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Mikhail Oslon
Reconstruction of ProtcRomani Demonstratives

Summary. Romani demonstratigg * t hi s’ |, “that’) show great
The number of demonstrative pronouns in some living dialects isimptessive(e.g,

at least 17n RussiarRoman), andin terms oftype of deixis they represent @medi-
alects)afout er m syst em: “this [visible]”, "that
bl ethat[,of' t wo or muwhichhas beemanygiricingty shpWwn’by Y. Mat-

ras, whohasalso proposed a reconstruction of th@iotoforms His reconstruction is

now generally accepted/thoughit violates, in many respect)e comparative histori-

cal procedureThe pesentarticle gives an overview of the systems of demonstrative
pronounsacrossRomani dialects and proposes a negconstructionwhich yields two

sets of ProtdRomani demonstrativednflected anduninflected and suggestthat all

modern systems are reducible to a sifjleto Romanistate the number of innovations

in individual dialectdbeingrelatively small.

Keywords Romani, deixis, demonstratives, pronouns, diachr@ig Indic, Middle In-
dic, reconstruction

1. Internal reconstruction

Romanihas a complex and diverse system of deictic words, whose original
(ProtoRomani) state seemat first glanceto eludereconstructionHowever,

upon closer examination, deictics turn tautobe one of the most regular, con-
servative, and uniforrfragmentsof Romani morphologywe will only focus

on demonstrative pronounse ani ng “t b.i s’ , “that’, et

1.1.Morphological build -up

R: root

All demonstrativegontainone of the twd' p r i madeictic padicles: -
a- or-o-, whichwe wi | | r o aThdy aréotteaopgosed to each other
in terms of “ s odgitratioeal ve discokrse(Matias IDee ”

* | thank Michael Be ni, ¥ k't o r Kirll | Kbzhdnoy Svetozar Lashin, Yanush
Panchenko, Hitalia Pimenow, Julieta Rotaru,and Galina Yavorskaor discussion and
corrections Special symbols* reconstructedor unattested form; ** norexistent (in
some cases, expected) form; >/< phoneticgilds/reflects;Y /U becomes/replaces
analogically;é analogicallyinfluenced by; ~ is in free variation withalternateswith; |
omission of repeated part to the left.

di

[T m


https://www.liverpooluniversitypress.co.uk/doi/10.3828/rost.2022.9

2

43-67, Matras 1998' which in some dialect¢secondarily) correlates with
proximd vs. distal deixis

C, prefix (d- or k-)

Consonard d- or k- prefixedto the root yieldthe oppostionof“ f o c u s ”
nondiscrete(general deixisys. discrete(one of two or more items)hus,a
four-termsystem obtains

da*'t hi s, visi bl da*that, i n an account
ka*'t hi s of t wo kor'thathatwweomowviesi blne’'an accoun

This entire set is attested in at least one dialect, Finnish Romani, while
the rest of the dialects contain fragments or none of it.

V1 prefix (= R-)
Anothervowel ampying the rootis prefixed yielding the formsada odq
aka oko(roughly,*'t hi s h)ere’ , et c.

C, prefix (k-)
Another consonarit- (not d-!) is prefixed:kada kaka kodq etc., a fur-
ther deictic element.

Vs prefix (= R-)
One morecopy ofthe root:akada *okodo(only in the nordiscrete se-
ries, i.e. there are no &kaka ** okokd.
Demonstrativegormed by the above elements are indeclinable: they re-
fer to both genders and numbers and do not agree with the noun they modify,
cf. Russian Romanidla rom‘'t hi s R o m[ damomny ithas rRprhani
w0 ma daromd‘theseR o mgldromés-tyr'f r om t hi s Rom’ (abl at

PS: personal suffix

This is a consonant suffixed to the rootarked for gender and number,
in the direct case:v (m.sg.),-j (f.sg.), -l (pl., both genders)Simple root +
personal suffix combinations aas personal pronouns, €rimeanRomani
ov'h e o), s hot(besideon; see§ 4) * trarelyay, etq.). The indirect
forms contain, instead ef, -j, -1, suppletive segments identical to the corre-
sponding forms of theersonal pronounse.g. Kald. dir. m.sgko|(v), obl.
kol&s) (cf. le(s) ‘'h i m’ ) ko|j, dbl.kgld@(cf.la'her ' ) .

E: extension (a)
The rightmost affixattachedo directp er sonal déidicexten-i s a
s i oaé.g.kova It is notattachedo obliqueforms.

1 This dichotomy is common in the related languages, e.g. in Shina (Schmidt, Kohistani
2008: 87).
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Here is a sample of the general layout filled to the maximum extent:

Va2 C V1 R PS E
m.sg. dir.. a- k- a- a -V -a
obl: a- k- a- a -l&Xs)

Below, we summarize the available data from various Romani dialects in
tabular form(see8 2). The tabls aredivided into foursectionsaccording to

two dichotomies:

— focus: (1) nordiscrete(simply
"t hi s’ discraetef d t h2
t wo or more’);

— source: (1pttuational( * v i s
[some dial® neat and (2)dis-

situational/ discourse/
nondiscrete| non
discrete
situational/ discourse/
discrete discrete

course( " i mag[ffarhr y

Eachsectionhas several columns (suffixes) and rows (prefixes):
— suffixes:(1) -A; (2)-PS (3) -PSa;
— prefixes (1) A-; (2) Ci-; (3) V1-Cr-; (4) k-V1-Ca-; (5) V2-k-V1-Ca-.

Anticipating the conclusions drawn belowe give all the attested

demonstrativethat fit into the structureutlined aboveSo far, this is not the
result of an internal reconstruction, bathera simple structural breakdown

of the available formgpronounsattestedin at least two" g r e aialestr

groups i.e. North, Balkan, Vlax, and Centralfe in boldace. This will be
ourinitial schema

-A -PS -PSa -PS -PSa

A- a alv|j |l alvaja |la 0 ov|il olvaja |la

d- da dajvalja |la dc dojvalja |la

es ade adgv |j |l adgvalja |la odc odgyv |j |l oddva fja |la

k o kade kadgv | || kaddvaljallai kodc koddv|j|l koddvala [la

_k d | akade akaddvafja |laj okodc okoddvaja |la

k- ka kalv |j |l kalva |ja |la ko kolv |j |l kolva|ja |la

_k aka akav | |I akajvalja |la okc okav |j |l okgjva ja |la

k k | *kaka kakavalja |laj *kokc kokdva [ja |la
_k k

This yields atotal of 42 items (including personabronoun$y, which
seems unusually highHowever,no modern dialechas all of them (the most
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is 17, e.g.in RussiarRoman). Some of these often appear in a somewhat dif-
ferent form.However,as will be shown, internal reconstruction eals a sec-
ondary nature of these discrepanciasst ofwhich are thus eliminated.

1.2.Early solutions

Miklosich seems to have been the first to expthesdea that declinable
demonstratives, such &sdd, kadava, combine an “adverbial’
pronomiral one “... kad ist die Verbindung eines Adverbdsada mit dem
Pronomero, e, im acc m. lesu.s.w. griechkada8 m. kadag f. kadak, ka-
da @1 (187280:V, 25).

Similarly, Sampson The demonstrative pronouns propakava‘ hi ¢’ ,
odova' i sdakawd'i,l | e’ [ ...] are baakedat,okpon t he
conjoined in the nominative with the steav (-av) m.,-oi (-ai) f., -oI (-al) pl.
of the 3rd pdaRasibd).al pronoun (

Lucid asthisis i ght i s, it | e@exrsendched) ssuue ‘0F
forms unexplained.

1.3.Yaron Matrasédés reconstruction

Ma t r appmrdash to the isswmnsistsit he deri vation of “sh
fromt h & o hapés:e.g, ka is seenas a reduction okava etc (Matras
2000 110-2; 2002 103-12).
Matras postulates theroto-forms *ata (m.), *ati (f.), *ate (pl.) (situa-
tional) and “ota, *oti, *ote (discours@ These formswe take the situational
se) phonetically evolvednto *alo, *ali, *ale (*VtV > VIV is a regular pre
Romani sound changeywhereupon a deictiparticle *(h)a was suffixed to
the direct formswhich, according to Matrasyields the following develop-
ments (Matra2000: 112; 2002: 16§):

m.sg. *ata > *alo; *alo-a >*alova > *ava
f.sg. *ati > *ali; *ali-a > *alija > *aja
pl. *ate >*ale; *alea > *ala

The oblique forms (with né-(h)a) evolve as follows

m.sg. *atas > *ales
f.sg. *ata > *ala
pl.  *atan > *alen

The parallel discourse set waova (obl. *oleg, *oja (obl. *ola), *ola
(obl. *olen).

The situational setaccording to Matras, isreservedn South Balkan di-
alects aw-dives't o d a yaj-rataamd g Wwith the final vowel dropped, but
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not necessarily, cZargariavab e (Matras 2002: 108), while théiscourse
setis ubiquitous in personal pronours/(on '0j‘'s h edl>on" hey’' , wit h
the final vowel dropped) and in the artice i, ol) (Matras 2002112).

Later,” p| a c e ddandkcwerepresixed which gave such forms as:
d-ava d-aja, d-ala andk-ava k-aja, k-ala (similarly: d-ova etc.).Thesewere
then partially reduplicate¢omitting d-/k- and thefinal vowel, i.e. particlg,
which yielded *av-d-ava, *aj-d-aja, *al-d-ala (similarly: owd-ova etc.).

These werghen simplified intoadava adaja adala(andodova etc.). This is

the firstv e r s i o n sce¢onstvletior(2@06: '11). In the second version,

instead of these pronounse usesadverbial pronounadaj, akaj 'h e r e’ and
odoj, okoj‘'t her e’ ,adasava>adavd eté¢.(2002: 109.

This reconstructiorhas beeraccepted by Romani scholars and repro-
duced in a number of worKe.g.Grangvist 2011: 343 Yet, despite its inge-
nuity, it contains a number of errottss main flaw is that it is at variance with
Romani historical phonology.

The starting dir.sg. forms éta, *ati) are anachronistic: to gealo, *ali,
one must start wit@IA*U t a, ik 8t f, given that, e.gRomani-o (corre-
sponding to Hindi/Urdu-U invariably comes fronDIA *-aka (cf. OIA
maiAka > Romanima n $a e & Matrys has twadentical proteforms
*ata evolvesimultaneously into m.sg.dirato and f.sg.obl. ala’.

But the real problems begin from the second column on. The change
*alija > *aja (via * Xx?) is arbitrary and hard to imagine anywhere outside the
North (it certainlycannot be Prot&Romani). Neither &lova> avanor *alija >
aja areregularpreRomani changedAs for the dropping ofa (to getav, aj,
etc.) it, too, seems to lacgroundsat leastat € Bmdé n Rlewala ni
especiallyin view of the ubiguitougpreservation of demonstratives-a (co-
existing with those without )it The change*aldala > adala is irregularas
well.

The secondrersion of the reconstructias better in that the contraction
*adajava> adavais indeed phoneticf. *daja> da, obl.sg of *daji‘'mot her ’ ,
but *odojova> odovawould have to banalogcal). However, it is marred by
the fact that the@refixing of akaj, odoj, etc.now requires apdresis ofa-, o- to
explaindava kova

Given that the only regular change in the ent#®onstruction is the triv-
ial *VtV > VIV, the reconstruction lacks methodological rigour. We are forced
to conclude that Matras’'s r-higtooigalst ructi o
procedure and must be rejected. But even from a broader perspective, his at-
tempt to reduce a paradigm with suppletivism (éava obl. *aleg to a

2 No such forms are attested in OIA/MIA.

3 Matras repatedly ignores this in his work (e.g. he has ®#ea- > Romanikalo* bl ac k' ,
Matras 2002: 39). ) o

4 Perhaps what is meant igt va. *U t (\dwel length added), so this is not critical.
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regular one using patently irregular phonetic changes does not seem the most

natural solution.

1.4.The proposed analysis
The internal structure of Romani demonstratives is apparent them

very synchronic buileup. The prefixroot combination is an indeclinable (un-

inflected) demonstrative pronoun, and tipersonal suffix is an inflected
demonstrative pronoun (with suppletive direct vs. oblique farmgjionaly
extended only in the direct forms. Heresigch a typical paradignC¢imean

the root is in boldface, the personal suffix is separated by a vertical bar, the

extensionpy a hyphen)we compare these with th& person pronouns and
then with he article:

‘t hi s m.sg. f.sg. pl.

dir. adalv-& adajj-& adall-a
obl. adall&s) adalla adall&n)

Personal pronourCfimean)

dir. ov'h e o]‘shé o't he(~on; onlyon(e)
obl. le(s) la le(n) outside theBalkan group)

Definite article (Kalder

dir. o) i~e le ~ el
obl. le la le

Note that the personal suffof both thedemonstrative and personal pro-

nounsis clearly similar tothe article for their common origirsee§ 4). In ad-
dition, we see that thhomonymous forms f.obadald vs. pl.dir. adal& differ
in internal struture only the latter hashe Z extensionwhile in the former
the-ais part ofthe personal suffix

The impression of an extreme number of demonstratives camtigated
by thetreatment of these forms a®ore or less stable (bstill free) combina-
tions of wordsof the typeEnglish this (right) here that (over) thereetc.,
some of which hee undergone univerbatiofi.e. ended up havingne stress
only) in ProteRomani We find a typologically comparable situatiam Ro-
manianwith 15 demonstratives(including personal pronouns), somath

variants (only the m.sg. fornase givenvariantsar e sep&rated

by
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*illu _+* h O(@@) *istu _+*h 0(e)

> L Eel Lda Lt s=tist=ies L sat=ist-a=iesta

*h#tco (?)al aist= aies aista = aesta
_*eccer_ > cel cela cist(?)=ces cesta
*hUc +#* ec ace acela aces acesta

Forms with the-a extension (a late additipmaybe from h 0 dave in- i
ternal inflection cf. m.sg.dir.acést-a (< * hUc + *etcc*eplUc *i st u
f.sg.diracedst-a< (* hUc + * e cec € )#dsgbhl acstai-a (<
*hUc + * eec &) dicThissystemis similar tothe Romani one,
albeitwith fewer cells. There are two rootsl(* and *st-; Romani has two as
well), three possible prefixes{ c-, ac; Romani has seven), a case ending
(zero,-ui, -ei, etc.) and an extensiond, also in indirect forms;ni Romani
only in direct forms).

Typologically, one can also draw a paralkely, with Ukrainian: also two
roots(s- andt- in s-ej ‘'t h,ingw archaicandt-oj ‘that), several prefixese(g.
otoj ‘'t hat ,dntoetreat yobsejde g® hi s, nbweusually
cej't hi s)and sudfikesstill felt as separate particlé®jho't hat yonder
cejvo't hi s, ett.p Asea’result, we get a fairly large number of combina-
tions.

A very intriguing feature of Romani is the presence of a spegfétive
(hesitation markeriova(discoursediscrete personakuffixedand exteded
‘thingamajigw h at s . it & fndhes @unction that it is attested immany
dialectsthusclearly beingProtoRomani

2. Survey of the dialects

In the tables below, @gsonal pronouns are underlines are segments
deviating from the initial schem the expletive ismarked with a superscript
“B & {(when also functnstrativel ng as a nor mal

2.1.North-Eastern

In the NE dialects (Russian, Polish, Lithuanian, Lotfitka = Latvikom-
ani), the nondiscreteseriesis densely filledwhile the discreteoneis empty
save for oner two cells. he three columns are filled unequally (tHé @e
only includes personal pronouns).



Russian Romani(Russia Ukraine, KazakhstarKozhanovforthc.-1):

A -PS -PSa -A -P< -PSa
A- |GV |j_|né
d- da dajvafja|la da dojvafja|la
s add adgvad|jd|ld  odd odgva |ja |l &
k ¢ | kadd kadgva|j@|lda kodd koddva |ja |l&
_k d | akadd akadgva |ja |l &
k- ka Ekojva|ja &
_k
K _k

Russian Romanka is usedin admirative utteranced.otfitka (Latvia;
ManusSs et aslalmostlil®e Same (b Bag, ))e.g..akadd); it lacks
ka but hasko(seeMa nu $s et Rdlish Rdnan® dava doWeS(l\)IaI-
ras 1999: 11), as well as (indedld(d a ¢git Ba® s e s oRL-G0S)’ RMS
Lithuanian Romani: dava adava dova odova(Tenser 2005: 19) and (mdecl)
da, ada do, odg, (decl.)kadava kodova(Tenser 2008: 94).

|l ndeclinable deictics tend to be viewe
ones: “I'n all of the NE dialects there |
forms ofdemonstratives t@a)daand(o)da which are not inflected for gender,
number or case” (Tenser 2008: 94). Such

since, e.g., for the replacement of alalés by da, one would have to posit a
nonphoneti e “oafpotchoep entire modepWwhxh ogi cal ly
seems quite unnatural. Whatever the case, indeclinable deicticsvelisie-

yordNE dialects (s eNERmalnow) .weecosstruwtuHr ot o

the Russian Romasiystem plugko (sees§ 3).

2.2.North-Western
Finnish Romani ( K a a ,IFialand;Granqvist2009: 106):

A -PS -PSa -A -PS -PSa
- jolui |n

d- da dajvvalla do dojvvalla

_d | ade adgvvalla adc adojvvalla
k o
_k d

k- ka kc kojvvalla

k- | ake akc

k k
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The leftmost vowel of the prefix here is always If we takethisto bea
secondary generalization, theng, akoU *oko (é aka). Indeclinallity can
hardly be considered a local innovation, since (askij) there areno source
modelsfor it in the dominant (Finnish) languagehich in this case has had
anothereffect — the loss of gendeadistinctiors in extended formssg.m =f.
davva Sinti (only decl.):ddva, ddva, kdva, kdva (Germany;Finck 1903:31);
thes ame pl us kasflioko{['®(Germany siolzinger 1993: 74);
Manush: only kjUvd |aj@ |ald@ (with length alternation)k@vd, along with
“s h «&a|t|l; kg |j || (France; Calvet, Delvoye, Labalette 1970: 73). How-
ever, Sinti appeas to have indeclinablda andko (RMS: RO-022): .

5722di khj om da manuges ti u vUverdis

‘| saw the same manthe nextdgag wel |’ )
768maj braven ko dguklen fun mUru gap

‘We drive away the dogs from our vill

Welsh Romani(Sampsori926: 164):

A -PS -PSa A -P< -PSa
— jolv|i |n

d- dQ dopv@|id| 4

¢ odd+ odovA|id| 4
k_d
k_d

k- - kalva|i |l Exovd|id | 4

k| (aka) akaval|i#||d okdve il
k_k

Here, thenondiscrete situational sectiot*@a(va), etc.)is empty which
is clearly due to a secondary elimination. Indeclinables are only b¢jddt)
kai,-kU'he, she, they who,(0)Umnasthe reotlUinc h’ . As
stead of *o (cf. the original root, but secondary prefixesHimnish Romani
ado aka see above). The indeclinablka (~ ake) is less clear (cf.
(a)kadives ~ (a)kekid-, tked-) /kpd-/ 't o d éa)karat kerat® t oni ght ') .
Sampson gives kavd), £ dovg as due to apheresis froakav) odov()
which may or may not be corregtet he considerSkov quite separate from
okovl (Sampson 1926: 1584 salient feature ishe mobile stresslepending

5 The same set is found in the isolaialenjski dialect (Slovenia: Cech 2006: 34).
6 The short forms are due to a r"colemm)f apocope

(s

since an original Kovwould have yieldedkob(as Sintiob'h e’ i n Hol zi nger, but

jovin Finck).
7 Variants forf.sg.: akai 3~ akG#
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on predicative vs. attributive positioka k & v aj ‘tnhdirs§ miakavaso b ut
musr'8his i swetwhl eeturmt@ this in25.3.

For an absS\WRemani we wuldothe reconstruct an eight
item indeclinable setd@, do, ada *odg ka, ko, aka *oko), as well as two
rows of declinables in each section of the table dawa adava but not
*kadava *akadava. This may mean that these longer sequences have not
been lexicalized in NW (yet they clearly are not a NE innovation, as they, at
leastkadava are present in Vlax, see below).

2.3.South Balkan

Only here do we havay, f. aj, pl. al, which can partiallyserve as per-
sonal pronouns (likev, oj, ol ~ on). The 29 column contains neextended
personal formshat takea new (unclear) extensickha

Crimean (Ukraine,Russial o p o 20@3goropov,personatommunicatioj

-A -Ps -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ alv- |j- [** oV | |I~n
d-
_d | (add) adav-|j- - adgvalja@lla | (odd) oddva fja |la
k o
_k d
k- kojvalja |la
_k (akad) akgv-|j- I- akavalja@lla | (okd) okdv-|i- I- okdvalja |la
kK k

The pronounsav- and aj- are found only ina MNes ‘'t o d aayr#t,

‘t o n i. Théreareindeclinablesubstantivizecda, oda& (U *odd? ) , et c. “t hi
t h awhich are also used atiutively, but only in m.sg. (but we can assume
this hasn’t al whaer¥colonenéaw ovitwitheno -a extere ) . Il n t

sion): a newextension-kha has beeradded (both in dir. and obld d &ha,

a d-&hg a d-&hB etc. (obl.sg./pla k-8hB). Ursari (Romania; Miklosich
1872-80: XI, 18; probably once identical torimearn): e.g.a d &he f. adaj
kha etc., but alskava pl. kala (K a H 1990: 28), absent frorCrimean
West Bulgarian (Minkov 1997:77) has more forms in the"®column daw
kha adawvkha kawvkha akavka. Very similar isSofia Erli (based on Gilliat
Smith’ s text d35), Bith aneoptiankl3) cottrdacid|?):okoja
but odi (< *odoja*odoj?). So is Ajios-Athanaios (Greece; Sechidou 2011:
42), but it also hakav& andodow.
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AR o0 u me | (TheaceoPaspati 1870: 71):

A -PS< -PSa A -P¢< -PSa
_ aj 7 olvi |l 7
d-
& odgva|ja@|la
k o (kadgva|ja|la)
k d
k- ? akaw ? okow
k- ak(av)a|ja|le ok(ov)al|ja|le
kK k

The Rumelian system has undergone a series of analogical changes. The
a-extended formkadava are fromthe (Vlaxlooking) Zapari dialect. The
m.sg. formsakava (not mentioned explicitly, but given in examples) an& o -
va, odovad are fully regular, but appear to have contracted variantsaly.
with only the contracted &k(h)j& pl. aklé (< ** akaja, ** akale?), asokd, etc.

The -kha-extended formakavia |(h)ja |le, etc. look like the result of the
loss ofinternal inflection and transfer of the personal suffix to the extension,
i.e., say: f. ‘akajkhay akawvkhja

The rest oSouth Balkardialects have n&haextension.

Parakalamos(Greece; Matras 20039):

-A -P< -PSa -A -P< -PSa

_ alvaja |la ov i |l olvaja |la
d-

Nes ade

k o
_k d
k-

_k akgvalja|la okdvalja |la
k k

Remarkably, there probably is an indeclinadtix “ER set ‘ada apparently
disappeared, but a trace of it is left in the expresseada‘t h e r e(Matrase '
2003: 78) S e pded(Turkey; CecrandHeinschink 1999: 33) lackada ava ova
but hasadava odovdoduva (f. odija), kava kovakuva (f. koja). Kosovo Arli
(North Macedonia, Kosovo: Boretzky 19984). adava odova akava ®kova
okova Note thephonetic variabilty in f.sgakajdakeja okojaokejdokija.
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Zargari (Iran; Baghbidi 2003: 133yindfuhr 1970: 27®
A -PS -PSa -A -PS -PSa

UvU a ovU o

~ 7
R

k- ka KOvgalOl ke ko v|@jalo |
k- WK|Ws Uaja U oko v|tjajo I
k_k

Only Windfuhr (1970: 276) mentioks (obl. kas secondaryzandko (obl. kos.
2.4.North Balkan
B u g u (Kdsdvo; Boretky 1993: 47):

-A -P< -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ o[V |n

d-
_d

k & kadd |ja |la kodad|ja [la
_k d

k- kajval |ja |la kojvdl |ja |la

_k akgva|ja |la okgvd|ja [la

kK k kaKa |ja |ala ko/ukld |ja |ala

Reduction:kadd < *kadve, cf. f. kadja pl. kadla); or contraction: <
*kadava(cf. phena'l s glyehavaBoretky 1993: 14).

25.NorthVlaxand t heVIindNxraiml aut o

In North Vlax all demastratives except for personal pronouns, begin

with k-, but relics of simpler forms can be seen, e.g., in Kalds't oday’ ,

pra‘'t onight’, as well as i2B3.some ot her <co
Beforegoing into any detail, digression intd/lax historical phoneticgs

in order A striking feature of Vla is the diphthongej (in both South and

North Vlax) in place ofaj in the rest of Romaniservingas the principal

groupdefining feature.Although it looks like a natural sound chante ev-

idenceis more than scarcand comprises butvo words:dej (other dial.daj)
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‘mot hei h/8@githerdiall h)aj" daughter’. This phenonm
interpreted as a lexicaligonditioned (!) changaj > ej, given the existence of
Vlaxraj ‘lord’, phabajappl e’ , etc. with no such chanct

However, 1 this is asound changeye must be able tdefineit with no
lexical restrictions: irboth of the above wordeg n  “ uml audiiste- bef or e
constructible *dai # Vlax dej; *I & # Viax | h,eg opposed teaj ‘| oy d’
etc, which never ended iri-i.8 It does not depend on gender either, cf. Viax
bajf . " s | e &a)).d0 be suretwo serhahtically related (and rhyming!)
examples are insufficient feosit a sounathange put there probably are one
or two more. The more conspicuous one is figgl&(j) ‘t h i(irsSsome NV
dialects vs. kadaf in the rest of Romanisee below for the corresponding
m.sg.*kadavand on phonetic difficulties)

In addition, there are forms NV where traces ahe umlautarediscern-
ible indirecty. To identify themwe need to know that tweowel contractions
took place inNV:

(1) *e i ¥&a> & (probably regardless of stress)
(2) *au + > a (probably onlywith stress on the first of thevo syllables)

ThesNVcont r anust haegakenplaceuponthe integration of
ProtoNV dialects into the Romanian phalogical system(cf. the characte
ristic Romanian diphthonga). At least in part oV, it merged withja and,
at some point, wasimplified into®, which survives (under certain conditions)
until now in the Rakhiv dialecfUkraine, seeD ¢ n orhc.). Elsewhere, it
merged witha/ (palatalizingthe preceding consonahtr (less often) withe/
(as in Bukovim, see below}.

The9NVcont r d@ashothingtd do with Romaniaandis fully
reflected only in part of th&lV: it is regular in verb in some dialectscf.
Lovari xos'l atxlr;®s F  wi |*kdureladepends<on stress, cf.
Lovari, Rakhiv. avav ‘| ¢ omate**ov). In other dialects, inading Kalde-
raS this contraction does not appéawnerbs (Kald xévas, xdva).

8 This woul d *dajmp h ¢ [ H"djanhotbé given as ProtRomani (or
“ Co mnabkbonma rfornis fas, e.g, in Matras 2004: 2b Hence, the practice of using
living (but archaielooking) forms as Proto/CommeRomani is, at least in thesases, to
be abandoned (s&C L:B.v. *daji; * | h)aj i
9 In Kalder& (and some other, if not in alNV dialects), this monophthongizatiovas
phonol ogically constrained: it only occured a
e.g.:.dilda> di@'fool! ’rarelydildgja), but onlyl & poor mam ‘with variation under
certain conditionsphur@~ phurja ‘old mani (O c n 2048: 123.
10 Another example might be Kald.daa | | ’ ( &3, whach may mepresenfsgj (<
*saji) + *a (this nexds further examination).
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2.5.1.Kal d-+ypeadilects
Russi an/ Uk r a i(QcinaonH : K28R 14% m aanpedpoe m e 1980p

-A -PS -PSa -A -PS -PSa
_ ??a- p-** vd] |j |n

d-
_d

k_d kaldd |N& |dal & koldd |N& |dol &
_k d

k- ka |j |l ko| |j |l [** |** kojla
_k

k k kalkd |3 |kal & kulkd |38 |kol &

The monosyl | abi-eand fegrd qumlile pI”-alafolal g .
require explanation. "“Wd axancositrmicge ohha

above) has been eliminated in conjugation (so Kzdéla * | wi || eat ', r
** x0), but preserved im.sg. kadd, kakd ‘this/th a t ’ . This requires
*kaddua, *kakada (extended forms), cthe expectedkadawd kakad below.

Inturn,the f . sg. forms arl¥l akecontcamei of” t h

kaNa& < *kaNdl < *kadéa < *kadeia = *kadg + *a (extension). Asnoted

abovekadgf s ur vi ves i n-tyse vamaies,kKaadlwe will slhdw that

it is due to “VI ax ajpimlotaform)” Logicallp wewe need
would expect a reflex ofkej as well (here, we only havaj) and, indeedwe

will see it in the Bukovina dialect.

However, i n t hi gemaylde @ gaceacs thevualaut ia t vy t he
an even simpler form. If we assume that Kadtligs 't o d a ya’'v Nfefs *
garadd < *garavd®* hi dden’ ) , then i1t Wamednd exact |

avNes. Kald.pr@‘t o ni g h tthencosresponditcCrimean ajr &@f't, which
would entail Kaldpr @ < *ej-r ( dwjthe*&j- < *aj-i. The other (more likely?)
possibility would of course bihat p- is the f.sg. articleThe discourse forms
kodd) f. koN&, rhyming withkadd, kaN& must be secondary 4{oja is not ex-
pected to contract).

Swedi sh K erdhanana Gjungberg 1963:94) is much the
same (although it lacksd), but note the optional voicing kad®~ gadd®and
kodd®~ godd (yet only®kovgd. Fr e n ¢ h  K@alvet 2009 spems to lack
pl. kola, but notek a (@ column). Phonetically, this behaves similarly to the
combination o fkat ditele f.ggdim.p olsn tpamt” of Kal d
o after-a drops without a trace, cf. MaddajaKald. ka $m ‘to the Rorh (<
kaoSIm; Oc n o H:129), buB French Kalk a o (C&vetr2009: 153).

11 The palatalization itCrimeanajr dl(vs.Crimeanrat‘'ni ght ') i s wuncl ear (from
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Serbi an (Radizkyd394 §4):

-A -P< -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ a- vol(v) |j |n
a-
_d
k & |?kade(j))|? kadavad~|d|ejalald |?kode(] kodova~|d|oja |old
|7
k d
k- |?ka]j |7 kajvalja|la ko| |j |I kojvalja|la
_k
k k kaKava~[?|?|7 kuKova~[??|?
Free variation irf.sg. kadeja~ kadaja(?), kodoja~ kodeja ~ kodjaco-
existence okakava, kodova andkadd, kodd The f.sg. formkade() hasno a-
extension.
Ki gy nj Russia, Jkeainek o x a foahs.-3):
-A -P< -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ a- av |j In(&)
ad-
_d
k & gadgvd|ja |la godgva|jal|la
_k d
k- kalj |l ko |j |I Ekdiva jja |la
_k
k k kakgva|ja|la kukgva|ja|la

Only voiced gadava, no** kadava Note the stresskdva. No contracted
forms of the typd.sg. kaNa (expected™ gagd), but rather onlygadaja (albeit
dej ‘mothef, with umlaut).Very closetdcKi Synj ovarj a
ly related 19-century dialectsrom the collection of tales and songs pub-
lished by Constantinescu (187816 see alsdMliklosich 1872-80: XI, 18),
which have, e.g. f.sgyadej godej(as well aggodd)), also noteokouaver ‘the
ot her'’ (cét (U tredt)n al. ablnokolavrd (Constantinescu 18785886.

are the

mu
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2.5.2. Non-K a | d d¢ypeadiplects
Czech/Slovak Lovari(Wagner 2012: 73)

-A -PS -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ a- vou(j) |(j) |n
a-
_d
k & * * kadalj kado|i |ala [** ** kodo|j kodo |i |ola
k d
i— kal [j | kol [j i
k:k- * ** kakal]j kaKo|i |ala [** [* kuko]j kuKlo |i |ola

The PSpl. -j (instead of the expectet), is uncleayre.g. kadaj (but ka-
dalais present as well).
PolishLovari (Po b o z ni a k only Rafddi:Jala;&«d2o |i |ola; also
kuka RussiarLovar (Cmun p H®eBcan a B andld 8 @ A2009 kadd |y
|ol; kadd |y |[6l. Whereas*dua > o is entirely regular (vhencekadq see
abovg, f. kadi, kodi, kuki is probably due to aanalogy with adjectives (cf.
b Urboi g b U)r The unextendegl. kadol etc may be from the @ col-
umn (details are uncleafRakhiv (Ukraine,O ¢ n fonth.): only kadd, | |al&
kakdt kodd, | pl& kukdbas i n Kal der as.
Bukovina (then RomaniaMiklosich 1872-80: V) has much the same
forms as Lovari, but with the original ending inkadé (cf. with elision:k a N
audm'lt hi s) <paddd=Rakhv) < *kadgd There isko, f. koj, but no
*ka(v), *kaj. However,it is this latter formput apparentlywith Viax umlaut:
*kej, that can be recovered from combinations e ‘ot her ' , namel vy (
Mik | o0 s inatatioh t ®y®4& r“Vgl. die mir dunklen Redensartep d 0
tever lume, pdo Sir lumein die andere Welt(Miklosich 1872-80: V, 7). This
te- (with elision:S*?) is clearly the reflex of tkej; hencetéver (for * Rsver?'%)
< *-kejaver can be the feminine counterpart of whaould correspond to
Kald./Lovarim. kéver * ot h &ro’fauves, [ndw m. = f.], pl.k ealvér (calqu-
ing Romanianc e | ( i )hlea lott Rer TheetocpPprrpdt oy segm
tever’ s tfar mpflsoSver (sinceldme’ wor | d’ i s oBermi nine) ,

12 The formS ais contractedNliklosich does not note the variantdr, although cfavel ~
al'lcomes; will be’).
13 Cf. in his next entry“t e $je $ esgbst. m. Seide. e § Bsekyo® & & @ @klosich ”
1872-80:V, 59) <*ked silk’ with and without palatalization
14 The stress herédver, f. *kéver, but pl.kolavér) is not a problem, if we assume that it
was determined by thter hyt hmi ¢ | aw” after thekdmBontraction
audr > *kedvér > kdver) in Romania.
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*08%Ver < *okejdver. The problem is that we expeod * -évgr (inter alia, in

view of the onset-), but cf. Bulovinakukd) f. kuS8 (besidekuké), analogical to

kodé (just as Kald[kulS8 0 [koNd). Hence,the form a)3"< *(a)kekd was

lost, but the surviving analogicaB “ mat er i al | y” cokajt ai ns t h
(instead okoj).

2.5.3. North Vlax: discussion
The foregoing raises twmainquestions:

1. Why is it thatthe form fsg. *kg appears ircombination withaver
‘0 t h eutnoton itbown(only kaj is attested)

2. How can contracted formsg. kadd, coexist with, e.gkadava&? Both are
attested in Serbian Kalderas$ (unl ess

The first question can be answered by assuming parddiggtiing. Our
initial schena has the following uexterded forms kay, kaj, kal, kov, koj, kol
(once again, this is not a reconstructidn)Vlax, we have ndkej, but we do
haveBukovinaf. -téder 't he ot her’' , which can be expl
scenario (heré =t h #'NV c o nt r p2ctcantoalizétion after velars, cf.
Kald. *ker> kjr ‘d o Isée Oslon 2017 = positionalpalatalizatio:

unextended *kej (2) > *kpj (unattested)
extended: *keja (1) >*kéa  (3) > *kt >*S 2 (unattested)
combined *kejaver'® (1) > *kéaver (3) >*kdver > *S @er > Buk. [o]téver
These sound changes would have yielded: (unextendsff. *kfj, pl.
kal; (extended)kava, *S 2kald The resulting morphological irregularity is
then naturally eliminated by levelling

m. f. pl.
kav(or [>] ka) *kej'®*>*kp VY kaj kal
+-a:  kava *kej a VY kaja kala

The phonetically regular3ver was also eliminated in most dialects (but
not in Bukovina), so, e.gKald. kaver m. = f. (but plLkolaveéX!) (4 e m e and p
O e me 1980p
Note that f.sgkade] has been preserved (at least in Serbiandkal S but
also in a Russi an kdd) @slemnfialdwvork gata)i ast y : J o ne
well as in the extended KalkaNd) etc. andaSi which presupposekéakej+a
The corresponding m.sg. form is attested by Consistuk a d'a u+

15 This is actually a replacement dédjaver(see above).

16 Miklosich (187280: XI, 18) erroneouslyg i v kep frofn Constantinesc (1878: 43,
where we find' kie” “ kei ” i n @repostionstaricleontioatian, nét a
pronominal form)

171 n some dialects (but not in kddcdkemdals) this fo
want , | I|kaod @ongsicekarBaw kamdp, Miklosich 187280: V, 26)
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But how has this kej-dej come about phonetically? For the umlaut to
have occuredthere needs to have been a vocalicat the end (and nej, cf.
Vlaxbaj's | eeve’ ). This can be exXs/fdaii ned by &
where-i is the f.sg. definite article. If so, naflax dajvs. Vlax-dej" t (i) is
phonetically exactlyparallel to norvilax dajvs. Vlaxdej'mo t h<e*daji). (
As for the second question about the coexistence ahd-avd, an ac-
centual explanation is possibl€he development-&4a > -0 depended on
stress {-aud did not contract)lt is exactly n these demonstratives that we
see a syntactically conditioned accentual vanmain Welsh Romani (see
O c n 20a4: 310or details)

NV kakawd < *kakaud cf. WelR akav() (predicatively
NV kakd < *kakdua cf. WelR akdva (attributively)

If so, in mostNV dialectsonly one of these formbkas survivedA prob-

lem remains: neithecontracednor uml aut ed forms- are att

varja (t only haskadaj@/gadaj&@ where we would expectkadeja> ** kag @.

This may of course be due a levellitmgthe regular forms of the typ@dova,

kodojdet c. (t he opposite of what has happen
One must howevey adknowledge that the abovpointson Viax umlaut

are weakened by the presence of similart apparently much lesggula)

narrowings in Balkan, Central, and evierNorthWest (WelR dialects: there,

the expected-tlaja, -doja sometimes appear agdtja, -dja, -di (see tables).

2.6.South Vlax
Vlaxycko (Ukraine Russiajla H 4 €@l8: @0Panclenko,personal communicatipn

-A -P< -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ V)av | |n
d-
_d
k o kacd kadevd |ejd |eld kodd kodevd |ejd |eld
k d¢ | akadd akadevd |ejd|eld & akodA akode\d |ejd |ela
k- ** kalj [** [** kalja |l& kol |i | [** kolj@|la&
ke [** [** aka|la [** [* akolld
kK k

This dialect émigrated fronRomania in the 18century) has several in-
declinablegpartly with-a instead of *0) and, possibly, traces of Vlax umlaut:
f. kadgd secondarily alsan. kadevd, etc. ButServicko (Ukraine, Russia,
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outside Romania since the1@entury K o x a fodhe-d), hasthe expected
kadava, f. kadgd, pl. kadald, kodova, f. kodgjd, pl. kodold, displaying regular
umlaut with only one analogy Kodojdy kodejd). This may reflect an older
stage in Vlax.

Knj ag@ubat¢Serbia;Ci r k o vMi ¢ 2Da d

A -PS -PSa -A -P< -PSa
- (V)av | |n
d-
_d
k o gada gadava |ijd(|ajd) |ald | godd godgva|ija(|ja |la
(goda [e|®)
k d
k- k-/ga k-igajva|jal|la gc goval|alla
_k akgvalja|la okgva ja|la
k k
Here we see four indeclinablesd somewhaambiguoudraces of Vlax
umlaut. The paradigrgodd |€|@is unexpectedas-0“ s houl d” only be

in North Vlax, butthis is certainlya secondary regularizatida match adjec-
tive declensior(cf. pl. -e). Similar setsare given for otheGurbet varieties
(Kosovo; Leggio 2011: 78oretzky 1986: 202)Agia-Varvar O(Greece; Igla
1996: 39) has fewer forms, nandeclinables, but, in addition, it hasla(v)a

kadd(v)&, odd(v)a (note also the variants kaj& ~ kad ~ ked the latter with
Vlax umlaut?) Komotini (GreeceAA € £ i o v ).

2.7.North Central

bestdescribed dialectJzh (Ukraine; Benis e k

i s similar

Central Romani deictics have undergone more analogical changes, so that,
at first glance, they appear to violate our initial schema. Let us start with the

20

)1 Here ar2 ghd full

paradigms of all the 6 slinct demonstratives (dir.m.sg. forms in boldface):

nondiscrete:

dir.
obl.
dir.
obl.
dir.
obl.
dir.
obl.

m. f.

ad#® adeéen

dle ~ addle dla~addla
kad® ka d én
kdle ~ kaddle kdla ~ kaddla
od# od én

dle ~ oddle dla ~ oddla
kod# kod é&n

kdle ~ koddle kdla ~ koddla

pl.
dla~addla
dle ~ addle
kdla ~ kaddla
kdle ~ kaddle
dla ~ oddla
dle ~ oddle

kola ~ koddla
kole ~ koddle
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m. f. pl.
discrete: dir. ak#® akeéen akdla
obl. akdle akdla akdle
dir. okd#® okeén okdla
obl. okdle okdla okdle

As we see, the nediscrete seriesaft, od-, kad, kod) is represented by
two forms in free variation in each slot, without and witla-, except two
(sg.dir.) The shorter forms liketle, &l-a, etc. look as ifbelonging to the
paradigm of &-v-a, absent from this dialect. M@wer, the stress and vowel
length in, e.g.ad@unequivocally point to an earlieaddva. The stress retrac-
tion (common to all Cent r altookdplacel ect s, €
prior to the contraction, so thafad)avad > *(ad)dva and theraddva > adls,

As for *ava, which must have becomé&J*it was abandoned (being too short)
in favor ofad® The same logic applies to faja and *adaja> a d(éhe short
end vowel is unclear,ub stress points to contractiomjence,in each of these
four pronouns two distinct paradigms (e.gvaand *adavg have merged as
a result of the elimination ofFand * (?) (living forms are in boldface):

m. f. pl.
dir *U < <«— (?Fi<*aja ala +—
obl. —> ale ‘ — ala T —> ale
dir. *adave> ad® *adaja? >ade ' adale —
obl. — adale —adale L adale

The discourse/remote set must have then been restructured analogically:
*odovay o d(@ a d)Uhe root altered from-o- to -a-: *odolay odala etc.,
so that, functionally, it is kvdw perceiyv
series kadava> kad® kodovay kod@is exactly parallel, except that, having
merged with the originally discretekdva *kova the discrete/nodiscrete
opposition was lost in this fragment of the system. The other discrete deictics
*akava> akd® *okovay okd#(é a k) Have been fullypreserved. Hence, the
system, with the eliminated forms included (we only onfit)éva *(k)oja),
looks as follows:

18 Cf. also Uzhkeravas>k e r'lUswa s d keravagk e ralh @i (with optional
elimination of contraction).
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Uzh (Ukraine; Bems e k 201 7 : 234)

A -PS -PSa A -PS -PSa
_ * 0 x olv |j |n(e) ** % gl

a-
& add|elala od@élala
K ¢ kad@[ejala kod@[ejala

K d
k- *k0*ki kla (*k Bki) kdla
_k akl@|ejda okl@|ejdla

K k

There are no traces afideclinable pronouns in Uzh: evem d UN2 ve
‘'t 0 dentdinsa d <J*addva (secondarily}.

Deictics inWest Slovakvarieties have received sevetalequally relia-
ble descriptionsKalina 1882 57; Sowa 1887:70-2; Bourgeois1911: 12;

Lipa 196 3: 92) anhs gbh maandBeb&E O ¢ & kn( 1 H9 9
some of them, there is the paradigdy, f. ada pl. ala (Kalina), and in others,

ada f. aja, pl. ala (Sowa) (same foo-). All of these systems are more or less
reducible to the state illustrated by Uzh (albeit less transpaheeto lack of

stress or lengtmark9, with paradigms (partially) merging due to contrac-

tions. Moreover,an archaic statemay have been captured I{alina and
Bougeois, where contraction seeaptional cf. both (ak)ada f. (ak)adaand
(ak)adava f. (ak)adaja?®.

Note the existence of an indeclinable form “ at t h®owda, thene of v.
nominative singular masculine short form could be used in the femimnine,
the plural, or in the oblique; today, the short favdais indeclinable in WSR
[West Slovak Romani]( EI § i1 k, H U dndSehbrkaonvn@4 934919 9 :
this odais old, it must be an alteration bddo (note the preservedkova).

The very similarBergitka (Poland; Rozwadowski 1936) hdda, f. da,
pl. da (with initial stress and no vowel length), which may or may not point
to an alternative scenario involving contamination rather than contraction. On
the other handpkdva (regular) and okdda (analogical)seem to be inter-
changeable (cf. onlgkadaand no *akava but onlyEkdva).

19 An explanati on r eq Uheraugment 3 r o tergvoWeteoouddtbén]an g e s :
syncopated in some casestoja (or odija, or odaja > *odja> o N, adole (or odalg >
odle andodola (or odalg) > odla After the syncope, the resulting consonant cluster
could be simplified by dropping thé: *odja > oja, odle > ole, odla > ola” (EI §i k,
Hibschmannova, Sebkova 1999: 344).

20Cf.alsoKal iombas’'csur Avaeot kbes“substantifs, [sle pronom s
cas du singulieoda, du plur.ole’ (1882 58).
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CzechRomani( JesSina 1882: 23, 43):
-A -P< -PSa -A -PS -PSa
- jolp i |n
d- dojba |ja |la
es addva[fja [*la| (oda?) odov|?|° oddvala [*la
k o
k d
k- gabalja |la
_k
k k

The expected se&tdova odoja odolaapparently has variantglolo, odoli,
*odole (parallel to the alternative personal pronounlseth e li ;s h de
't hely€s i n:al),wBiéhanay be a secondary development, budlof.
olo, oli, *ole (with no **ova, etc.). There are no indeclinables, bdg, f. oda

may be a vestige ofotda

Pl a g (RussiaKozhanovforthc-2):

A -PS -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ jolv|j In(&)
d-
Nes ada adgva|jalla odgvaja|la
k o kadgva |ja |la
_k d akadd akadgvad|j@|la | okod
k- |? kolja& |la&
_k
k k

This emigrant dialect (probably first brought to Ukraine in188 or 19"
century) has indeclinabjgronoungbut here one canneixclude the influence
of NE Roman). Unlike all other Central dialectst showsno traces othe
will do’ ).

contraction ava> U(cf. P | a § Kerava'a
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2.8.South Central
Burgenland (Austria; HalwachsandMogg 2002: 1Y only hasada oda,

andka

dir.

obl.

dir.

obl.

The stressdd points to the contraction scenario (sdso Halwachs, Wogg
2002 6). The remote/discourse deickia clearly replaces Kova(é *k a Y+ a
while f. kija is phonetically unclear (as is this form in most Central dialects).

m. f. pl.
ada aja adala
adale adala ~le adale
ka kija kole
kole kolla ~|e kole

Prekmurje (Slovenia;Baranja 201345) hasadau (< *a d),(udau (<

*0 d)(ukau (< *o k) With much the same declension as in Burgenland (a
someanalogies in terms of vowel lengthjend (Hungary;Bo dn ar o v a

171) is similar, but also had kjca(] I ;Gkova(f. koj), aswell asFoko (op-

tionaly indeclinable!) incorrectly traced back tookova( Bodnar ov a

174) (which yielded only k, Botoko). Another description ofend (Vekerdi

1984: 70) gives a similar system withako but with variation in m.sga d U
~ado o d Yodo and some forms inl-: pl. dala (for *d U), m.obl.d @.| e
Versend (Hungary;B o d n & r o:v58): adUj(O®)anawun odU|( M )ana

with a secondardglir.pl. in -na(note’k @) a

2.9.Central Romani: discussion

Proceeding fronour initial schena, the following general trendare ap-
parent The paradigm &va, aja, ala became deficient due the contraction

ava> *U(except inP | a & dnayheoptionaly in Bourgeois and Kalinajo

that we have

ad(av)a ad(aj)a a(da)la

ad
ada

ad

ad

U

0

0

adi a(da)la
aja ala

aja adala
a( N) gadang

WestSlovak:Burgeois, Kalina

Uzh

Bergitka, VstSlovak: von Sowa (?)
(+ indecl. *ada)

Prekmurje, Burgenland, Vend

(= the Vend group)

Versend

Theparalleldiscrete series (lost Bouth Central):

kava

*kaja *kala

[(@)kadg (a)kaja (a)kala

aka

ak én akdla

WestSlovak Kalina
Bergitka
Uzh (pl. kdla is now part okad®)

2015:

2015:
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3. Summary and assessment

Merging dialect data for each group, we oltain

Proto-North-East:
A -PS -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ “jolv i In(e]
d- *da *dalvajja |la *do *dolva jja |la
es *ade *adgva|ja |la *odc *oddvalja |la
k & *kade *kaddva|a |la *kodc *koddva |ja [la
_k d *akade *akadgva |ja |la
k- *ka *ka *kojvalja |la
_k
k k
Proto-North-West:
A -PS -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ Jolv i n
d- *da *dalva jja |la *dao *dolva jja |la
Nes *ade *adgva|ja |la *ado *oddvalja |la
k o
_k d
k- *ka *ka *kojvalja |la
_k *ake *ako *okgva fja |la
k k
“ProtoBal kan” :
-A -PS -PSa -A -P< -PSa
_ *av||l *alvalja |la *olv | JI~n *olvalja |la
d- *dav | |I
_d *ade *adgv| | *adajvaljalla | *oda ? *oddvaljalla
k o
_k d
k- (*ka) *kav |j |I *kavala|la | (*ko)
_k *ake *akgv| || *akdvalalla | *oka *okgv| | *okdvalja |la
k_k *kakgva |ja |la *kokdva [ja |la
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ProtoNorth-Viax:
-A -P< -PSa | -A -P< -PSa
_ ??7*av- *ej- ** *vo[v | |n(e]
d-
_a
k & *kadav |ej [al *kadavalejalala *kodov [oj Jal *kodovaloja |ola
k d
k- *Kklaviejjlal  *klavalejalala *kolv |j |l *kolva fja |la
_k 7 *aklavalejalala *okav | |l ?
k k *kalava |eja|ala *kuKova |oja |ola
ProtoSouthViax:
-A -P< -PSa -A -P< -PSa
B 27 - ** R *(V)olv |j In
d-
_d
k & *kade *kadavaeja|ala *koda *kodova|oja
lola
_k d¢ | *akade *akodh
k- *ka *kajvalja |la *ko *kojvalja |la
_k *akgvaja |la *okgva |ja |la
k k
Proto-Central:
-A -PS -PSa -A -PS -PSa
_ *[?ajja [la *olv | [n(e] *|?olja [la
d-
_d (?) *ade *addva |ja |la (?) *oda *oddvalja |la
k & *kaddvalja |la *koddvalja [la
_k d | (?) *akade *akadgvalja|la | (?) *okoda
|
\
k- *kalva jja |la (?)*okc *kolva fja |la
_k *akgva |ja |la *okgva |ja |la
k k

The dialectdataseem to fit well into the initial schem@he differences

among the groups seem triviald are probablydealing mostly with losse
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and retetions). Inerestingly enough, many of theoglosseseem tdit with

t he sécowms” c | (aes ®ur flarge groupsoeach with two sub-
groups) The expletive kova usually preserved unaltered, abserved n all
groups and constitutes a conspicuous RRiimanifeature.

The primary natureof indeclinable deicticss confirmed by their pres-
ence inseveralgroups: allof North-East, some NorthVest (Sinti, Finnish;
residually in WeR), North Central(West Slovak),South Central(Vend,

P | an®)C and South Vlax (Gurbet, Vlaxycko, Servicko)Both expected
forms ada, odo are attested only in NHn other groups, one of the vowels
seems to be secondary

ada odo(as per initialschema: NE;
ada ado (V1 =a-: Finnish Roman);
ada, oda (R =-Q most Centrgt
ado, odo(R =-0: some Central

Again, this diversityis reducible tothe initial scherma Each deviation
from it (-a- instead ofo- and vice versagonstitutesone step of analogy.

The identity of thepersonal suffixo the articleis confirmed among oth-
er things (such as the oblique forms), by its reconstructed syllabicity in com-
bination with the root %a-i > Vlax -ej (bearing in mind that our claim regard-
ing Vlax umlaut in the f.sg. demonstrative is not too strong).

The primay natureof nonexterded forns is less obviousHowever,it is
clear that thev- in m.sg.like akavahas nothing to do with the extension,
contra Matras (whoneeds theextensionin the protoform to account fok-,
quite wrongly. Moreover, at the Common Romani stage, the extensigst m
have been attached rather “loosely’
still syllabic (this is, as per our idea, required for Vlax umlaut), i.e., for in-
stance, ka-o-a (later: *k a th> kavd), f. *ka-i-a (> nonVlax kajd, Vlax
*keja), pl. *ka-(e)l-a or *ka-l(e)-a (> kald).

If this is corect, the extensiordd must have éen added quite late, when
definite articles were already irse, whichpoints to the Greelanguage envi-
ronment, cf. the modebreekU® f'tf h i €b(articke) + noun. Te loss of
syllabicity in the article before the extension must be of an even later date. So
far, our initial schera has proved its worth, and, if wey to actually recon-
struct the ProteRomani state, the general layonaylook like this:

Vv cC V C R Article Extension
dir. *o,1, (e)(e)l *a
obl. *le(s), la, le(n)

*alo (=R)*k *alo (=R) *k/d *alo

21 This-u+may be seen in Constantinegradaua(1878: 64)koua(79), akaua(84),
kodoua(90).
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Examples of use:dtao (@) mu rtgh i s ovkeon(a), h *that very
[mentioned]g i r | ' , o-deolb le.(m.) "*mihrade s ment i oned] ma r
*k-ak-al a ‘[thmmis very girl right here’
The exact behaviour of the combinations of the wotwith the article
remains phonetically unclear. For instance, while loss of syllabicity is imagi-
nable in 'a-0 > *a yef. prepositionka + 0 >k a, kav, kain variousVlax dia-
lects), it is harder to account for i-b (yieldingov,0* h e’ and | ater V
vo(v) and Central/Northo(v) with later prothesisunder stress). The combina-
tions ofa/o with f.sg.i are less problematic (see above), sintédcomes a
glide mor e “oh Bdweveraahcientlternatidngaoh sorhe sort in
the forms of the articles cannot be ruled quet asf.sg.i has a very common
variante??, there must have been a m.ggriant *u (maybeattested in WelR
1 alongsided. In any caseinitial (pre-)ProtoRomani*o- and *u- must have
certainlybeen insome kind of (partially?) complementary distributfén.
When already univerbated with articlebese combinationsnay have

been perceived as parallel toegk UQY higU® & hi s’ (note the con:
U9 used as personal porod* o-wk U. fosi, pl *b-e ’ “she
I(e) came to be used in the same way (but only in direct forms). The problem

is that,in most dialects, we haven(and not dl)'t hey’ , whi ch can pr

be accounted for by the reabmiction of a form fe)né*en(e)(sees§ 4).

We now turn to relative chronology. The addition of the extensiqand
the sulsequent loss of syllabicity of the preceding segment) is clearly posteri-
or t o™ProtoRomarcontrdci on o v e roblggd (1 hd)p,i>kelig.U
* h 09>k 00 3)ith Wasisrhd aught er’ , cf.dathe para
‘mo t K*eOn the other hand, the plural-i#é(nonViax daj@a‘mot hé ha*- ,
jd'daught e ded [ hejd) Mdoksguite secondary in that it (1) eludes
t hedPfo®Ro mani contraction over glide”, (2
(3) eludes thé1% North Vlaxc o n't r g*tdgéai>d*u®). This may have to
do with a (longlasting?) morphonological constraiptohibiting monosyl-
labic plurals in-a& (cf. the omnipresent contract@thab& ‘a pp |l e s’ , but on
bajd's | eeves’ badaBedhatrasit may, the disturbing fact here is
t hat the plurals ' mothers’ aviaxland daught er
Vlax (sawe the umlaut), which seems strange, given their clearly independent

22 E.g., Rakhiv has both:sentence/phradaitially ande elswhere © ¢ n ms+a).

23 Thus, all verbs from OIA3, ava have yieldedu- (and not *o-), e.g.uriel* t o put on
[ cl ot h@isijtiil h<d rteol c oavea ¢ c hslrbra @latpari'above’ we
have bothopr- andupr-, and, most importantly, the artialeseems to have yieldad in
some words, cfvast'h a n d 'u# ¥h)ast< OIA h § s (see all of these items in

3C L4

24 This* ® ProtcRo ma n i contraction odaifmoglhiedeée” iiss aqoist e
l'i kely, an iranism (see 3CUA).

25 Yet, on the other hand, Kalds aan irregular plural ofS yfl . “fart’ but t hi

etymologically obcure (se@ C L)A



28

existence long before tH* NV ¢ o nt r aHence, ave are at a loss in
terms of locating the relevant processes chronologically, but the situagipn
hint at a high degree of unifortyi of Prote/Common Romani at the time
when these secondary plural endings were sufffxeshd maybe much later.
However, some unknown phonological factors may have been at play
here as well. For instance, one can imagine that the abovementioned second-
arypl. -d&was added so | ate that It did not
nouns and adjectives #&(exactly as the deictic extensied did not at once
cause the lossf syllabicity in the articlg This may have still been tlease
in Welsh Romani, cf. W& r-nd'l a d y i@ ($aimpson: 141) vs. Russian
Romanirand@ but the problem is that the same syllabicityoisnd in WeR
sg.obl. (acc.y-@ If we declare the latter secondary (which ismaped by
WelR acc. |aid‘ d a u girsteae of the expected & which we see in, e.qg.
dat.| a,kogt pl.lai@ = sg.obl., secondarily), we may fancy a difference in
ProtoRomani between pl.dir. and sg.obl. of the typent-a vs. *ranja and
conjecture that Vlax pdggd ' mot her s’ cdajira,enhichfwoutd mc- *
count for the umlaut (but, alas, not for the lack ofthtNVc ont r act i on”
Another (independent) line of reasoning would be that Vlax umlaut is the
result of the phonologization of a PreRomani allgphonic alternation of the
type *d 2,j*li h @ gemonstr. k & (vs., e.g.baj's| eeve’ ) -Vivaare non
may have | ost the allophone [ a] in favo
of the extensiona to deictics presentsme ursolvedproblems but t is cer-
tainly not too ancient.

4. External comparison

It follows from the above that the basi¢ad v e r bMikdokich,:
Sampson, seg.2) deictic elements must have beemand %o, quite distinct
from the article (despite the homonymy of the elemenivith the m.sg.arti-
cle 0). New Indic languages have (at least superfidiadiynilar genderless
deidics, cf. the indeclinable Gujardtl* t hi s’ and theomuch mor
type deictics, e.g. Lahnd8engalio (Bloch 1934: 198). Their origin is dis-
puted, but their genderlessness and invariability seems to be an innovation
with respect tdDIA and correspond to the Romani situation.
In Romani, he only elementto be deemeddirect OIA heritage is the

26 In ProteRomani (or edier), the plural of (nearly) all feminine nouns acquired the
secondarily ending-tJ< (?) OIA-U n(if so, it was taken over from the neuter; OIA

feminine pl.-UOwould have yielded zero), hence, elgh itlongue, | Ehibguage’' , pl
(and not *{ h i< IDIA pl. j i ByvQiginally, this *Uwas suffixed to feminine and

neuter nouns (e.g., once neutdrer'h o u s ekherd), hut not to masculine ones (this

state is best preserved in North Vlax, cf. Kald. sg. =Spb Gy p sy, husband’ , S €

O c n 2042 the neuter gender as a morphological category was lost later).
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(gendered!)definite article, which, most likely (as it usually happens), goes
back toanancient demonstrative pronouiere is what we find in one of the
Kaldera varieties O c n a2818 198, where, as usualthe forms of
sgm.obl.=pl. (for a detailed crosdialectal description see Boretzky 2000).
All theseforms, except fosgf.obl., have variantas part ola morphaologi-

cal distribution (allomorphs e p a r a:t "e)dccdriry freé variation ¢epa-
rated by ~ " ) :

m.sg. f.sg. pl.
dir. 0:A pb:jCGi):A le~p
obl. le ~pl la le ~p

For ProteRomani, we may reconstruct:

m.sg. f.sg. pl.
dir. *0 (~*u??) *i (~*e?) *le (~ *el?)
obl. *le (~ *el?) *la *le (~ *el?)

N. Boretzky kaves the question of tlmigin of the article unanswered
(2000: 56), while YMatras wrongly derives it from extended forms (so, e.g.
*ova> ov > 0, *oja > 0] > i, Matras 2002: 110). We see that, m.sg.dir. and
f.sg.dir. (but not pl.dir.!) are suppletive to the rest of the paradigm, exactly as
in OIA (cf. Bloch 1934: 20§ cf. OIA nom.sg. ms§( JOf. sz vs. gen.sg. m.
t8sya f. t& y &.sg. mi8&smai f. t8syai nom.pl. m.t ,@. taQ etc?” The
direct singular forms of the Romani demonstrativmedarticle are of an
obscure origin (obviously, not from til@IA s forms), but cf. Shina (Gilgiti)
oh),f.e(h)' t hat'’ (Bailey 1924: 23).

The oblique forms must go back to tk#A ones. The change-tt* >
Romani-I- requires intervocalic position, which Turner (1928) tried to get
around, but in Domari, wheret* > -r-, the oblique series is exactly as in
Romani, save the-: uhu't h i shi, pl.€He, obl.sg.m.eras f. era, pl. eran
(Matras2012:64, 219). This must go back to the oblique form®vk e &1 YO
(f. €k ‘this (deictic particlee + sa(@). In Romani the initial vowel is pre-
served in the variant obl.m.sg./dir.pl, alternating, at least in Vlax, witle,
which may have, at some point, been phonologically regular, depending, e.g.,
on the next consonant (resonant or strident).

The oblique endings are transparent. InNHA& ancestor of Romani (as
well as Domari), proominal declension was restructured on the analogy of
the noun: gen.f.sg. § €y Bt UYL gentiHUQD hi rst ', see Bub

27 This is IndeEuropean heritage, cf. also the Greek (Koine) article: nom.sg iné vs.
gen.sg. mU g(HomerUie), f. Ud dat.sg. mlE, f. U, but again nom.pl. neijf. U, etc.
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1996: 94), gen.pl.nt W mf. t W nv *t Un @fnyenpldev Ogrd s’ ) ,
Hence?®

OIA Domari Romani
mgen (ejtdsya _ > m.obl. eras (*e)le(s)
fgen  (ei§s y W &(e)t Uytbbl era (*e)la
plgen (e}t ®HY *(e)t nlbk > plobl. eran (*e)le(ny®
At the same time, Romaipl.dir. le (or el) may directly continuedIA
plnomet ®t hese’ . The perosiosteadlof bpbmay beoun 3. pl

conjectured to contai®@IA ena, MIA pl. ne(see Bloch 234: 198).

Domari also has the remote seriggy f. ihi, pl. ehd, obl.sg.m@r & .s
@r, pl. dr aemactly parallel to Romamiles ola, olen, whereo- may be the
same basic deictielement

As for the *“de&iamdt-tle latteo is sbscore, mut thé
former coincides with the interrogative elem@ént

In many Romani dialects, there are also direct forms of personal pro-
nouns inl-, used only as clitics: nho, f. li (secondarily NMVa), pl. le. Matras
viewsthemasold personal pronoun2002: 10}, which may be correct, but
they certainly looklike a secondary generalization of the obliquersti®
eliminate suppletivism (i.efetaka, f. *e t ). k U

5. Conclusions

e recons:t
S 0 me cer

The gener al conformity of t h
schema” allows us to state with
(1) indeclinabledemanstratives (also with prefixes) are original;
(2) indeclinabledemonstratives are turned into inflected ones by the

suffixing of “personal suffixes” (wh

these combinations must have been free before undergoing
univerbation;

(3) the extensiona (of unknown origin; only in direct fors) is a later
addition, which implies that forms without it may not be derived
from those with it.

28 These analogiesmiayalsobe required, e.g., for Hindi/Urdu, afithout analogy obkg.m.
Hindi/Urduis < OIA etasy&) but with analogyl.obl.in< *e t U (Qbenlies2005:23).

29 The shortening in gen.sgasya(?> -Us)ssa - s a-esandgen.pl-:thUm s n%t >
-enseems to have been regular in (unstressed?) endings, cf. the monosyllabic (and, thus,
stressed?) Romani olidas'wh o mian‘me ' .

30 Whatever the explanation, this could shed light on the origgoolvh a t ’ caf( O) Ol A
this’ ).
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Abbreviations
E only used as an expletive NV North Vlax
® also used as an expletive NW North-Western
Kald. Kal der as OIA Old IndoAryan
MIA Middle Indo-Aryan PS personal suffix
NE North-Eastern WelR Welsh Romani
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