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1. Introduction

Apart from some sporadic data collected by a few researchers, systematic research
on the language varieties spoken by the Boyash (or Bayash) only became a focus
of linguistics in the 2000s, first in Hungary, then in Croatia, Serbia and
sporadically in Slovakia, Bulgaria and Greece. Nowadays, it is precisely the
increased interest in the Vlax Roma that has brought the Boyash more into the
limelight across Europe. At the same time, academics focus on sociology and
political science, and linguistic research on the Boyash is often secondary (Sorescu
Marinkovi¢ 2008b: 174-175; Araté 2015a: 7). “Research into the traditions of
Romanian-speaking Boyash Gypsies is the most neglected field of Hungarian Roma
Studies to date”, says Kovalcsik (1988: 215) in her first study on the Boyash, who
not only raised awareness of Boyash folk music, but also, together with fellow
scholars, collected a significant corpus of Boyash language for posterity (Aratd
2015b: 355). Kovalcsik (1994) claims that the main reason for the scarce and
incomplete information on the Boyash is that they speak Romanian, as the
Romani-speaking communities received much more attention from the beginning.
Since then, it has become clear that the reasons are more numerous, including the
social status of the Boyash, the adaptability of communities, their sporadic spatial
location in some regions, asymmetrical representation compared to other Roma
groups, but mainly the homogenizing and simplifying practices of the majority
society.

While it has long been known that Slovakia is home to different multilingual
Boyash communities with different identities and speaking also Romanian
varieties of the language, very little information has been published about them
(Kovalcsik 1994). Gergely Agocs published a study entitled Socialna identifikacia
Bajasov na Slovensku (Social Identification of the Boyash in Slovakia), which
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discussed the most important and basic social science issues of the topic. Earlier
articles on the subject mainly focused on trough making and only partially on the
Boyash communities and their similarities and differences from other groups
defined predominantly by occupation (e.g. Okrucky, 1964; Stano, 1965; Holicova,
1977).

This paper seeks to complement information about the Boyash, firstly with a
critical presentation of categorisation activities, and secondly with the migration
history of the Slovakian Boyash community. The focus is on lexical, phonological
and morphological features so they will be discussed in more detail.

2. Description of the research

I have performed fieldwork in communities regarded as Boyash since 2013. My
dialectological survey of Boyash language varieties included linguistic data
gathering from approximately 2,250 informants in a total of 165 places. The
interviews were conducted in Hungary, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Serbia, Romania, Ukraine, Slovakia, and the Czech Republic. Their
language was primarily Boyash and Hungarian but sometimes also Romani,
Slovakian, Ukrainian, and English. In almost every case there was elicited data
recording (using a translation questionnaire comprised of 2770 sentences, where I
looked at 1,900 items, and I also used the direct question method) and non-elicited
data recording (spontaneous conversations with me or other members of the
community, sometimes re-recording tales, songs and other oral folklore). The
audio material recorded in Eastern Slovakia is about 20 hours, the interviews were
made between 2013 and 2018. My research findings are being processed in my
self-developed corpus management software and will later become searchable in
an online database. This survey gives priority to morphological and phonological
phenomena and lexical differences.

3. Social and linguistic definition problems

The difficulty in the scientific study of the Boyash is that many researchers divide
these communities into groups and give them names based on various criteria, but
familiarity with these terms is not universal. It is not always known who gives a
name to a group or subgroup and on what grounds and how it is related to other
groups or subgroups (Rosenberg 2020a). We encounter endo- and exo-
ethnonyms, endo- and exoglottonyms as well as scientific (i.e. constructed or
inferred) designations or even misnomers. Some ethnic groups distance
themselves from other ethnic groups, and may not even know of any other Boyash
communities besides their own, and the relationship between the names of some
groups and their supposed language use remains unknown (Rosenberg 2021a). As
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a result, this paper will briefly touch upon the social definitional problems and
categorisation practices that generally permeate the literature on the Boyash and
Roma/Gypsies in general, as well as the relationship between the image of each
group and the image of themselves and each other, and how this correlates with
academic practice (for more on these, see Rosenberg, 2018a, 2021a).

3.1. Categorisation models

There are two types of categorisation of Boyash. The first is the horizontal model,
which juxtaposes independent, spatially distinct and separable groups with their
own history and historical consciousness, cultural characteristics, language variety
and glottonyms specific to the group and brings them under the umbrella term
Boyash (e.g. Erdds, 1958/1989, pp. 42-43; Kovalcsik 1988, p. 216; Kovalcsik, 1993,
p. 231; N. Békefi, 2001, pp. 6-7). The second one is the hierarchical model, which
distinguishes three levels (Agocs, 2003, pp. 42-49). Level I is the belonging to the
whole ethnocultural group, which includes the common Romanian origin, the
common mother tongue, which contains more conservative forms, and traditional
woodworking as a craft, as well as a set of specific cultural characteristics. This
also includes the main ethnonyms of the Boyash, e.g. Rumuni ‘Romanians’, Bajasi
‘Boyash’, Korytari ‘trough makers’, and the relationship between the Boyash and
other Gypsy groups and the surrounding society. Level II refers to the affiliation of
the Boyash to particular subgroups and the ideologies and ethnonyms associated
with the relations between different subgroups, e.g. Goleci (cf. R. golet), Dunasi
‘Danube-side’, etc. Level I1I refers to the affiliation to patrilineal lineages (viga), i.e.
how they perceive their own lineage within a given subgroup, how they define it
and how they think about other lineages.

While it facilitates thinking, the in vitro use of both the horizontal and
hierarchical models can also be extremely misleading, resulting in highly simplistic
practices and misinterpretations of reality. The external and internal ethnonyms
and glottonyms used by groups are situational, as is the diversity of ways of
thinking about the groups around them. Some groups do not commune with
others or only partially, some groups are considered closer to themselves than
others, and in some cases they are unaware of certain communities under the
umbrella term Boyash. Neither of the models can reproduce reality in sufficient
detail to faithfully reflect both spatiality and temporality. The advantage of the
hierarchical model is that it better captures the researcher’s vision based on the
totality of the ideologies of informants, but its shortcoming is precisely this: the
categorisation of the levels reflects a rather constructed or hegemonic way of
thinking, while thinking about the different levels is not only situational, varying
from individual to individual and from area to area, but also rather optional.
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To put this into practice, we need to imagine a real-life example of two men of
a similar age living on the same street in a place in Eastern Hungary. One of them,
who has been a trough maker all his life, considers himself a trough maker, a
Boyash, a Gypsy and a Hungarian, but does not reject the term Romanian. He was
first taught Boyash as a child, learned Hungarian in kindergarten, and considers
his language Romanian in both Boyash and Hungarian. He has never been to
Romania, and is distant and distrustful of the other Gypsy groups who make up
the majority of the local community. The other man, a fishmonger, feels
comfortable with the term Romanian, situationally still accepts the ethnonyms
Boyash, but not the ethnonyms Gypsy and Hungarian. He has spoken both Boyash
and Hungarian since childhood, and he considers his language to be Romanian in
both Boyash and Hungarian. He is a regular visitor to Transylvania and has serious
reservations about the other Gypsy groups in the village. The two men consider
themselves and each other to be members of the same group, as confirmed by their
friends and distant relatives.

From a linguistic point of view, however, the biggest problem with social
categorisation models is that they do not convey linguistic information, or they
only do so indirectly, and are therefore not particularly suitable for linguistic
inquiry. It should be kept in mind that the dozens of varieties of Boyash (far more
than the number of ethnic subgroups) are spoken by groups of different origins,
lifestyles and identities, who often question the validity of the umbrella terms. The
majority of the Boyash in Croatia and Hungary do not consider themselves or their
language to be Romanian, and are hence like the other Roma groups, they are
categorised as stateless national minorities, such as the Sami, Welsh, Bretons,
Frisians, Gallegos, Basques, and Sorbs (Rosenberg, 2021b), but from a linguistic
point of view this does not mean that the variety of languages they speak is in any
way more distant from those who attach the label Romanian to their language.

The use of glottonyms by each group is also situational. Some language
communities prefer Boyash while others prefer Romanian but all are aware that
their language variety is closely related to that of speakers from Romania even if
mutual intelligibility is highly limited. My research findings show that choosing
any of the alternative glottonyms firstly depends on the geographical distance of
the given community from Romania and, secondly, it reflects the linguistic and
social identify of the community and the individual. Each glottonym distances one
group from another, whatever users want to express, and makes them
homogeneous as it seeks to conceal the internal differences (Rosenberg, 2018a).
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3.2. Geographic distribution, ethnonyms and glottonyms of the Slovakian
Boyash

The Boyash communities in Slovakia probably consist of no more than 1,000 to
2,000 members, and are therefore considered by scholars to be the third smallest
group of Gypsies (cf. Agbcs, 2003, p. 41) after North Central and Vlax Romani
speakers. The first group arrived in Slovakia from the east, via Transcarpathia, in
the last third of the 19th century. The first settlement, Dolny Les (unofficially called
Butki erd§ in Hungarian), was established in the forest near Butka in Eastern
Slovakia and later became the largest community of the Boyash in Slovakia, with
more than 200 inhabitants. Further settlements were established over time in the
villages of Pavlovce, Podhorod, Pod¢i¢va, Kravany, Mala Stretava, etc. (Agdcs,
2003, P. 49). Stano (1965, p. 553) believed that “the migration flow of the
Romanian trough-makers was almost exclusively limited to Eastern Slovakia”. By
contrast, it is now known from the speakers that some families settled in Western
Slovakia, for example in the villages of Velky Dur, Telince, Ratnovce, Hlohovec,
Vrable, etc., and in recent decades even more have moved to the cities of KoSice,
Bratislava or its agglomeration (e.g. Most pri Bratislave).

A later group arrived in what is now Western Slovakia after the First World
War, presumably through what is now Hungary. After their arrival, they moved
mainly in the area west of the town of Novohrad, and today the largest group is
found in the village of Cata near Zeliezovce, with some families also living in the
villages of Kamenin, Dolinka, Trebugovce and of course Zeliezovce. Many of them
moved to the Czech Republic in the post-war period (e.g. to the village of Zidovice),
where they stopped making troughs to work in factories (Agécs, 2003, p. 49).

The most common names used by the Boyash in Eastern Slovakia to describe
themselves and their group are bdjas, cigan ‘Gypsy’ in Slovak, or korytar ‘trough
maker’. They use the endoglottonym limba da rumin ‘Romanian language’, i.e. they
speak rumadneste ‘Romanian’. In Slovak, the term rumunsky ‘Romanian’ is also
used, but they note that they are aware that their language differs in several
important respects from the colloquial Romanian they hear and from the
Romanian spoken by other Gypsies (e.g. Gabor). The Boyash communities in
Western Slovakia mainly use the term bdjas to describe themselves, calling their
Boyash’, but in Slovak the term rumunsky ‘Romanian’ is more common.

The Boyash in Eastern Slovakia use the term dunas to refer to the formerly
socially distinct group living in Western Slovakia, if they know them, while those
in Western Slovakia use the mostly negative term gulec ~ golec to refer to the
Easterners. However, these terms are avoided in inter-ethnic communication, so
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the Hungarian terms dunamentiek ‘those beside the Danube’ (instead of dunas) or
tiszahatiak ‘those beyond the Tisza’ (instead of gulec ~ golec) are used.

However, the Easterners use the term gulec ~ golec to refer to other, non-
Boyash Gypsy persons and groups, or to the Roma in general (Slovakian:
Rémovia), and in their language they use the parallel word gulecesée ~ golecesée?
‘in Gypsy’ (i.e. Romani). This is important because, on the one hand, this suggests
that these communities make a distinction between Gypsy and Roma and if they
feel the former term is their own, the latter is not. On the other hand, it should be
pointed out that in Hungary there is also an ambiguity of gulec ~ gol'ec: the Boyash
in Tolna and Négrad counties, called dunds ‘by the Danube’ by those living between
the Danube and the Tisza and Tiszantul, call the people living between the Danube
and the Tisza and Tiszantdl gojec, while the group they refer to does not use the
term for itself. As in Slovakia, in some areas the Vlax Roma, sometimes only the
Gabor Roma, or even all Romani-speaking Roma communities are known as gulec,
but occasionally all non-Boyash Roma communities, even the Hungarian-speaking
Roma communities (also known as Romungro, Carpathian Roma i.e. former
Central Romani speakers) are called gulec.

As transpires from the preceding examples, the diverse system of endoethno-
nyms and exoethnonyms reveals heterogeneous social and ethnic relations, where
the key elements are identification and differentiation. Feischmidt defines the
concept of ethnicity as a relation and an associated attitude that is structurally
important, which “is realised in the social practices of distancing and differ-
rentiation.” Embedded in social relations, it creates a specific order of differences
which distinguishes those designated by the ethnic category from those unmarked
and considered as homogeneous and usually associates this relation with a relation
of power (2010, pp. 8-9). “Scholars looked at »ethnic groups« as self-explanatory
phenomena for a long time, as communities sharing a certain cultural heritage and
cultural patterns or as such defined by the same position in the struggle for
political power or other resources” (op. cit.: 12). However, Boyash ethnic groups,
just like other ethnic groups, do not exist a priori but are created and this is done
in two ways: one is “from inside” so that group members reproduce the group’s
concept and their affiliation to it (e.g. bajas, cigan), and “from outside”, by virtue
of the environment’s activities of categorisation and categorisation (e.g. gulec,
ardilen, munéan) (op. cit.: 12).

3.3. Geography and migration

In the half century or so since the publication of papers in the 1960s and 1970s (i.e.
Okrucky, 1964; Stano, 1965; Holicova, 1977), the geographic distribution of the

2 Some informants also use the verb goleceste in the sense ‘to lie’.
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Boyash has changed. They have moved from their previous settlements, leaving
mainly smaller settlements with a low population density in favour of the big cities.
One exception is Dolny Les, a one-road settlement (cast in Slovak) in the poplar
forest between Drahiiov and Stretavka, but administratively part of Budkovce.
Kovalcsik (1994) describes her personal experience as follows: “Originally a small
settlement, it has taken on its present appearance in recent decades, when stone
houses were built in the place of some koliba. The poplar forest is now
underutilised. Its inhabitants have given up trough making to work in Slovakian
factories. After the political changeover, they, like their compatriots in their
homeland, became unemployed. They then tried their hand at trading, exporting
Slovak agricultural products to the Czech markets. However, after the separation
of the two countries, the possibility of doing so became limited because they could
not pay the high customs duties. For those who have not yet forgotten, the art of
making wooden utensils has been revived: beautifully decorated spoons, kneading
boards, rolling pins and bowls are now on sale. The majority of people do
gardening, keep animals and fish in preparation for better days.”?

When I visited them for the first time 20 years later and asked a local man
about the speech of the Boyash, he replied in Hungarian that not even middle-aged
people speak Boyash, let alone young people. Instead, he stressed the importance
of learning and the lifestyle change that goes with it, which has brought language
exchange to the community*:

M: ,Ugy vét, hogy minket az Gregek, M: “You know, the old people, my

nagyapam mar nem akart tanitni, mert
aszondta: »Ebbdl a keserves életbiil ne
egyél, mer ebbil én éltem eleget. Te
erigy tantni, legyen belSled szakma
ember! Te ne tantj tekendkot csinalni! «
Na és i nem engedte, hogy tantGjam.
Akarta, hogy tangjak ki, legyen bel6lem
valami ember. Mer § semmire nem
tanat ki, 6 vat egy rendes obycajny®
ember, és § csak itt a tekendkot csindlta,
a fakanalokot csindlta. S jarték &rulni, s
abbol éltek.” (Dolny Les, 2014)

grandfather, didn’t want to teach us
anymore, because he said, ‘Don’t live
this bitter life, because I've lived enough
of it. Go and learn a trade. Do not learn
trough making.” So he wouldn’t let me
learn it. He wanted me to learn a trade,
to be a man. Because he never learnt
anything, he was just a simple man, and
he only made troughs and wooden
spoons. And they went around selling
them and that’s how they lived.”

3 Translated by M. R.

4 The system of transcription, as mentioned before, will be a simplified one, for the texts to be easily
readable. As for the interlocutors, in order to protect their identity, women were marked with W,
men with M. Researcher was marked with MR - Matyas Rosenberg. Code-switching is written in
italics.

5 ‘simple’ (Slovakian).
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As their economic competitiveness declined and the demand for their products
diminished, the Boyash gradually abandoned their traditional occupations. Trough
making, wooden spoon carving and basket weaving are now only rarely practised:

RM: Tu bajsica jes¢, nu?

W: Ej, no!

RM: Jesce aiSe $iniva, kare inka fase
tros?

W: Ale... bgjas... ale nu lukru momika
dan lemn akol asa... nu fak momika.

RM: Nime nu faée ma troéilele d-ej
mindre?

W: Nu, iime.

RM: in Madarska $ade an vom, kare
fade tro$, furkulice si lingurj...

W: Lingurka fak, ale tro§ mari nime nu
fase kolo, iime. A niZ$ie kuma nime n-
o fade d-aja, k-ar murid uZe hej maj
batran, $e jera 1i akol Ii fase. Uze kuma
hej tanirj, jak-a miiew vom, uZe nu.

RM: Da ée s-o dazvacatu-sa?

W: K& aje-j mare lukru, a uzZ ma kuma
nu kumpard, nu. Ka n-au ban, Stic
kum... (Podhorod, 2015)

RM: Youre a Boyash woman, aren’t
you?

W: Yes, of course!

RM: Is there anybody here who still
makes troughs?

W: Well, there are some Boyash but
they don’t make anything out of wood
anymore.

RM: No one makes those pretty
troughs?

W: No, no one.

RM: There’s a man in Hungary who
makes troughs, forks and spoons...

W: They make spoons but nobody
makes big troughs there anymore. And
younger people never do so anymore
because the old people who used to do
it there are dead. Now the young
people, like my husband, don’t do it
anymore.

RM: Why did they stop?

W: Because it’s hard work and it’s not
worth it now, no. They have no money,
you know how [this is]...

Choosing other occupations, they settled mainly in nearby towns such as Humenné,
TrebiSov, Sobrance or Bratislava. The last decades have also opened up the
possibility of cross-border employment, with the more mobile Boyash taking jobs in
the Netherlands, England, Germany or the Czech Republic, mainly in towns closer
to Slovakia, such as Frydek-Mistek, Ostrava or Havitfov (Rosenberg, 2017, pp. 101).
The elderly members of Boyash communities in Ukraine still remember their
former relatives among the Boyash people who migrated westwards, while the
Boyash people in Eastern Slovakia no longer remember their own migration
history. They do not keep in touch with each other, mainly for political reasons,
e.g. the low number of border crossings, the difficulty of crossing the border, visa
requirements, etc. and partly for geographical reasons, since the north-Eastern
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Carpathians are located along the Slovak-Ukrainian border. In Slovakia, only few
respondents were aware of the Boyash community living on the Ukrainian side of
the border but they did not know any person directly and were not sure whether
the Boyash living in the village had come from the other side of the border. Here
is a counter-example:

RM: Voj din Ukrajina ac vinit aie? Da
nu voj, ale baba ta, o dedu to... kindva
damult...?

W: Jo nu $tu... a me mama nu $tu ...
tata... a lu mama tata, a jo nu $tu d-und
jera, ale dan Ruska. Dam Ukrajina jera.
Ale jo iZ m-am naskut. I8! (Podhorod,
2015)

RM: You came here from Ukraine? I
mean, not you guys, but your grand-
mother or grandfather... sometime
back...?

W: I don’t know. I don’t know my
mother... my father... my maternal
grandfather, I don’t know where
they’re from, but they’re from Russia.
They were from Ukraine. But I was

born here. Here!

4. Language situation

The majority of the Boyash people in Eastern Slovakia no longer speak the
Romance variety spoken by their ancestors, but we do not even know the estimated
proportion of speakers. Those who have some knowledge of Romanian also report
that they use almost exclusively Slovak in everyday life, i.e. they are terminal
speakers of Boyash. A significant number (also) communicate in Hungarian in
their families, as their ancestors lived in areas where Hungarian speakers lived,
but even in Southwest Slovakia, Hungarian is not rare. There is also a Rusyn
language influence near the Slovak-Ukrainian border, so there are quadrilingual
families speaking Boyash, Slovak, Hungarian and Rusyn on a daily basis, and this
has a significant contact effect on the Boyash language varieties they speak.

Boyash is mainly acquired in the domains of primary language socialization,
i.e. in the immediate or extended kinship and in oral communication, because in
the domains dominated by the language(s) of the majority society (e.g. in
education, public life, media, science, etc.), Boyash speakers have not had the
opportunity to use their language and hence have not developed specialised
language registers. These registers are usually replaced by a speaker’s repertoire
of Slovak, and to a lesser extent Hungarian, when speaking in Boyash. It is only in
the last decade, with the spread of social media sites, that they have spontaneously
started to write using the Slovak alphabet, but no written books have been
published in their language variety and they are not familiar with the Romanian
alphabet.
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5. Typical features of the language variety of the Boyash in Eastern
Slovakia

The Eastern Slovak Boyash speak pre-language reform Romanian varieties that
are very close to each other and clearly distinguishable from the Western Slovak
Boyash varieties. Those spoken in Eastern Slovakia are closely related to the
Transcarpathian varieties, but also share several features with the Eastern
Hungarian varieties, while those spoken in Western Slovakia are similar to the
Transylvanian-Banatian dialects spoken in Hungary, in Noégrad County and mainly
in the South Transdanubian region. The dialectological categorisation of the East
Slovak Boyash varieties remains a task for linguistics, but preliminary data suggest
that these varieties share many Transylvanian and Maramures dialectal features,
but are transitional varieties, and thus probably go back to several earlier
Romanian regional varieties.

5.1. Lexical elements

There is an infinite number of differences between the Eastern Slovak Boyash
varieties and standard Romanian, but some dialectal words and those with
different meanings are particularly striking. Examples include gindeste ‘wants’ (R.
gandeste ‘thinks’, cf. R. vrea ‘wants’), grdjeste ‘speaks’ (R. vorbeste, regional R.
graieste), inkadlzeste sarilii ‘the sun is shining’ (R. bate soarele ~ soarele straluceste,
H. Ard. arde sarile), kata ‘next to’ (R. langa, cf. R. catre ‘towards’), luvuteste ‘plays
an instrument’ (R. cdnta, H. Ard. sd Zakd), Zandar ‘policeman’ (R. jandarm
‘gendarme’, regional R. jandar ‘gendarme’, cf. R. politist ‘policeman’). Other
elements are identical to standard Romanian but differ from other varieties of
Boyash: mulcameste ‘thanks’ (R. multumeste, but H. Ard. kisiries¢e ‘thanks’ ~ zise
sd fije sanatos ‘he says to be healthy’; the latter is said when thanking), gaseste
‘finds’ (R. gaseste, H. Ard. afla ‘finds’), pre ‘very’ (R. prea ‘too much’, H. Ard. ro ~
farée ‘very’). There are also cultural implications in that, unlike other Boyash
varieties, the words barbat and mujere are used to denote ‘husband’ and ‘wife’,
and cigan es ciganka ~ cdganka are not documented.

5.1.1. Hungarian loans

Hungarian loanwords also occur to a lesser extent, but some of them are derived
from earlier Romanian dialects, e.g. kostuleste ‘taste’ (H. késtol), vusul'este ‘to iron’
(H. vasal), musaj ‘must’ (H. muszdj), Zadov Jewish’ (H. zsid6), hotar ‘border’ (H.
hatér), palinka ‘brandy’ (H. pdlinka), budigaw ‘panties’ (H. bugyogé) (for more
details on on Hungarian elements in Romanian see Tamas 1966). Some of the
borrowings, however, come from the local Hungarian language varieties spoken
in South Slovakia, e.g. korhaz ‘hospital’ (H. kérhaz), igozan ‘really’ (H. igazan),
vonot ‘train’ (H. vonat), mindan ‘all the time’ (H. mindjart), varos ‘city’ (H. vdros),
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ezerd ‘thousand’ (H. ezer), meg ‘even’ (H. még), de ‘but’ (H. de), leca ‘lecsd’ (H.
lecso), fol ‘wall’ (H. fal).

To a lesser extent, there are words that are nearly or completely identical in
form and meaning in Slovak and Hungarian. Most of them go back to a common
word derived from one another. On the one hand, this makes it difficult to
determine the origin of the word, and on the other hand, lexemes with similar
forms can confuse each other, with speakers alternating between words with the
same meaning but different forms, sometimes creating hybrid forms. The forms
lekvar ‘jam’ (Sk. lekvar, H. lekvar), rampa ‘ramp, barrier’ (Sk. rampa, H. rdmpa), ,
reinforce each other, and the forms pilulka ‘pill’ (Sk. pilulka), pirula ‘same’ (< H.
pirula) are accompanied by the form pirulkda ‘same’ (Arat6 2015c: 45). The
similarity between sumsid ‘neighbour’ (H. szomszéd) and sused ‘same’ makes
speakers uncertain about its use, which is exacerbated by the fact that the word is
also known in Transylvanian Romanian dialects (regional R. somsid ~ somsig ~
samsig ~ sumsad).

5.1.2. Slavic loans

The Slovakian Boyash people use a great many Slovak loanwords, e.g. fabrika
factory’ (Sk. fabrika), citron ‘lemon’ (Sk. citrén), hriba ‘mushroom’ (Sk. hriby),
izba ‘room’ (Sk. izba), popalnik ‘ashtray’ (Sk. popolnik), mravec ‘ant’ (Sk. mravec),
kralovna ‘queen’ (Sk. kralovna), stina ‘wall’ (Sk. stena), upratovacka ‘cleaning
lady’ (Sk. upratovacka), biplata ‘payment’ (Sk. viplata), smed ‘thirst’ (Sk. sméad),
oprava ‘repair shop’ (Sk. oprava), ded ~ did ‘grandfather’ (Sk. dedo, cf. Ukr. 0id
did), med ‘honey’ (Sk. med), zaclona ‘curtain’ (Sk. zaclona), postar ‘postman’ (Sk.
postar), postarka ‘postwoman’ (Sk. postarka), rudind ‘family’ (Sk. rodina), baba
‘grandmother’ (Sk. baba, cf. Ukr. 6a6(x)a bab(k)a), pavuk ‘spider’ (Sk. paviik),
hladnicka ‘refrigerator’ (Sk. chladnicka), nahlas ‘loudly’ (Sk. nahlas), krabica ‘box’
(Sk. krabica), obloha ‘sky’ (Sk. obloha), advokatka ‘female lawyer’ (Sk. advokatka),
vojnd ‘war’ (Sk. vojna), osa ‘wasp’ (Sk. osa), krezbd ‘drawing’ (Sk. kresba), diamant
‘diamond’ (Sk. diamant), napoj ‘drink’ (Sk. ndpoj), sova ‘owl’ (Sk. sova). These
words include a high number of internationalisms, e.g. univerzita ‘university’ (Sk.
univerzita), telefon ‘telephone’ (Sk. telefén), legitimacid ‘certificate’ (Sk.
legitimacia), kancelarija ‘office’ (Sk. kanceldria), cigareta ‘cigarette’ (Sk. cigareta),
kino ‘cinema’ (Sk. kino) and discourse markers, e.g. bud ‘or’ (Sk. bud), ale ‘but’
(Sk. ale), abo ‘or’ (Sk. abo), presrie ‘exactly’ (Sk. presne), prave ‘just’ (Sk. prave), aZ
‘only’ (Sk. aZ), a ‘and’ (Sk. a).

The examples suggest that nouns come first, and conjunctions and adverbs
second, from the Slovak repertoire of speakers to the speech of the Boyash. The
use of Slovak verbs is less common, but with the appropriate suffix -este almost all
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verbs can be adapted. Adjectives are adopted much less frequently, and when they
are, they mostly retain their original Slovak nominative case paradigm (1a-1b).

(1) a hid maj stredny kupil
CEL ADV  middle.AD).SG.M boy
‘middle boy’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

b. in stredna gkola
PREP  middle.AD].SG.F  school
‘secondary school’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

c. Jesk zachripnuty sa n-am hlas.
be.1SG  hoarse.ADJ.SG.M CONJ NEG=have.1SG voice
‘I'm stuck and I have no voice’ (Podc¢i¢va, Slovakia)

The fieldwork clearly revealed that the speakers used Slovak loanwords to name
certain things, but during the language interviews and when asked, they clearly
recognised and started to use the Romanian equivalent that I had offered earlier.
After a short time, they remembered the forgotten words themselves and corrected
themselves several times afterwards, so there is variation in the use of g skrobolit
‘scratched’ (Sk. skr[ijabat) ~ a zgrijet, didina ‘village’ (Sk. dedina) ~ sat, hudba
‘music’ (Sk. hudba) ~ kantik ‘song’ (R. cantec).

Their speech also includes Rusyn words: uZe ~ uZeg ~ uZek ‘already’ (Rut. yoce
uze), ladicka ‘chest’ (Rut. naduuka ladicka), sogrina ‘sister-in-law’ (Rut. wosrpuns
Sovgrinja), pcéola ‘bee’ (Rut. nuoaa pcola), but many lexemes cannot be clearly
delimited from Slovak borrowings, e.g. ¢aj (cf. Rut. uatl ¢aj, Sk. ¢aj), kniska (cf.
Rut. knuxcka knizka ‘book, small book’, Sk. knizka ‘booklet’).

5.2. Phonology
5.2.1. Vowels

In most varieties of Boyash, as in Transylvanian and Banatean Romanian dialects,
the vowels are pronounced more closed than in standard Romanian. In Eastern
Slovak speakers, the centralisation of pronunciation is striking. Close-mid vowels
correspond to mid vowels [i] > [9]: batran ‘old’ (R. batrin), mandru ‘beautiful’ (R.
mandru), kane ‘dog’ (R. cdine), sangur ‘alone’ (R. singur), vanat ‘blue’ (R. vanat),
zale ‘days’ (R. zile), and back vowels [#] > [0]: mocd ~ micd ‘cat’, om ~ am ‘in’ (R.
in) and [2] > [0]: primovara ‘spring’ (R. primavara), koldura ‘warm’ (R. caldura),
po ‘on’ (pa < R. pe). Closed-back vowels can also correspond to mid vowels [u] >
[o]: potem ‘we can’ (R. putem), fromos ‘beautiful’ (R. frumos), d-a avoza ‘to hear’
(R. a auzi). Back semi-open vowels are sometimes correspond to central vowels
[a] > [o]: sandtosa: ‘healthy’ (R. sandtoasa), sokra ‘mother-in-law’ (R. soacra),
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imosa; ‘dirty’ (R. imoasa). Words ending in front mid [e] can be pronounced
anywhere on the full spectrum up to the closed [i] sound, e.g. mare ‘big’ (R. mare),
zise ‘say’ (R. zice), padure ‘forest’ (R. padure) fase ‘do’ (R. face), binii ‘well’ (R. bine),
hundi ‘where’ (R. unde). Particularly interesting is prababd/pradid ‘great-
grandmother/great-grandfather’ (Ukr. npa6a6(x)a/npadio), where the [i]
centralises the former [a] sound in the prefix pra-, causing it to be used in two
forms.

The back mid vowels may correspond to closed vowels [o] > [u]: kutec ‘hutch’
(R. cotet), the front mid vowels to mid vowels [e] > [3]: jal ‘he’ (R. el), mija ‘to me’
(R. mie), and the back mid vowels may correspond to semi-open vowels [0] > [a]:
glaka ‘a little’. In the common preposition da (R. de) there is a tendency towards
opening [o] > [a]: da avur ‘of gold’, da haja ‘because of.

In Slovak loanwords containing the [r:] sound, an epenthetic vowel appears,
e.g. podprisenkury, ‘bras’ (Sk. podprsenky), omirvinkur ‘crumbs’ (Sk. omrvinka).
By contrast, in other words there is an elision, which is rarely or never observed
in other varieties of Boyash (with many variations), e.g. kuma ~ kuma ‘now’ (R.
acuma), Sa ~ asa ‘in that way’ (R. asa), omlo ~ umblu ‘I walk’ (R. umblu), am
kumprat ~ am kumparat ‘I bought’ (R. am cumparat), halant ‘another’ (R. celalalt,
H. Ard. hdlalant), kvare ‘somehow’ (R. oarecum), -tuaccasc ‘you' (R. te), Svare
‘something’ (R. oarece).

As some diphthongs have been reduced to monophthongs, as in other varieties
of Boyash, and some of the remaining diphthongs have been eliminated by the
insertion of a labial [w], there are relatively few diphthongs, e.g. jou ‘T’ (R. ew), Stiu
‘T know’ (R. stiu), baut ’drunk’ (R. baut). It is a matter of perspective whether in
words such as fjerp ‘you cook’ (R. fierbi), dabje ‘hardly’ (R. de-abia) a diphthong
or a Cr.glide] position is detected. In word-initial vowel clusters, or more precisely
in the /#__ Cpsin) position, a prothetic [9] appears even if not in other Boyash
varieties, e.g. dskunde ‘hiding’ (R. ascunde), but also in Slovak borrowings, e.g.
asprava ‘news’ (Sk. sprava).

5.2.2. Consonants

In most Boyash varieties in Central Europe, palatalisation occurs before the e and
i sounds, as follows: t > é,d >d, n>n, 1 >1,¢> 3§ g > Z (a more significant
difference is found in the Banatean-Muntenian (muncan) varieties). In the speech
of Eastern Slovak Boyash communities, the palatalisation of the voiceless alveolar
plosive [t] changes from voiceless alveolo-palatal affricate [te] to voiceless palatal
plosive [c]: t > t, e.g. Stapta ‘waits’, bitag ‘sick’, jute ‘quickly’. The pronunciation
of the voiceless alveolopalatal [¢] and voiced fricative [z] is constantly converging
to the voiced postalveolar [[] and voiceless fricative [3] due to the Slovak phonetic
context, e.g. d-a $iti ‘to read’ > d-a Siti (cf. R. a citi), iSe ‘here’ > iSe (cf. R. aice[a]).
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The Banatian r - 7 opposition, which occurs only sporadically in the South
Transdanubian varieties, was only recorded in one word, so its existence is
doubtful for the time being: jer ‘yesterday’ (R. ieri). The sound system is
complemented by the velar, voiceless fricative [x], found in some Slovak
loanwords, e.g. hiba ‘mistake’ (Sk. chyba), kohrne ~ kuhrie ‘kitchen’ (Sk. kuchyria),
kuhar ‘cook’ (Sk. kuchéar). Long consonants do not occur frequently, although in
exceptional cases originally short consonants are elongated, e.g. duffe ‘match’ (R.
ghiufa < H. gyufa), Seppe ‘onions’ (R. cepe), papperus ‘paper’ (cf. R. papirus, H.
papiros, H. Ard. piparos, etc.).

Some words beginning with o have a prothetic v-/w-, e.g. vopt ‘eight’, vujtat
‘forgotten’, vor ‘(x) times’, a wurbit ‘gone blind’, wolili ‘the pans’, vom ‘human’,
and also in the plural of the latter: vamii ~ vomin ‘people’ (cf. R. omy and
oameni,). The sounds [w] ~ [v] play a role in the resolution of many diphthongs
and triphthongs, e.g. skavan ‘chair’ (R. scaun), avtobus ‘bus’ (Sk. autobus), a mriew
‘mine’ (R. al meu), raw ‘bad’ (R. rau), Sew ‘please’ (R. cer), bew ‘drink’ (R. beau),
etc. The former -oud- triphthong is usually labialised, e.g. dava ~ dova ‘two’ (R.
doud), but sometimes it does occur, e.g. plauad ‘it is raining’, while the former -au-
diphthong is labialised, e.g. Dumnizaw ‘God’. The sounds [w] ~ [v] also occur
epenthetically in a hiatus, and not only inside a stem, e.g. jo am batranit [ jowam
batra niit] ‘I have grown old’, vusule-o! [vufu'lewo] 'Tron it!’

Word-finally or at morpheme boundary, some plosives become devoiced: g >
k, e.g. tark ‘market’ (R. tdrg), ma rok ‘I beg’ (R. ma rog); b > p: e.g. fjerp ‘I cook’
(R. fierb), sarp ‘Serb’ (R. sarb); d > t, e.g. plingint ‘crying’ (R. plangand), slobot
‘free’ (R. slobod), but also in Slovak loanwords, e.g. sut ‘court’ (Sk. sud).
Conversely, there is also frequent voicing, which affects certain plosives and
fricatives: t > d, e.g. am vazud ‘I saw’ (R. am vazut); k > g, e.g. trdjesg ‘1live’ (R.
trdiesc), ma dug ‘I go’ (R. ma duc); §/5 > Z, e.g. fiizadata ‘never’ (R. niciodata),
krizma ‘pub’ (regional R. crasma), heZ vaZ ‘these calves’ (R. aceste vaci). After a
consonant, the word-final [J] is usually not audible, e.g. flor ‘flowers’ (R. flori),
Sasur ‘clocks’ (R. ceasuri), televizorur ‘televisions’ (Sk. televizor), mujer ‘women’
(R. muieri), vor ‘(x) times’ (R. ori).

5.3. Morphology
5.3.1. Nouns

The dissimilation of the final [e] into [i] and the subsequent assimilation of the
penultimate vowel can also be observed in the speech of the Eastern Slovakian
Boyash (2a-2c). This phenomenon can also be found with palatalization, i.e. in a
form identical to the Boyash variety of Eastern Slovakia, in the Transylvanian-
Crisana region varieties spoken Central and Fastern Hungary (2d) and without
palatalisation in the Banatean-Muntenian (munéan) (2e) varieties spoken in
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Southern Transdanubia (cf. R. merele ‘the apples’, numele ‘the name(s)’, greblele
‘the rakes’, soarele ‘the sun’, dial. socétele ‘the mice’) (Aratd, 2013, p. 50).

(2) a. KniSkurili skod dam  krabica.
book.DEF.PL.N take.1SG PREP  box
‘I take the books out of the box’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

b. Sa zika numil’i-s!
AUX.CONJ tel.CONJ  name.DEF.PL.N=CL.REFL.3SG
‘Tell us your (own) name’ (Dolny Les, Slovakia)

c.  Hrablili a lasat linga usd kol afar.
rake.DEF.PL.F AUX.PP.3SG leave.PP PREP.next door there outside
‘[He] left the rakes outside by the door’ (Podcic¢va, Slovakia)

d.  Frize sarili.
shine.3SG  sun.DEF.SG.M
‘The sun is shining’ (Poroszl, Hungary)

e. Nuj akas mica, cincugeste  Sukicili.
no home cat.DEF squeak.3PL  mouse.DEF.PL.N
‘The cat’s not at home, the mice are squeaking’ (Barcs, Hungary)

In Eastern Slovakian Boyash, it is common for loanwords ending with -&, -o and
consonants to receive the plural suffix -ur, e.g. pcold/pcolur ‘bee/bees’ (Rut. nuona
pcola), skrind/skririur ‘cupboard/cupboards’ (cf. Sk. skriria, Rut. ckpuns skrinja,
Ukr. ckpunsa skrynja) evro/evrur ‘euro/euros’ (Sk. euro), macko/mackur ‘teddy
bear/bears’ (H. mackd), firm/firmur ‘film/films’ (Sk. film), which phenomenon
more frequent in among Ukranian Boyash speakers in Boyash varieties spoken in
Hungary. This makes the plural suffix -ur more productive and this explains the
occurring use with indigenous nouns, i.e. kasa/kasur ‘house/houses’ (R. casa/case,
H. Ard. kasa/kas), beserika/beserikur ‘church/churches’ (R. biserica/biserici, H.
Ard. biserikd/biseris). The Slovak singular and plural forms often interfere with
the already heterogeneous Boyash declension, e.g. the singular of
zv(j)eratd/zv(j)eratur ‘animal/animals’ (Sk. zviera/zvierata ‘animal/animals’)
shows singularization of a plural source form. The singular and plural forms of
ukrajinec/ukrajincur ‘Ukrainian/Ukrainians’ (Sk. Ukrajinec/Ukrajinci) are may
derived separately from the Slovak singular and plural forms. However, the
allomorph Ukrajinc- is the dominant allomorph in Slovak, which is used in all
forms but the nominative singular, and so not restricted to the plural forms.
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5.3.2. Numerals

Some respondents use the indefinite article @ ~ an (3a), o ~ on (3b) as in other
Boyash varieties, while in other communities the indefinite article has been
replaced by the numeral unu ~ ona (3c-3d).

(3) a C-am skrijit a lunga Kkarte.
CL.DAT.2SG=AUX.PP.1SG write.Pp oneF long letter.acC
‘Twrote you a long letter’ (Dolny Les, Slovakia)

b. Hal maj mik kupil ave on an.
CEL ADV  smallM child haveFUT.35G  one.M year.
‘The youngest boy will be one year old’ (Podci¢va, Slovakia)

c. Kol jera una  liskd om  padure.
there be.MPERF.3SG oneF fox PREP forest
‘There was a fox in the forest’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

d. Gandesk wuna  furka $-onu kucat.
want.1SG one.F fork.ACC CONj=one.M knife.ACC
‘I want a fork and a knife’ (Podhorod,, Slovakia)

5.3.3. Verbs

The conjugation is similar to that of the Transylvanian Romanian dialects, with
the present tense, the imperfect tense, the past perfect tense, and the future tense
expressed by short forms of the former auxiliary vrea ‘wants’.

In spoken Romanian, in verb group I (ending with -a), the forms 3SG and 3PL,
e.g. adundsss=sn. ‘he collects/they collect’, and in verb groups II-1II-IV (ending with
-ea, -e, -1 or -1 respectively), the forms 1SG and 3PL coincide and take a zero
morpheme, e.g. vadisc=3x. ‘I see/they see’. In the Eastern Slovak varieties, in all four
verb groups 1SG and 3PL are the same form dohoriesksc=sp. ‘I smoke/they smoke’.
In Hungary, in all Boyash varieties studied so far, the 3SG and 3PL forms are the
same in all verb groups, e.g. ahudessc=3». ‘he hears/they hear’.

Typical are the forms mere ‘to go’ (R. merge), mank ‘I eat’ (R. mananc) and
skrijit ‘written’ (R. scris). The gerund is rare, when it occurs the final consonant
of the former -ind suffix (R. -4nd) became voiceless: plingint ‘weeping’ (R.
plangand).

The present tense and imperfective paradigm of the existential verb is basically
the same as in the Transcarpathian Boyash varieties, but completely different from
all other varieties (for more details on the existential verbs of the Hungarian
varieties, see Rosenberg, 2020b).
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Table 1. The present tense and imperfect paradigm of the East Slovak Boyash be

verb
Present Imperfect
Stressed | Unstressed
1SG Jjesk Jjeram
25G Jest jeraj
3SG Jjeste ej ~ dj jera
1PL jestem ~ jistem jeram
2P Jjestec ~ jistec Jerac
3PL Jjeste as Jjera

If we examine the geographic distribution of the 1SG forms of the existential verb
among the data, a highly heterogeneous picture emerges (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Patterns in the 1sg forms of the present tense Boyash be verb based on
fieldwork data

O mis
/\ mis
O mes
mesk
@®is

O jesk
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The already mentioned jesk is exclusive in Eastern Slovakia and Transcarpathia,
in the Eastern half of Hungary the form is is sporadic, while in Transdanubia the
form mis is predominant (but there is also a sporadic form mds, most often near
the border of Zala and Somogy counties). A mesk form occurs near the Hungarian-
Croatian border, while mes occurs mainly in the Croatian Medimurje and to a
lesser extent in the Slovenian Prekmurje. It can therefore be concluded that in the
Western half of Hungary and south of the border, mis is the most common form,
along with several other forms, while in Eastern Slovakia and Transcarpathia, jesk
is used (Rosenberg, 2018b, pp. 1093-1094; 2020Db).

The past participle of the past perfect tense sometimes ends in a -u sound (4a-
4b), which is also found in Old Romanian.

(4) a  Akurat sSadem in motor, kand
just Sit.IMPERF.1SG PREP  car when
m-ej timatu.

CL.ACC.1SG=AUX.PP.2SG call.pp
‘T was sitting in the car when you called’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

b. Aje ar ahuzitu meg am  altu sat.
that.F.SG  AUX.PP.3PL hear.PP ADV  PREP other.DEF.M.SG village
‘That was even heard in the other village’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

The dative and genitive clitics can appear both preverbally and postverbally (5a-
5¢), but sometimes also in the future tense (5d).

(5) a. M-o muskatu-ma osa.
CL.ACC.1SG=AUX.PP.3SG sting.PP=CL.ACC.1SG wasp.DEF
‘The wasp stung me’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

b. S-a kulkatu-sa.
CL.REFL.ACC.3SG=AUX.PP.3SG sleep.PP=CL.REFL.ACC.1SG
‘He fell asleep’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

c. T-om datu-te pa sut.
CL.ACC.2SG=AUX.PP.1PL give.PP=CL.ACC.2SG PREP  court
‘We reported you to the court’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

d. N-o-mmina-fie papperusi.
CL.DAT.1PL=AUX.FUT.35G=send.INF=CL.DAT.1PL paper.DEF
‘He will send us the papers’ (Podhorod’, Slovakia)
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Since the accusative or dative clitic preceding the auxiliar verb and succeeding the
past participle denotes the beneficiary, the latter (reduplicated) clitic is also
accusative if the auxiliar verb is preceded by a dative clitic, and the verb is
transitive - although this is not common (6a). A single parallel case comes from a
Banatean-Muntenian (mundan) dialect (6b).

(6) a. Mi S-0 naskutu-nie
CL.DAT.1SG CL.REFL.ACC.3SG=AUX.PP.3SG born.PP=CL.ACC.1PL
trij mic.
three cat.PL

‘We had three cats this year’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

b. C-am spusu-te versu.
CL.DAT.1SG=AUX.PP.1SG say.PP=CL.ACC.25G poem.DEF
‘I told you the poem’ (Barcs, Hungary)

5.3.3.1. Short and long infinitives

In Western Slovakian and Hungarian Boyash varieties, the infinitive is used to
express the future tense (7a) and the conditional tense (7b), and it occurs after
pace ~ pate ‘can, able to’ (77¢), and less frequently after séije ‘know’ (7d).

(7) a Meg trajesk & n-3j muri.
ADV live.35G  CONJ  NEG=AUX.FUT.1SG die.INF

‘T am still alive and I will not die’ (Poroszlo, Hungary)

b. M-ar trabuji maj daa sule
CL.DAT.1SG=AUX.COND.3SG must.35G  ADV  two hundred.pL
va trij.

CONJ  three

‘I need two or three hundred more.” (Kamenin, Slovakia)

c. Sa pata purnisi  grevola.
AUX.CONJ can.3sG  bear.NF  pain.DEF.DIST.N.SG
‘To bear the pain’ (Alsészentmarton, Hungary)

d. Kupilu Iu somsedu ma Scije
boy.DEF  DAT  neighbour.DEF ADV  know.3sG
skriji st umara.

write.INF  CONJ read.INF
‘The neighbour’s son can already read and write’ (Tengelic, Hungary)
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However, we often find that the verb pace is also more common with pace + CONJ

(8).

(8) Pot sa ma duk la jej.
can.1sG CONJ CL.REFL.ACC.1SG 80.1SG PREP they
‘T can go over to their place’ (Poroszl6, Hungary)

In contrast, in the Eastern Slovak and Transcarpathian varieties, beyond the scope
of the future tense and the conditional mode, there is an intensive and extensive
use of the short infinitive, preceded by the contracted form of da and the infinitive
auxiliary a, which is a conservativism inherited from Old Romanian (9a-gb).

(90 a. Sifevare uz ar pate
someone already ~ AUX.COND.3SG Can.INF
Sevare d-a ziSe.

something AUX.INF say.INF
‘Someone should say something.” (Dolny Les, Slovakia)

b. Kupilu pre gindeste pa gitara d-a zuka.
boy.DEF  very likes.3sG PREP guitar AUX.INF  plays.INF
‘The boy really likes playing guitar’ (Dolny Les, Slovakia)

The long infinitive is usually extremely rare in the Boyash varieties, and most
speakers do not use it at all and are mostly unfamiliar with it (e.g. tusare ‘cough’).
In contrast, it is common in Eastern Slovakian Boyash and has the same function
as the short infinitive (e.g. d-a tusa ‘cough’), but is used somewhat less frequently
(10a-10b).

(10) a. Kantara maj bun-ej d-a sa-nvaca.
Sing.INF ADV  good=be.3SG  AUX.INF  REFL=learn.INF
‘Singing is better than learning’ (Podhorod,, Slovakia)

b. e avuzd d-a me Zorare.
AUX.FUT.2PL hear.INF PREP=GEN  mine.F.SG wedding
‘You guys will hear about my wedding’ (Podc¢i¢va, Slovakia)

c. Hast kasa da vinzara-j.
this house  PREP sell.INF=be.3SG
‘This house is for sale’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)
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In the Hungarian Boyash varieties, sentences of the same (11) type always use the
supine, which is a dd + participle construction.

(11)  Astaj apa da but.
this=be.3sG ~ water  PREP  drink.SUP
‘This is drinking water’ (Gerjen, Hungary)

5.4. Pronouns

5.4.1. Demonstrative pronoun

Demonstrative pronouns in spoken and standard Romanian can be in both
prenominal and postnominal positions, e.g. dantela acela ‘that lace’ and acest
clopotel ‘that bell’, but in most Boyash varieties they are used as clitics:
fiSorustaproxmse ‘this boy’ (< fiSorupmmss + dsta), fatajeoprosrrse ‘that girl’” (<
fataperrse + (h)aje). There are also examples of analytical construction, but much
less frequently and mainly in contrastive position, e.g. ahesée vicej ‘these calves’,
ale pust ‘those rifles’. In contrast, in Eastern Slovak Boyash speakers, demonstra-
tive pronouns do not occur in the postnominal position and as clitics, but only in
the prenominal (12a-12¢) and independent positions (12d-12e). There is also some
variation between forms, e.g. ast ~ hast ~ has ‘this’, hist ~ ahest ~ hes ‘these’ etc.

(12) a. Ahest karc akuma l-adus postarka.
these.F.PL  letter.PL.F  now them=bring.PP  postwoman.DEF
‘These letters have just been brought by the postwoman’ (Dolny Les, Slovakia)

b. Mije a dat aha bere, vad vava?
tome AUX.PP givepP  thatF beer or to you guys
‘Did he give that beer to me or to you guys?’ (Dolny Les, Slovakia)

c. As be ha bere.
AUX.COND.1SG  drink.INF  this.DEF.PROX.F  beer.DEF
‘T would have drunk this beer’ (Podhorod’, Slovakia)

d Nu stu hasta d-a Zi8i.
NEG can.1SG this.F.SG AUX.INF say.INF
‘I can’t tell you that’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)

e. Bini jesk, da haja aj dusi motoru.
well be.1SG  PREP that.F.SG AUX.FUT.1SG  take.INF car.DEF
‘I'm fine, so I'll take the car’ (Podhorod, Slovakia)
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5.4.2. Possessive pronoun, possessive adjective and adnominal possessive
clitic

In the majority of the Boyash varieties, there is a distinction between possessive
article + possessive adjective structures, also known as possessive pronouns (13a),
the postnominal position of the possessive adjective (13b), and the adnominal, i.e.
the possessive clitic expressed as a pronoun (13c). The adnominal possessive
clitics, according to some views, are dative, according to other views, they are
originally genitive clitics (for more details see Pana Dindelegan, 2013, p. 343).
According to Farkas (2007, p. 148), a distinction is made between possessive
pronouns and possessive adjectives: the possessive pronoun is always used with
the possessive article, while the possessive adjective is placed after the noun
without the possessive article and agrees with the preceding word to which it
refers. This use of the term, however, does not correspond to the current approach
which represented by Pand Dindelegan (cf. 2013, pp. 335-338).

(13) a a nastra kasa
GEN  ours.F.SG house
‘our house’ (Cata, Slovakia)

b.  kupilu mio
child.DEF.M mine.M.SG
‘my (boy) child’ (Cata, Slovakia)

c. kalu-c
horse.DEF=CL.2SG
‘your horse’ (Cata, Slovakia)

However, among speakers in Eastern Slovakia, the possessive adjective was never
used in the collected corpus in the postnominal position, even when deliberately
asked to repeat it, but only in the prenominal position (14a). In the Hungarian
Boyash varieties, the prenominal position occurs only in the focalised position, but
not in other cases (14b).

(14) a a mnew Sogor
GEN  mine.F.SG brother in law
‘my brother in law’ (Podcicva, Slovakia)

b. Ni§ a nastra fatd [nuj Immadritatda inka].
nor GEN oOurF girl NEG married.F ADV
‘Our daughter is not married yet either’ (Galambok, Hungary)
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The use of the adnominal possessive clitic is highly diverse in East Slovakian
Boyash. Some speakers use it, although much less frequently than speakers in
Western Slovakia or Hungary, and even then only in the form 1SG (15a), but there
are also speakers who do not use the adnominal possessive clitic at all.

(15) a. barbatu-m
husband.DEF=CL.1SG
‘my husband’ (Dolny Les, Slovakia)

5.4.3. Indefinite pronoun

The use of the suffix -vare and -va is widespread for indefinite pronouns, with a
rather large variation and a high degree of elision, which is certainly related to its
highly frequent use, e.g. kumvare ‘somehow’ (R. oarecum), undivare ~ undvare ~
hundvare ~ undva ‘somewhere’ (R. oareunde), kindvare ‘at some time’ (R.
oarecand), Sevare ~ $vare ~ Seva ‘something’ (R. oarece), Sifievare ‘someone’ (R.
oarecine), kitfevare ‘some’ (R. oarecét), cf. kariva ~ kareva ‘one of’ (R. careva).

6. Summary

Our current knowledge of the Boyash communities is rather limited, while the
findings discovered in the past are now outdated due to rapid social and linguistic
changes. It would be important to further investigate the social ideologies of the
Boyash, since the diverse system of endo- and exo-ethnonyms suggests hetero-
geneous social and ethnic relations, but it should be kept in mind that the Boyash,
like other ethnic groups, do not exist as a given group, but are created as group
members reproduce the group image and their affiliation, and by the categori-
sation activities of the environment.

In Slovakia, the Boyash language varieties can only be learnt in local commu-
nities through oral communication as there is no institutional education. Literacy
has not developed, only in the last 10-15 years have some people started to write
phonetically using the Slovak alphabet. The Boyash language varieties of Eastern
Slovakia are closely related to those of Transcarpathia, with many Slavic (Slovak,
Ruthenian, possibly Ukrainian) and Hungarian elements enriching their language
varieties. The characteristics of their linguistic system make them a clearly distinct
language variety among the Boyash language varieties, with many variations, but
also with a high degree of Old Romanian conservativism. So far, except for this
study, no linguistic data were available from the Boyash communities in Eastern
Slovakia, so even though they have largely switched to the local majority language
(Slovak, Hungarian) and that the youngest informants still speaking Boyash are at
least middle-aged, research on their language varieties would be an important
issue for Roma Studies and Romance Linguistics.
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List of abbreviations

dial. dialectal

H. Hungarian

H. Ard. Transylvanian-Banatian (Ardelan) Boyash spoken in Transdanubia,
Hungary

R. Romanian

Rut. Rusyn

Sk. Slovakian

Ukr. Ukrainian
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Some phonological and morphological features of Boyash language varieties
in Eastern Slovakia

Matyas Rosenberg, PhD student, junior research fellow, Hungarian Research Centre for
Linguistics, Budapest, Hungary; matyas.rosenberg@gmail.com, ORCID:
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3074-2262.

The heterogeneous group of Boyash (or Bayash, Rudari) are small communities speaking
different highly endangered conservative subvarieties of the Romanian language and
dispersed throughout Central and Southeastern Europe. This paper first summarises
historical research issues related to the Boyash communities in Eastern Slovakia and points
out that the existing information is limited and rudimentary. A separate section is devoted
to the categorisations of Boyash people. While these are crucial, they are of little use for
linguistic inquiry. This is followed by a brief account of the migration history of the
Slovakian Boyash. The paper focuses on preliminary linguistic data obtained through my
dialectological fieldwork over the last decade. The audio material recorded in Slovakia is
about 20 hours, the interviews were made between 2013 and 2018 recorded in 10 localities
(Dolny Les, Oborin, Podhorod, Podc¢icva, Cata, Kamenin, Malé Trakany, Cierna nad Tisou,
Starovo, Most pri Bratislave) with 21 speakers (age 52-77). I present the system of
Slovakian, Rusyn and Hungarian loanwords and differences between the Eastern Slovak
Boyash varieties and standard Romanian, examine phonological and morphological
features in detail and compare them with other language varieties spoken in Slovakia and
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Hungary. In Slovakia, the Boyash language varieties can only be learnt in local communities
through oral communication as there is no institutional education. Literacy has not
developed, only in the last 10-15 years have some people started to write phonetically using
the Slovak alphabet. The Boyash language varieties of Eastern Slovakia are closely related
to those of Transcarpathia, with many Slavic (Slovak, Ruthenian, possibly Ukrainian) and
Hungarian elements enriching their language varieties. I point out that the characteristics
of their linguistic system make them a clearly distinct language variety among the Boyash
language varieties, with many variations, but also with a high degree of Old Romanian
conservativism. The paper offers a brief description of the linguistic reality of an ethnic
group that is still largely unknown.

Keywords: Boyash, Romanian language, dialectology, ethnicity, linguistic fieldwork

®oHo10riuHiI Ta MOpPd0JIoTiUHI 0CO6IMBOCTI TOBOPIB 6ealriB
Cxiguoi CroBa4YmMHM

Matsm Posen6epr, goktopadT PhD, Mosofuii HayKOBUM CIiBPOGITHMK, YTOPCHKMUM
HayKOBO-ZIOCILTHUI LIEHTP MOBO3HABCTBa, Bypanenrr, YropimHa;
matyas.rosenberg@gmail.com, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3074-2262

I'eTeporenHi rpymm 6eariB — Ije HEBEMKI TPy, SIKi PO3MOBJISIIOTH KOHCEPBATMBHUMU
pisHOBMZITaMM PYMYHCBKOI MOBM, SIKi ITepe6yBaloTh IIiJ 3arpo3010 3HMKHEHHS. [Tpoxxu-
BalOTh BOHM Ha OKpeMux TepuTopisix LlenTpasbHoi Ta IliBieHHO-CxigHOI €Bpomm. Y
CTaTTi 3pobJieHo cripoOy y3araJbHUTH Ti JOCTHKEHHS Ta HallpallloBaHHS, sIKi OB’ s13aHi
3 6earnamu CxigHoi C/roBauYMHM. 3’SICOBAHO, 1110 HasIBHA Ha ChOTOZHI iHdopMaIlris Misep-
Ha i ¢pparmeHTapHa. OKpeMy yBary 3BepHEHO Ha KaTeropusariiio 6ealris, 110 Mace 6a3oBy
BXJIMBICTh, OJJHAK 3 TOYKM 30pYy JIHTBICTMKM BMKOPUCTOBYEThCS Masio. Kpim 11p0ro,
IpescTaBjaeHo iHpopmariiio Mpo icTopifo Mirpamii cioBapkmx 6GeamriB. Y ¢okyci
JIOCTTiIXeHHsI TepeOyBaloTh Ti IoNepefHi MOBHI [jaHi, sIKi 6y OTpMMaHi B XO/i HaIIol
JliaJIeKTOJIOTIYHOI II0JIOBOI POOOTH MPOTATOM MUHYJIOTO AECSTUITTS. AyZioMartepianm,
3anucani y C1oBaquMHi, 3aiiMaioTh IPUOIM3HO 20 FOAMH Yacy, iIHTepB’10 3aMCyBIACS Y
2013-2018 POKM, PECIIOH/IEHTaMM BUCTYIIMIIM 21 0c06a BIKOM 52-77 POKIB y 10 HaceIeHUX
nyHkTax (Abapa, Jdosni Jlem, Ti6oBaposito, Yiuoosito, Yoro, Kemens, KinrtapkaHb,
TucauepHes, [Tapkans, /[lyHoimomr). IIpeacTaBiIeHO CUCTEMY CJIOB’STHCBKMX 1 YTOPCBKMX
3aTI03MYEHMX JIEKCEM, JeTaIbHO IpoaHali30BaHO GoHeTHYHi i MopdosoriuHi muTaHHs;,
MIPOBE/IEHO IX MOPiBHSIHHS 3 iHIIMMM CJIOBAIIbKMMU Ta YTOPCBKUMMU Jlia/leKTaMu. Buxozsi-
YK 3 XapaKTepUCTHK IX MOBHOI CMCTeMM, aHaTi30BaHMI MOBHMI BapiaHT OealiB ofi-
HO3HAYHO MOXXHA TPaKTyBaTM SIK CaMOCTIMHMIM, y SIKOMy 30epersimcsi He TiIbKU
KOJIMBAHHS, aJjie i1 Iy»e 6araTo CTapopyMYHCBKIMX KOHCePBAaTUBHMX GOPM, 3aB/ASIKM TOMY,
mo B CroBayumHi MOBHi BapiaHTM OealliB MOXXHa 3acBOITM TiJIbKM B JIOKQJIBHMUX
HacesJIeHMX IYHKTax, IiJi Yac yCHOI KOMyHiKallii, iIHCTUTYI[iflHO BOHM He BUBYAIOTbHCS i
MMCbMOBY GOPMY He MalOTh, TUIBKYM B OCTaHHi KiJIbKa JeCSITWIITh IIOYaIM IMUCATH UM
BapiaHTOM 3a (OHETUMYHMM IPMHIMIIOM, KOPUCTYIOUMCh CJIOBAIlbKOIO abeTKoIo.
BBa)kaemo, 110 CXiZTHOCJIOBAIlbKi MOBHi BapiaHTM OeallliB € CIIOpiIHEHMMM i3 3aKap-
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MATCBKVMM, 36araTUBIIMCh YMCIEHHMMM CJIOB’STHCBKMMM (CJIOBAIlbKi, PYCMHCBKI, YKpa-
THCBKi) Ta yrOpChbKMMM ejieMeHTaMy. MeToro Haloi my6srikariii € KOpoTKO TTO3HAOMUTU
3 MOBHOIO PEAJIbHICTIO /IO CbOTO/HI Maike He BiZ[oMOi eTHIYHOI I'PyTIN.

Karouosi cnoea: 6Geaili, pymyHcbka Moea, 0ianeKmono2is, emHiuHa NPUHAAEHCHICTD,
MO803Hasua no.avosa poboma
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