kircimi
kuxenge ‘cake restaurants’, cor khanjango ‘chicken thief’.
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Speakers often resort to such coinings spontaneously, and although nominal
genitive compositions are likely to be understood by speakers with access to the
general contextual setting in which they emerge, they remain largely confined
to the established lexicon of individual dialects. Thus, although lexical creation
through genitive composition is clearly a Common Romani structural resource,
the actual number of shared lexical entries that are formed by drawing on this
resource remains small.

Many dialects make use of genitive compositions for euphemistic in-coinings,
as in Sinti mulengro kher lit. ‘dead people’s house’ for ‘coffin’, including the
creation of cryptic place names, such as kiralengro them lit. ‘cheese country’
for ‘Switzerland’ (see section 3.3.3). Although such composition strategies
are attested throughout Romani, they are particularly productive among the
northwestern European dialects. This might be regarded as a conservativism, re-
inforced by the extreme social isolation and overwhelmingly nomadic lifestyle
of the respective groups, leading to a reliance on Romani for purposes of in-
ternal, concealed communication, and so resulting in a preference for internal
coining over loans (cf. Matras 1998b).

It is also in the dialects of northwestern Europe that lexical creation through
genitive derivation is most productive. Sampson (1926: 87-91ff.) cites a great
variety of such items for Welsh Romani, and many more can be found in vo-
cabularies of other northwestern European dialects. Especially common are
agentives denoting professions or officials, but also everyday consumable ob-
jects. The format for genitive derivations is either a genitive of a plural noun —
grajengro ‘horsedealer’ (from graj ‘horse’), masengro ‘butcher’ (from mas
‘meat’), mumliengere ‘candlesticks’ (from mumeli ‘candle’), a genitive of a
singular noun — rateskero ‘leech’ (from rat ‘blood’), or, most commonly, the
genitive of an abstract deverbal nominalisation — pimaskeri ‘cigarette’ (from pi-
‘to drink’, ‘to smoke’ > abstract nom. piben), dikimangeri ‘mirror’ (from dikh-
‘to see’, nom. dikhiben). While agentives are typically masculine, quite often
inanimate nouns are feminine (though masculines like phuvjengero ‘vegetable’
also exist).

5.2.3  Adjectival derivation

The series of inherited Indo-Aryan adjectival formants includes -alo, -valo,-ano,
-ikano, -no, -uno, -utno, -avno/-amno, most of which are denominal formations
that are productive within the pre-European lexicon. The suffix -no often ex-
tends to European loans as well. Denominal adjectives may figure in lexical
compositions that compete with nominal genitive compounding: thus balikano
mas ‘pork’ (from balo ‘pig’ and mas ‘meat’), or Roman ¢iriklano por along-
side ciriklakero por ‘a bird’s feather’ (¢irikli ‘bird’, por ‘feather’; Halwachs
1998: 107). Exceptional and less productive derivational suffixes include -ver
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in god’aver ‘clever’ from godi ‘mind’. Of Proto-Romani origin is also the pro-
ductive derivation of negative adjectives through prefixation of bi- ‘without’,
the only Common Romani productive derivational prefix: bilacho ‘bad’ (lacho
‘good’), bibaxtalo ‘unlucky’ (baxtalo ‘lucky’, Iranian baxt ‘luck’). The pre-
fix may also attach to genitive nouns and pronouns (bilesko ‘without him/it’,
bilovengro ‘with no money’), providing potentially a means of lexical derivation
of adjectives (bithemengo ‘stateless’). Like most nominal genitive derivations,
those in adjectival function are usually local in-coinings that are particular to
individual dialects. Among the loan-derivational affixes, Greek-derived -icko,
-itko, -itiko stand out in their productivity with European loans. Incorporated
into the pre-European component is Greek-derived -fo which forms ordinal
numbers (eftato ‘seventh’, Greek eftd, but also dujto ‘second’, trito ‘third’
etc.).

Adjectival compounds, like nominal compounds, are peripheral. We find
budZanglo ‘wise, experienced’ (from but ‘much’ and dZanglo participle of ‘to
know’), in amodifier-head formation, while punrango ‘barefoot’ ( punio “foot’,
nango ‘bare’) is exceptionally head—modifier, perhaps reflecting the inalienable
possession associated with body parts. Comparative and superlative formations
frequently rely on the inherited suffix -eder (whose origin may be either Indo-
Aryan, or Iranian), or on the preposed loan particles such as po- (Slavic), maj
(Romanian), or da(h)a (Turkish) (see also section 8.2.2). We find the retention
of -eder in virtually all dialect branches except Vlax, where maj dominates.
Slavic-derived naj- often competes with -eder within individual dialects in the
Balkans, the Central and the Northeastern dialects, while maj may equally be
found sporadically among the Central dialects.

5.3 Nominal inflection

5.3.1  Case layers

As elsewhere in NIA, the system of nominal case in Romani is composed of
three distinct layers, referred to here following Masica (1991: 232ff.) as Layers
L, 11, and 1. ‘Inflection’ will refer here to the interplay of all components,
whether inflective, agglutinative, or analytic. Historically the various layers
arose in NIA to compensate for the loss of the earlier case inflection system
of OIA/MIA. In their origin and partly in their function and typology, Romani
markers of the various layers correspond in principle to those of the other
NIA languages. This is perhaps one of the clearest pieces of evidence for a
shared development of Romani and the subcontinental languages up to the NIA
period, roughly around the tenth century AD. However, Romani case layers
also show some unique characteristics when compared to NIA as a whole. The
nature and position of the markers belonging to Layers 1, 11, and 111 in Romani
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make the distinction between them more straightforward than in most NIA
languages.

Layer I inflective elements function as nominative and oblique endings that
attach directly to the nominal base. They are stressed (except in dialects that
have undergone a radical shift of stress placement), and they form distinct de-
clensional classes. Gender, number, and thematic status are distinguished at
this level. The nominative endings have been affected by renewal at various
historical development stages. As in other NIA languages, the oblique end-
ings are remnants of the older (OIA/MIA) nominal declension, though the
surviving forms may have changed considerably in function as well as in form
and distribution. Romani stands out in preserving archaic consonantal forms
of the masculine singular and plural oblique markers -es and -en respectively,
which are generally thought to go back to OIA genitives in -asya and -anam
(cf. Domari as well as Kashmiri -as and -an, elsewhere often reduced, respec-
tively, to vowels or to nasalised vowels). They function in Romani, as elsewhere
in NIA, as general oblique forms which mediate between the nominal base and
Layer 11 case formations, though in Romani they may also occur independently
of Layer 11 markers, assuming a variety of functions (see below). Since their
principal role is to extend the nominal base to form an ‘oblique stem’ to which
additional case markers are attached, they are transcribed below in a hyphen-
ated form (nominative manus ‘person’, oblique manuses-, dative manuseske,
etc). Supplementing the inventory of Layer 1 markers are unstressed nomina-
tive inflectional endings that are borrowed from European contact languages
(so-called ‘athematic’ endings), and which are rather diverse and subject to
considerable dialect variation (see below).

Layer 11 is a closed set of unstressed agglutinative markers, derived from
OIA /MIA postpositions and postposed adverbs, and, in the case of the genitive,
from a postposed adjectival particle of participial origin (see below). They are
identical for the various declension classes. Here too Romani shares the basic
inventory with other NIA languages. The unique feature of Romani Layer 11
markers is their advanced stage of integration with the extended nominal base
in its oblique form (or the ‘oblique stem”). Unlike in some other NIA languages,
where Layer 11 affixes are clitics that modify the entire noun phrase and often
appear just once at the end of a complex nominal construction, in Romani they
are inseparable from the individual noun (cf. discussion in Friedman 1991).
Moreover, they show voice assimilation to the oblique endings of the noun to
which they attach (dative -ke/-ge, locative -te/-de, ablative -tar/-dar etc.).

Layer 11 consists of analytic adpositions, which constitute a more open set
that is subject to more frequent and so also more recent renewal. The inherited
material from which Layer 111 elements are recruited is similarly shared to a
considerable extent with other NIA languages, though Romani also has internal
innovations as well as borrowings. The unique feature of Romani in NIA is the
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preposed position of Layer 111 markers, an outcome of the general shift in word-
order typology which Romani has undergone.?

Alongside the three layers we find vocative forms, usually in masculine -a,
-éja, more seldom -o or -e, feminine -(j)a, -(j)e and more seldom -(j)o, and
plural -ale(n). The vocative forms connect directly to the nominal base without
Layer 1 mediation, but unlike Layer 1 markers they are unstressed, indicating a
rather late formation. The origin of the vocative endings is unclear. Boretzky
(1994: 93) proposes to derive them from interjections. There are however oc-
currences of forms in -ole and -ale, attested in Xaladitka (Wentzel 1980: 67)
and in the Southern Balkan dialects (Boretzky 1999b: 41) for more frequently
used feminine singular vocatives da-le/do-le ‘mother!’, bib-ole ‘aunt!’. They
correspond to the plural form in -ale(n), which could suggest that the forms in
-al-/-ol- are more archaic forms deriving from deictic expressions (see below),
perhaps from a postposed form of the oblique demonstrative or definite article.
The widely distributed singular vocative marker -(j)a might be related to the em-
phatic endings of personal pronouns in -a, and perhaps also to a Proto-Romani
deictic form *-a (see discussion below).

5.3.2  Layer 1 declension classes

Romani declension classes are distinguished at the level of Layer 1 markers.
A series of factors have contributed to the present shape of the declension
paradigms. The most detailed discussion to date is provided by Elsik (2000a),
who distinguishes four stages in the historical development of Romani nominal
paradigms. The Proto-Romani declension system, or Stage 1, is the historical
outcome of a combination of three essential components. The most conservative
of those are the oblique markers that are inherited from the OIA/MIA nominal
declension, and which classify singular nouns by gender (cf. rom ‘man’, oblique
romes-, romni ‘woman’, oblique romnja-). A somewhat more recent layer are the
nominative markers, which derive largely from OIA/MIA nominal derivation
endings (¢hav-o ‘boy’, ¢irikl-i ‘bird’). Finally, processes of partial phonological
assimilation and analogies, most conspicuously jotation, contribute to further
differentiation among the paradigms (cf. the feminines dzZuv ‘louse’, oblique
dZuva-, but suv ‘needle’, oblique suvja-, analogous to romni ‘woman’, oblique
romnja-). Pre-European loans, as well as a considerable number of early loans
from Greek, are adapted into the Proto-Romani declension patterns (cf. drom,
‘road’, plural droma, oblique dromes-, from Greek dromos, to the inherited
pattern of the type rom ‘man’, plural roma, oblique romes-; or kurko ‘week’,
plural kurke, oblique kurkes-, from Greek kyriaki ‘Sunday’, to the pattern chavo
‘boy’, plural chave, oblique chaves-).

2 A similar shift in word-order patterns occurs in Domari, though adpositions are all borrowed
from Arabic.
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The second stage is the later Early Romani period. It sees the adoption of
productive loan morphology from Greek at the expense of the productivity of
some of the inherited nominal morphology. This involves essentially the borrow-
ing of nominative endings ( féros ‘town’, plural fori, Greek foros-fori; kokalo
‘bone’, plural kékala, Greek kékkalo-kokkala). Romani oblique endings on the
other hand probably remained productive for quite some time before partial re-
structuring occurred (as in the oblique masculine singular *forés > foros, while
the Common Romani oblique plural remains forén, and only in some dialects
did it later become foron; see below). The Greek nominative endings (and the
oblique analogies that are based on them) then take over, and are assigned
to all subsequent loans, including later European borrowings into the individ-
ual dialects. This results in so-called ‘athematic’ morphology, which, as ElSik
(2000a) remarks, forms a pattern that marks out a nominal class of loan nouns.

The third stage coincides with the decline of the Early Romani period and
the split into individual dialects and dialect branches. New loans are generally
accommodated into the Greek model and assigned gender and a correspond-
ing declension class membership. But additional morphology is also acquired,
mainly endings marking agentives, diminutives, feminines, and nominative plu-
rals. In some cases, there is selective backwards diffusion of newly acquired
plural markers at the expense of Greek markers, though rarely at the expense
of thematic markers. Thus Vlax acquired the Romanian plural -uri, which it as-
signs to words with penultimate stress in the base form, such as foruri ‘towns’
(Greek fori), but not to kokala ‘bones’ (*kokaluri), nor to thematic nouns such
as roma ‘men’ (*romuri), nor to thematically inflected, earlier Greek loans,
such as droma ‘roads’ (*dromuri). This stage is also characterised by various
dialect-specific processes of levelling, such as the emergence of analogous ath-
ematic plural oblique forms forén- ‘towns’ (by analogy to singular oblique
fords-), from forén-.

The final and most recent stage involves the loss of inflection markers, such as
the disappearance of Greek-derived nominative masculine -is in many dialects,
and further analogies between athematic and thematic classes (see below).
Acquired athematic morphology that is retained, whether of Greek or of later
origin, remains productive for subsequent loans. Thus Vlax dialects in Germany
assign the Romanian-derived plural in -uri to German loans, as in ofentaluri
‘residence permits’ (German Aufenthalt ‘stay’), and Balkan dialects that ac-
quired Greek plurals in -es and -Vdes through prolonged contact with Greek
after the Early Romani period also apply the pattern to Turkish loans (sepecides
‘basket-weavers’, Turkish sepetci).

Synchronic membership in a particular declensional class is sensitive to a se-
ries of factors: the historical phonology of the base form (vocalic versus conso-
nantal stems), analogies and shifts between classes, and the intrinsic properties
of the noun, namely gender and thematic status. Animacy is often considered
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an additional factor. Sensitive to animacy is, in particular, the opposition be-
tween subject and direct object inflection: animates are differentiated for the
two cases at the level of Layer 1 (subject manus, direct object manuses ‘person’),
while inanimates are not (subject kher, direct object kher ‘house’). Numerous
descriptive grammars of Romani varieties postulate separate declension classes
for animates and inanimates. For the animate class, an accusative is postulated
that is identical with the general oblique. For the inanimate class, the accusative
is regarded as identical with the nominative. Such multiplicity of declension
classes is redundant however if one views animacy as a phenomenon that is
external to the declension paradigms, or ‘hyperparadigmatic’, as Elsik (2000a)
puts it. In diachronic terms, the animacy split reflects the beginning decline
of synthetic case marking, with animates showing a tendency to retain more
conservative patterns.® This applies not only to the case of the direct object, but
also to other cases, where analytic case marking is often preferred for inani-
mates (see below). At the strict level of declension classes, namely the Layer 1
level, which indicates nominative and general oblique (as a base for Layer 11
case formations), animates and inanimates are actually treated alike as far as
the shape of the forms is concerned. They differ in their likelihood to be as-
signed synthetic case altogether, including an independent oblique that is not
accompanied by Layer 11 elements (see below).

There is no widely accepted standard for labelling Romani declension classes.
Descriptions tend to list or number them, with masculines preceding feminines,
consonantal stems preceding vocalic stems, and thematics preceding athematics
(cf. Wentzel 1980: 71-9, Boretzky 1994: 31-45, Halwachs 1998: 62-82). An
attempt to formalise the relevant classificatory criteria into declension class
symbols is introduced by El$ik (2000a): {*} denotes athematics, {M/F} denotes
gender, {¢} denotes consonantal (=zero-vowel) stems, while nominative endings
containing vowels are indicated through the respective vowel {o/i/u/a}, and non-
derivable pre-European plural modifications figure as {-@} for zero-plurals, {-a}
for a-plurals, {-A} for the specific forms of Abstract nouns in -ipen/-iben, and
finally {-J/-U}, respectively, for Jotated and Unmodified consonantal feminine
stems. The notation takes for granted derivable default formations, namely
plurals in -e for thematic masculines in -o, and plurals in -ja for both thematic
masculines and feminines in -i. It further allows for variation in athematic
plural endings, and it disregards nominative endings that are based on European
derivational affixes, and those based on European inflectional affixes that are
borrowed after the Early Romani period, which likewise vary (table 5.1).

Nominative forms show the highest diversity, while oblique forms, and es-
pecially oblique plurals, tend towards greater regularity. The most common

3 Domari shows no animacy split: subject lasi ‘girl’, direct object lasya, subject kuri ‘house’, direct
object kurya.
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Table 5.1 Early Romani nominal declension classes, adapted from

Elsik (2000a)

NOM OBL
Class Symbol Example SG PL SG PL
Thematic
(pre-European):
zero-masculines Mg-a kher ‘house’ - -a -es- -en-
Mg-A Cacipen ‘truth’ - -a -as- -en-
Mg-¢ vast ‘hand’ - - -es- -en-
o-masculines Mo Sero ‘head’ -0 -e -es- -en-
i-masculines Mi pani ‘water’ -i -j-a -j-es- -j-en-
zero-feminines Fg-U dZuv ‘louse’ - -a -a- -en-
Fg-J suv ‘needle’ - -j-a -j-a- -j-en-
i-feminines Fi piri ‘pot’ -1 -j-a -j-a- -j-en-
Athematic
(European):
o-masculines *Mo foros ‘town’ -o(s) -1 -0s- -en-
u-masculines *Mu papus ‘grandfather’ -u(s) -i -us- -en-
i-masculines *Mi sapunis ‘soap’ -i(s) -ja -is- -en-
a-feminines *Fa cipa ‘skin’ -a ? -a- -en-

oblique plural ending is the inherited -en (with the effect of jotation -j-en).
Occasionally, most notably in Vlax, oblique plurals are renewed, and one finds
romnjen- > romnjan- ‘women’, foren- > foron- ‘towns’. Boretzky (1994: 33)
regards this as an analogy to the nominative plural romnja, though such analogy
is much less obvious for the athematic foron-. El$ik (2000a) points out a similar
process affecting the athematic oblique singular already in the Early Romani pe-
riod: nominative foros ‘town’, oblique foros by analogy to the nominative form,
from an original thematic oblique singular *forés. This Early Romani devel-
opment is shared by all dialects, while the plural analogies are dialect-specific.
It is therefore possible that the general drift towards levelling is continued in
individual dialects, but that the specific development of oblique plurals is now
modelled not on the nominative plural, but on the oblique singular: romnja-
‘woman’, foros- ‘town’.

Oblique feminines end in -a- (jotated to j-a-). Athematic feminines, which
have unstressed -a in the nominative, are adapted into the same pattern and
form their oblique by changing the stress position (bdba ‘grandmother’, oblique
babd-). With pre-European feminines ending in a consonant, jotation is analo-
gous, and hence often irregular (thus oblique suva- ‘needle’, alongside
suvja-). Special cases affected by phonological assimilation and contraction
processes vary among individual dialects; examples are phen ‘sister’, oblique
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phenja- alongside pheja-; daj (Vlax dej) ‘mother’, oblique da- alongside
daja-.

Oblique masculines are somewhat more diverse. The inherited ending for
most pre-European nouns is -es- (jotated to -j-es-). Pre-European masculines
ending in -i or -j belong essentially to the same class (rasaj ‘priest’, oblique
rasajes-), but may show structural simplification processes that give rise to con-
tracted endings (graj ‘horse’, oblique gres- or gras-; muj ‘face’, oblique mos-
alongside mujes-, etc.). A unique feature of the class of abstract nouns ending in
-ipen/-iben is the retention of a conservative masculine singular oblique form
in -ipnas/-ibnas, rather than the expected *-ipnes/*-ibnes (though the latter
does appear as a result of a secondary development, by analogy to the gen-
eral masculine oblique formation, cf. Roman -ipes). Noteworthy is the partial
assimilation of the Greek-derived abstract nominal ending -imo(s) into this par-
ticular oblique inflection, giving rise to oblique forms in -imas-. A superficial
similarity even emerges between the borrowed affix, and the inherited form in
some dialects where the stop undergoes assimilation to the adjoined nasal in
oblique positions, giving -ibnas > -imnas and finally -imas.*

With athematic masculines, the Greek-derived endings in -s (-os, -us, -is)
are retained in the oblique, although they are often lost in the nominative. This
suggests reanalysis of the segment -s- as a potential oblique marker, by analogy
with the inherited (thematic) oblique (cf. Elsik 2000a). The pattern has become
productive, and it is also applied to masculine European loans ending in -a, as
in sluga ‘servant’ (Slavic sluga), oblique sluga-s- (cf. Kostov 1989), as well
as to borrowed agentive suffixes such as -dr-, as in butdri ‘worker’, oblique
butaris-. Partial erosion of the pattern takes place in dialects that show a ten-
dency to aspirate preconsonantal /s/, as in some Southern Vlax varieties. As
is the case with athematic feminines and plurals, in athematic masculines the
oblique ending carries the stress (in dialects with conservative stress patterns).
Full assimilation of athematic masculines to thematic oblique formations char-
acterises Welsh Romani, and is under way in the Southern Central dialects (EIsik
2000a, Halwachs 1998), thus oblique grofds- alongside grofés-, to nominative
grofo ‘count’.

Many pre-European nouns lack distinct nominative endings in the singular.
Nominative endings that are of relevance to declensional classes are the abstract
marker -ipen/-iben (with a unique oblique formation), the vocalic masculine
ending in -o (with a unique plural formation), forms in -i, which trigger jotation,
and those in -j, which may show contracted oblique forms. Athematic singu-
lars, on the other hand, are normally assigned athematic nominative inflection

4 Kostov (1965) postulates the reverse development, namely -pnas > -mnas > -bnas and hence
the emergence of -ben by analogy to -pen, to which he adds, relying on Pobozniak (1964), the
emergence of an analogous nominative form -mo. This hypothesis has been convincingly rejected
by Schmid (1968), who identified the Greek origin of -mo(s).
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endings which reflect gender. Examples are Common Romani masculine prezi-
dento(s) ‘president’, Northeastern feminine felda ‘field’ (German neuter Feld ),
BugurdZi masculines bahcas ‘garden’ (Turkish bahge) and bugurdZis ‘drill-
maker’ (Turkish burgucu).

The inherited nominative plural ending is generally -a (jotated to -j-a). Mas-
culines ending in -o regularly take -e in the plural, matching the pattern of
adjectival inflection (masculine ferno c¢havo ‘young boy’, PL terne chave).
A closed class of masculine nouns with consonantal stems shows neutralisation
of number marking; this class is however subject to considerable dialectal vari-
ation and renewal. Among the possible candidates for number neutralisation
are first quantifiable masses — thud ‘milk’, khas ‘hay’, but also nouns denot-
ing time — dives ‘day/s’, chon ‘month/s’ —, parts of the body — vast ‘hand/s’,
bal ‘hair’, dand ‘tooth/teeth’ —, and human beings — rom ‘man/men’, manus
‘person/s’ (the latter however often marks collectives, which co-exist with
plurals). Dialect-specific additions to the group of nouns lacking plurals may
also include nouns from feminine classes, likewise uncountables such as baxt
‘luck’, or bokh ‘hunger’ (cf. Halwachs 1998: 81).

Highly diverse are the nominative endings of athematic plural nouns. For
Early Romani or the Greek period, Elsik (2000a) postulates -i for the plural
of masculine loans. Plural endings of feminine loans vary among the dialects,
and we find -e, -i, -y, and -es as well as assimilation to thematic endings in
-a. Individual Romani dialect branches continued to borrow plural endings
after the Early Romani period, and we find Slavic-derived -ovi, -i and -e in
various dialects, Romanian -uri in Vlax, and Greek -des in the Balkans (see
also section 8.2.2). Fairly common are contaminations of borrowed endings
with the inherited plural marker -a, giving rise to forms such as -oja, -(i)ja, -urja,
and -da. Borrowed derivational suffixes may retain their own plural forms, the
most widespread example being the Greek-derived abstract nominaliser -imos
PL -imata.

5.3.3  The independent oblique

Layer 1 oblique endings may sometimes occur ‘independently’, that is unac-
companied by Layer 11 elements. This is most conspicuous in the marking of
the animate direct object. Only in some dialects, where final /s/ is lost but pre-
consonantal /s/ is retained, do we find discrepancies in the masculine singular
between the form of the general oblique, and that of the independent oblique that
marks the animate direct object: Roman rom ‘man’, oblique romes-, direct ob-
ject case rome. The use of the oblique as an independent case that is not followed
by a Layer 11 element is an archaism which Romani inherits from MIA, and
which it shares with Domari, where it likewise represents the accusative case,
and with Kashmiri, where it is used for the dative (cf. Bubenik 2000: 215).



86 Nominal forms and categories

The identity-in-principle between the oblique and the case of animate direct
objects results in a tendency in grammatical descriptions to describe the inde-
pendent oblique as an accusative case. Depending on the analysis, the accusative
is either viewed as restricted to animates (EISik 2000a), or as having different
forms for animates and inanimates, the inanimate accusative being identical in
form to the nominative (see above).

Occurrences of the independent oblique generally coincide with high referen-
tial status or topicality of the noun. Thus, all pronouns pattern with animates in
their marking of the direct object. In some dialects, animate direct objects take
the independent oblique only if they are definite, while indefinite animates, like
inanimates, appear as default (nominative). Consider the independent oblique
marking of the indefinite animate noun in the following: Polska Roma dialect
me lav romes ‘I take a man.oBL = I am getting married’, but Lovari me lav
[mange] rom (cf. Matras 1997a: 76; see also Boretzky 1994: 101 for Kaldera$
examples).

Apart from marking the definite/animate direct object, the independent
oblique also serves additional functions. It is the case of the possessor in the
existential possessive construction with si/hi ‘(there) is’, irrespective of the pos-
sessor’s animacy status. This is widespread among dialects that are not related,
such as Vlax, Roman, and Sinti, and it is likely to reflect the Proto-Romani state
of affairs (cf. Boretzky 1997: 123); the assignment of the dative to the possessor
appears to be a more recent, contact-related development. The same pertains
to the benefactor of ‘to give’, which appears in the independent oblique in
various unrelated dialects (Vlax, Central, Sinti). Both the possessor and the
‘give’-benefactor are highly topical roles that prototypically involve animates.
Parallel developments of more limited distribution include the oblique marking
of the experiencer in the Sinti dialect (man hi ropaske ‘I feel like crying’; cf.
Holzinger 1995: 11), and of animate prepositional objects: ko kakes ‘to the
uncle’.

The independent oblique might therefore be interpreted as consistently en-
coding the non-agentive referent that is high on the topicality scale.
Occasionally it figures in opposition to the default nominative, which encodes
non-topical (inanimate or indefinite) entities in parallel syntactic roles (direct
and prepositional object). Elsewhere it indicates that the non-agentive role is
normally reserved for topical entities (possessor and experiencer). Its primary
function in semantic-pragmatic terms is to alert the hearer to the discrepancy
between the referent’s topicality status, and the appearance of this referent in
a non-agentive role. With some variation, this function is grammaticalised in
Romani.

5 This form is already attested in Evliya Celebi’s seventeenth-century Balkan sample (Friedman
and Dankoff 1991).



5.3 Nominal inflection 87

Viewed in this perspective, Romani may be said to lack a genuine accusative
case altogether. The inanimate direct object is the default, since its patient role is
consistent with its non-topical semantics. Its nominative case marking reflects
this default status. The animate direct object (or in some dialects, the definite
animate direct object) is assigned the case marking that is generally reserved for
topical non-agents, namely the independent oblique. The higher-ranking status
of topical entities on the hierarchy of case marking suggests itself in universal
terms, and the interplay between case marking and topicality, animacy, and
definiteness is particularly reminiscent of other NIA languages. For Romani,
viewing the independent oblique as a kind of agent/topic discrepancy case
marking has the advantage of reconciling the facts of animate/topical direct-
object marking with other occurrences of the independent oblique inflection in
the language.

5.3.4  Forms and functions of Layer i1 markers

Romani Layer 11 markers are generally cognates of the respective markers in
other NIA languages (see section 3.5.2). Missing from the Romani inven-
tory is a locative in -m- (Hindi -mé, Domari -ma), which may have been
taken over by the original dative-directional -fe. Romani linguistic tradition
since Sampson (1926) has adopted the terms ‘locative’ for the marker -fe,
and (in accordance with NIA linguistics) ‘dative’ for -ke, which in Romani
is in effect the benefactive case. Layer 11 markers are regular and agglutina-
tive, though their voice assimilation to preceding consonants renders the su-
perficial impression of a singular/plural split (romes-ke ‘man.DAT’, romen-ge
‘men.DAT’; but also fu-ke ‘for-you’, man-ge ‘for-me’). Their shape and espe-
cially their position as postposed elements leaves no room for ambiguity as
to the dividing line between Layer 11 and Layer 11 markers. Modern gram-
matical descriptions of Romani varieties occasionally still refer to Layer 11
elements as ‘postpositions’ (see Hancock 1995a). The arguments against such
a view have been summarised by Friedman (1991): Layer 11 elements are not
detachable from the noun base, they partly assimilate to the preceding con-
sonant, and the overall typological features of Romani are those of a prepo-
sitional language, which justifies viewing postposed markers as inflectional
elements (in the broad sense, including agglutinative inflection) rather than as
adpositions.

Although phonological changes may affect the actual shape of the forms in
individual dialects, almost all Romani dialects maintain an opposition between
five distinct Layer 11 markers (see table 5.2). A rare exception is the Polska
Roma dialect (Matras 1999b), in which the locative -te has disappeared and all
its functions are taken over by the ablative -tyr (<-tar). In Zargari, the dative
and genitive appear to have merged.
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Table 5.2 Forms of Layer 11 markers in some dialects (sG/pL)

dative locative ablative instrumental genitive
Early Romani *kelge *te/de *tar/dar *sa/ca *ker-/ger-
Bugurdzi ke/ge te/de tar/dar sa/ca k(V)r-/g(V)r-
Arli e/dze te/de tar/dar (j)a/ca(r) k)Vr-/(g)Vr-
Gurbet e/dz- te/de tar/dar ha/ca k-/g-, ¢-/dz-
Lovari ke/ge te/de tar/dar sa/sa k-/g-
East Slovak ke/ge te/de tar/dar ha/ca k(e)r-/g(e)r-
Sinti ke/ge te/de tor/dar ha/sa kr-/gr-
Polska Roma ke/ge - tyr/dyr sa/ca kyr-/gyr-
Welsh ki/gt tr/di te/de sa/sa k(er)-/g(er)-

The dative appears in Romani as -ke/-ka/-k’e/-ki/-Cel-e (with voice assim-
ilation to preceding consonants). Its original and still primary meaning is
benefactive, and it has no directional use in the spatial sense (cf. Boretzky
1994: 104). The dative marks the benefactive indirect object of particular verbs,
such as ‘to say’ or ‘to show’. In some dialects it also takes over the functions of
the benefactor of ‘to give’, or of the possessive in the existential possessive con-
struction (si mange ‘[there] is to-me’). One of its most widespread usages is as
a dative-reflexive, which entails a benefactive reading: dZav mange ‘I am going
away’ (with the implication of a benefit), kinav mange ‘I buy (for myself)’.
With deverbal nouns, the dative can express modality, such as necessity or abil-
ity (Sinti dialect man hi tSadepaske ‘1 am going to be sick’, man hi phenepaske
‘I have the say’, man hi ropaske ‘I feel like crying’; Holzinger 1995: 11). The
dative of purpose is conventionalised in the expressions soske ‘what for’ and
adaleske ‘therefore’.

The locative marker is -te/-t’e/-ti (likewise, with voice assimilation). As an
independent marker it expresses both stative location and movement towards
a location (dative in the strict sense). The locative also serves as a default
prepositional case accompanying most inherited Layer 111 prepositions (pasal
amen-de ‘next to us’). This is shared and quite clearly a Proto-Romani legacy.
It is reminiscent of the use of the oblique genitive/possessive as a base for
Layer 11 elements in subcontinental NIA (Hindi hamare pas ‘1.PL.POSS.OBL
next = next to us’). In Romani the reading is not of possessive incorporation,
but of a further specification of the local relation that is already expressed by
the locative (thus literally ‘with-us, on the side’). It is likely to derive from
the intermediate stage of grammaticalisation of Layer 11 elements from in-
dependent postposed adverbials, which became postpositions and were later
preposed in conjunction with the overall changes in word-order patterns in the
late Proto-Romani stage (*amende, pasal > *amende pasal > pasal amende).
Unlike the genitive/possessive base for Layer 111 markers in languages like



5.3 Nominal inflection 89

Hindi (or Domari, which uses the genitive—ablative -ki as a prepositional case),
the origin of the Romani construction is clearly locative in meaning. As a
prepositional case the locative is incompatible with spatial ablatives; andar
amende with an ablative preposition cannot mean ‘*from us’, but rather ‘about
us/ for our sake’. Although the locative is the only inherited prepositional case,
other Layer 11 elements may accompany Layer 111 items in dialects where the
case system is renewed through extensive borrowing of Layer 111 markers, the
best example being the Sinti dialect: fir tumenge ‘for you.nDAT’, fon tumen-
dar ‘from you.ABL’, mit tumenca ‘with you.INSTR’ (from German fiir, von,
mit).

The ablative marker -tar/-tor/-tir/-tir/-tyr/-ta (with voice assimilation) ex-
presses spatial and material origin and source, and the object of comparison
and reason. The instrumental forms are -sa/-ssa/-sar/-hal-jal-al-Ra, -Rel -he
in the singular. Plural forms of the instrumental vary, showing -ca/-sa/-car/
-dZa(r) and more. The shape of the instrumental is less symmetrical than that
of the other Layer 11 markers, both because of the different kind of phonolog-
ical assimilation that affects the dental sibilant in the position following /n/
in the oblique ending (often a dental affricate), but also due to the processes
that affect intervocalic /s:h/ in grammatical endings. Thus it is not unusual to
find an instrumental singular ending in -ha alongside the instrumental plural in
-ca. Apart from the actual instrumental function (¢hurjasa ‘with a knife’), the
instrumental case also functions as a sociative/comitative (tfumensa ‘with you’)
and in fixed constructions as an expression of location or mode (dromesa ‘on
the road’).

The final and most problematic Layer 11 marker is the genitive in -ker-/ -kr-/-
kori,-koro/-kar-/-k-/-r-. Only Vlax has exclusively ‘short’ forms lacking -r-, but
there are dialects in which forms with and without -r- may co-occur. Sampson
(1926: 86-8) even mentions a tendency toward a functional differentiation in
Welsh and Finnish Romani, with ‘long” forms indicating nominal formations
and predicatives (butiakero ‘servant’, iveskero ‘January’, me dakero s’o than
‘the tent is my mother’s’), while short forms indicate adjectives and attribu-
tives (sunakesko ‘made of gold’, ivesko ‘snowy’, me dako than ‘my mother’s
tent’). The original genitive derives from the participle of the verb *kar- ‘to
do’. In subcontinental NIA, similar diversity in the genitive formations can
be found, with forms in -7-, in -k-, and in -ker-/-kr-. It is possible that Romani
inherited two forms for the genitive, which were either interchangeable or func-
tionally differentiated. Structural simplification of the ‘long’ forms could also
be a Romani-internal development (cf. Boretzky1999b: 39).

Like its cognate morphemes elsewhere in NIA, the Romani genitive oc-
cupies a special position in the case system. On the one hand it attaches to
the genitive noun, figuring in paradigmatic relation to all other Layer 11 case
markers, while on the other hand it shows morphological agreement in gender,
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number, and case with its head, which makes genitives look like adjectives (Vlax
examples):

@) a. le rakles-k-i dej
ART.M.OBL b0y.OBL-GEN-F.NOM mother
‘the boy’s mother’

b. la raklja-k-i dej
ART.F.OBL girl.OBL-GEN-F.NOM mother
‘the girl’s mother’

c. le rakles-k-e phrala
ART.M.OBL b0y.OBL-GEN-PL brothers
‘the boy’s brothers’

d. le rakles-k-o dad
ART.M.OBL boy.OBL-GEN-M.NOM father
‘the boy’s father’

e. le rakles-k-e dade(s)-sa
ART.M.OBL boy.OBL-GEN-M.OBL father.OBL-INSTR
‘with the boy’s father’

The Romani genitive is thus an example of ‘double case’ or ‘Suffixaufnahme’
(Plank 1995, Payne 1995). The morphological composition of genitives has
syntactic and semantic implications. Genitives often maintain word-order flex-
ibility, occurring both before and after the head noun (le rakleske phrala ‘the
boy’s brothers’, but also e phrala le rakleske). Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2000) dis-
cusses their range of semantic productivity, which includes both an anchoring
referential function, characterising entities via their relations to other entitites
(le raklesko dad ‘the boy’s father’), as well as non-anchoring classifying or
qualifying functions (bakresko mas lit. ‘sheep meat’ = ‘lamb’). The latter may
indicate qualifying features such as material, source, age, measure, time, lo-
cation, purpose, object, or more general properties such as eye or hair colour
(kale jakhengeri chaj ‘a girl with black eyes’). As indicated above, this semantic
productivity makes genitives the most common resource for lexical derivation
in the language.

The affinity between genitives and adjectives in structural agreement pat-
terns and in their functions of semantic attribution raises the question whether
Romani genitives might in fact be classified as adjectival postpositions. There
are however important morphological differences between genitives and adjec-
tives in distribution (see Koptjevskaja-Tamm 2000, Grumet 1985): genitives
attach to noun phrases through the mediation of oblique affixes, while deriva-
tional adjectives attach directly to the noun stem. By attaching to the oblique
affixes, genitives can be said to inflect for gender, number and case. Like the
other Layer 11 case affixes, the genitive marker is sensitive to voice alternation
conditioned by the phonological environment. Genitives also control agreement
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with articles, adjectives, possessives, demonstratives, or other genitives, in much
the same way as nouns, while adjectives do not.

According to Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2000), a major syntactic difference be-
tween genitive adnominals and adjectives in most dialects of Romani is the fact
that a genitive that precedes the head noun is incompatible with possessors or
articles that are attached to the head:

(1) a. *le rakleski e dej
ART.M.OBL boy.OBL-GEN-F.NOM ART.F.NOM mother
b. *e [le rakleski] dej
ART.F.NOM ART.M.OBL boy.OBL-GEN-F.NOM mother
but
c.e dej le rakleski

ART.F.NOM mother ART.M.OBL boy. OBL-GEN-F.NOM
‘the boy’s mother’

This suggests that preposed genitives have determiner status, rather than ad-
jectival status. Some dialects may show a breakdown of this system, however,
either admitting articles, as in (2a), or showing agreement between the arti-
cle and the head, rather than the possessor (o raklesko kher with a nominative
definite article, rather than le raklesko kher, where the definite article is in the
oblique). It seems then that the adjectival affinity of the genitive has a reality in
actual patterns of language use.

5.3.5  Layer u1 adpositions

The collapse of the OTA/MIA nominal inflection system led to the gradual ex-
tension of the grammaticalised inventory of analytic markers of case, which
are recruited from adverbial material (often of nominal origin). Romani shares
this general development, as well as part of the inventory of Layer 11 ana-
lytic markers, with other NIA languages. Many of the older adpositions re-
tain an adverbial form, and are still also used as adverbs, though some di-
alects make use of derivational morphemes -e/-i and -al/-il to differentiate
adpositions, stative adverbs, and directional adverbs (Vlax angla amende ‘in
front of us’, tordZul anglal ‘it stands in front/ahead’, and dZav angle ‘1 go
forwards’). The basic adpositions are inherited from Proto-Romani. Nonethe-
less, there are differences between the inventories of Layer 111 markers in indi-
vidual dialects. Common to most dialects are angle/angla/anglal/glan/ang’il
‘in front’, pal/pala/pata/pale ‘behind’, pas/pasa/pasal ‘next to’, andre/
ande/de/ane/dre ‘in/into’, tela/tel/tala/tala ‘under/below’, upre/opre/pre/pro
‘above’, derived from adverbs, and pre/pe/pa ‘on’, dZi/Ziko ‘until’ from original
adpositions. Of more limited distribution are andar/dran/andral/ andal/anda
“from/out of’, ke/ki/ka/kaj/kije/kija ‘at/to’, maskar/maskir ‘between’, vas “for’,
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truja/utruja/tru/tur/ ‘past/around’, perdallpirdal /pedar ‘across’. They appear
to belong to the original inventory, but were lost in individual dialects or dialect
branches.

A younger group of adpositions, similarly of limited distribution, goes back to
recent grammaticalisations, perhaps during the Early Romani period. Of those,
relatively widely distributed is karing/karig/krik ‘towards’, from *akaja-rig lit.
‘this-side’. More seldom is mamuj/mamujal ‘against/opposite’, which includes
the component -muj ‘face’. Two additional prepositions replicate Layer 11 ele-
ments: the ablative katar/kotar/tar ‘from’, and the locative te/ti ‘at’. The con-
tinuing grammaticalisation of adpositions might be seen as part of the gradual
trend to rely more heavily on an analytic expression of case, though the use
of prepositions does not always entail reduced productivity of synthetic case
markers (see below). To varying degrees, Romani dialects also borrow prepo-
sitions. This however is a recent phenomenon that follows the split into dialect
branches. There are no borrowed prepositions that are Common Romani, and
none that go back to the Early Romani period. Perhaps the most common bor-
rowed preposition is Slavic pretiv/protiv ‘against’. The most extensive borrow-
ing of prepositions is found in the Sinti dialect, where fon ‘from’, mit ‘with’,
fir “for’ and more are adopted from German (see also section 8.2.2). In the
Balkans, some dialects have borrowed the Turkish postnominal positioning of
adpositions and show optional postpositions: Rhodopes Romani katar o vos
alongside o vos katar ‘from the forest’ (Igla 1997: 153). Postpositioning of
inherited adpositions also occurs in Finnish Romani.

5.3.6  The stability of synthetic case markers

Synthetic case marking in Romani — the use of Layer 1 and 11 inflection mark-
ers to express case relations — is on the whole stable and well preserved in all
present-day dialects (with the exception of the dialects of southern Italy), but
it competes nonetheless with a tendency toward analytic expression of case
through exclusive use of Layer 111 adpositions. The outcome of this competition
depends on a variety of factors. First, the resources available to express individ-
ual case relations are not always symmetrical: all dialects possess at least one,
and usually two prepositions with a locative meaning (inessive/illative andr-
‘in’, and adessive/allative k- ‘at’). These compete with locative and some-
times also with dative Layer 11 markers. But there is no inherited or shared
preposition with an instrumental or sociative meaning which could compete
with the Layer 11 instrumental marker. Some dialects however have borrowed
comitative/instrumental prepositions from current or recent contact languages.
Synthetic case stability thus depends both on the resources available for indi-
vidual case relations, and on the structural resources and solutions adopted in
individual dialects. Generally, the distribution of synthetic case is sensitive to a
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hierarchy of referential prominence. Pronouns always take synthetic case. Full
nouns show variation: topical entities, animates, and definites are more likely
to take synthetic case marking than non-topical entities, inanimates, and in-
definites. All these factors interact to determine the balance between synthetic
and analytic case marking (cf. Matras 1997a).

The most extreme decline of synthetic case is exhibited by the Abbruzzian
and Molisean dialects of Italy (Soravia 1972, Ascoli 1865), where the system
virtually disappears, as well as by the now extinct variety of English Romani
documented by Smart and Crofton (1875). Vlax varieties show fairly extensive
use of analytic case expression at the expense of Layer 11 markers. Prepositions
are regularly used with full nouns for most ablative and locative relations,
for some dative relations (phendem ko raklo ‘1 said to the boy’), and often to
paraphrase the genitive (o kher katar muro dad ‘the house of [from] my father’).
This is however a rather recent development, and present-day variation across
generations is clearly detectable. Northern dialects tend to be more conservative
in their reliance on synthetic case markers.

Among the Layer 11 markers themselves, the locative is generally low on the
hierarchy of synthetic case productivity, a fact that coincides with the availability
of locative prepositions in all dialects. Constructions such as kadale thaneste
‘this.oBL place.LoC = at this place’ are thus quite likely to be abandoned in
Romani as a whole in favour of ande kadava than ‘at this place’ (in the nomi-
native case). Less prone to renewal is the ablative. The synthetic ablative may
stand in semantic opposition to an ablative preposition: Eastern Slovak Romani
khatar o phike ‘from the shoulders (downwards)’, but phikendar ‘(grabbed) by
the shoulders’. In the Northeastern dialects there is no ablative preposition at
all, and the synthetic Layer 11 ablative expresses all ablative relations.

Renewal of the inventory of prepositions does not necessarily mean reduction
of the productivity of synthetic case marking, however. In the Sinti dialect, bor-
rowed prepositions often accompany synthetic markers, rather than substitute
for them: fir o dadeske ‘for the father.naT’ (German fiir), or fon o phalester
‘from the brother.ABL’ (German von). Both the genitive and the instrumental
lack obvious competitors among Layer 11 markers. The former may be para-
phrased through an ablative preposition. The latter is reinforced by a borrowed
preposition in the Sinti dialect. A more recent development is the substitu-
tion, with full nouns, of the instrumental through a borrowed preposition from
the current contact language in various dialects (German Lovari, Argentinian
Kaldera$, Greek Vlax and Arli, Slovene Romani as spoken in Italy, and others):
mit/kon/me (to) muro phral ‘with my brother’.

The topicality/animacy continuum and its effects on synthetic case repre-
sentation were already addressed above. The independent oblique may be the
clearest instance of a correlation between synthetic case marking and topicality
or referential prominence, since here there is no competition with a Layer 111
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element and resource availability is therefore irrelevant. But referential promi-
nence is relevant for synthetic case stability with other case relations as well.
The locative serving as a prepositional case is rarely found with inanimates:
conservative dialects may have pasal e manuseste ‘next to the person.LoC’, but
always pasal o kher ‘next to the house.Nom’. For the ablative, dialects may show
a hierarchical split within the group of animates, with close kin more likely to
take synthetic case than other animates: Sinti pucas peskri dater ‘he asked his
mother.ABL’ but pucas fon peskre mala ‘he asked [from] his friends.NoM’ with
the preposition fon (German von), Lovari manglas mure dadestar ‘he asked my
father.ABL’, but manglas katar muro amal ‘he asked [from] my friend.NoM’
(cf. Matras 1997a: 75). The dative expresses a benefactive meaning, which
in general is associated with topical referents. Dative-marked nominals that
are low on the referential hierarchy are therefore rather rare. This correlation
with referentiality places the dative higher on the hierarchy of synthetic case
stability than the locative or ablative. Pronominals can be accommodated on
the hierarchy of referential prominence in their capacity as placeholders for
established entities. With personal pronouns, synthetic case marking is obliga-
tory. But with other pronouns, animacy may play a role: Vlax kodolestar ‘from
this.ABL [person]’, but anda kodo ‘from [=because of ] this.NoM [fact or state of
affairs]’.

54 Adjective inflection

Adjective inflection in Romani is generally sensitive to the inflectional prop-
erties of the head noun: gender, number, and Layer 1 case inflection. There is
even some symmetry in the form of the inherited adjectival endings compared
to the nominal endings of vocalic declensions. Early Romani declinable ad-
jectives, such as baro ‘big’, had the nominative endings M.SG -0, E.SG -i, and
plural -e, and the oblique endings M.SG -e, E.SG -a and plural -e. Noteworthy is
the uniform shape of the plural ending, which neutralises both gender and case
agreement. Adjectives thus normally end in an inflectional stressed vowel, both
in attributive and in predicative position (phuro rom ‘old man’, ov si phuro ‘he is
old’). The same patterns of inflection apply to the agreement between genitives
and their heads, and to the possessive adjective. There is only a very small
group of indeclinable adjectives ending in consonants, such as Sukar ‘pretty’.
Only nominalised adjectives may take full nominal inflection (e phureske ‘for
the old [man]’). A unique exception are attributive adjectives in the Hravati
(Croatian) and Xaladitka (North Russian) dialects, which may copy nominal
inflection: North Russian Romani tikne chavensa ‘with small children’, along-
side tiknensa chavensa (Wentzel 1980: 81). Case neutralisation with inanimate
nouns generally entails case neutralisation in adjectival agreement as well: ande
baro kher ‘in-the big.Nom house’.
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Table 5.3 Early Romani adjective inflection (after Elsik
2000a), athematic singular endings are unstressed

NOM OBL

SGM SGF PL SGM SGF PL
thematic -0 - -e -e -a -e
athematic -0 -0 -a -on-e -on-a  -on-e

Recent erosion of the adjectival inflection can be detected in individual di-
alects. Gender distinction is often neutralised in the oblique, resulting in a uni-
form shape of the oblique adjective in -e. The process is still ongoing in some
dialects (cf. Lovari phure romnjake ‘for the old woman’, alongside the conser-
vative form phura romnjake). In some dialects, there is a tendency to neutralise
agreement with predicative adjectives, with the masculine singular nominative
form in -o taking over: Hamlin Sinti job/joi/jon hi gusevo ‘he/she/they is/are
clever’; Holzinger 1995: 15).

Relatively few Greek-derived adjectives survive in Common Romani.
Nonetheless, as with nouns, it was a Greek pattern of adjective inflection that
was adopted into Early Romani as the productive pattern for the integration
of subsequent loans. Here, too, the Greek endings are copied in the nomina-
tive, based on the Greek neuter forms: singular -0, with no gender distinction,
plural -a, both unstressed. In the oblique, an extension -on- is added to the
base and is followed by thematic adjectival endings, which are stressed. This is
the pattern that accompanies the Greek-derived adjectival derivational endings,
such as -itko etc. (see above), which in turn are often assigned to subsequent
loan adjectives. The Greek-derived nominative plural ending -a survives only
in some dialects, such as Xaladitka and the Northern Central group. In the Vlax
and Balkan dialects, the tendency is for the oblique plural form -one to replace
the nominative plural, thereby simplifying the paradigm and increasing the
symmetry between thematic and athematic inflections. A development toward
full integration of loan adjectives into the inherited inflection is attested in the
Southern Central dialects (El$ik et al. 1999: 334). Loan adjectives ending in a
consonant may in some dialects be treated like inherited indeclinable adjectives,
e.g. Sinti hart ‘hard’ (German hart).

A further adaptation pattern for loan adjectives involves the selection of an
inflectional prototype from the source language. In Roman, recent German-
derived adjectives have a uniform ending in -i, a generalisation of dialectal
German -i which in the source language is the most frequent and so most salient
adjectival marker (nominative plural and feminine singular, and all oblique
positions). Quite often one encounters a tendency to retain adjectival inflection
with adjectives taken from the current contact language, as in Serbian Kalderas
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but dosadni si le ‘they are very bothersome’ (Boretzky 1994: 48), with the
Serbian plural inflection -i.

Pre-European numerals in attributive position take, in principle, conservative
adjectival inflection: trin-e bers-en-go ‘three-M.OBL year-PL.OBL-GEN = three
years old’. There is however considerable erosion of agreement with numerals,
triggered at least in part through the infiltration of Greek numerals in positions
above ‘six’.

5.5 Deictics and related forms

5.5.1  Definiteness and indefiniteness

Romani is unique among the NIA languages in having a fully developed def-
inite article. Although assumptions that Romani actually borrowed its article
forms o, i from Greek must be rejected (for the diachrony of the article see
below), it is nevertheless quite clear that the emergence of the preposed definite
article was triggered through contact with Greek, and so it must go back to
the Early Romani period. There are striking structural similarities between the
Romani and Greek articles (cf. Boretzky 2000a): they are preposed, they are
usually vocalic in the nominative but often consonantal in the oblique, there
are no stressed forms, and there is no deictic use of the article. Moreover,
there are similarities in semantic uses, such as the attachment of the article
to proper nouns (see below). Boretzky (2000a) points out that there are no
other languages with preposed definite articles between India and the Balkans
that could have served as a model for the emergence of articles in Romani.®
The other Balkan languages have postposed articles (Albanian, Balkan Slavic,
Romanian). Romani articles therefore definitely developed before the disper-
sion of the dialects, that is, again, during the Early Romani period. Romani is
thus a good example of the tendency of definite articles to show areal rather
than genetic clustering (cf. Boretzky 2000a). The Northeastern dialects of the
Polska Roma and Xaladikta, and the Hravati/Dolenjski dialects, which are in
contact with languages that have no articles, have largely lost both the definite
and the indefinite articles. Traces of the definite articles remain in the gender
agreement between some prepositions that incorporate the historical article,
and the nouns they modify: Polska Roma paso kher ‘next-to.m [the] house’,
pasi tysa ‘next-to.F [the] table’ (Matras 1999b: 9—-10).

Like other nominal modifiers, the definite article inflects for gender, number,
and case at the Layer 1 level (nominative/oblique), gender agreement being neu-
tralised in the plural. There are tendencies to simplify the paradigm of definite

6 Southern Kurdish (Sorani), however, has a postposed definite article -ak, a reanalysis of an
indefinite article deriving from the numeral ‘one’.
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Table 5.4 Forms of the definite article in dialect groups

NOM OBL

S.GM SG.F PL S.GM SG.F PL
Northeastern 0 i/e 0 e e e
Northwestern o i/e i/o i/e i/e i/e
Northern Central 0 e 0 (De (Da De
Southern Central o i o (o)le (o)la (o)le
Vl