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I[MTPEAT'OBOP

Cprcka akajemMHuja Hayka U YMETHOCTH M WeH Ombop 3a mpoyda-
Bame JXMBOTa M oOuyaja Poma Onespema APYHMITBEHUX HayKa HA CKYIO-
BUMa U TpuOuHama noceheHuMm PoMmuma peaoBHO ce 6aBe U MUTambUMa
poMcKor je3uka u jesuka Poma. Tako je y TemMaTckum 300pHHUIIMMA paJoBa,
noueBmn o 1992. rogune 10 naHac, yBeK OWUIIO MeCTa 3a JTUHTBUCTUUKE
CTyAMje WU CTyAHje KOje Cy C€ U3 yIila JPYTUX XyMaHUCTUUKUX TUCIIH-
MJIMHA Ha HEKW HaYWH JOTHUIAJIe U TIMHTBUCTHYKHUX TeMa. 300pHUK paoBa
Ouysarve, 3auimuma u nepcnekmuge pomckoe jesuka y Cpouju — y nNenuHu
je mocBeheH poMcKOM je3uKy M TIPBH je TakaB y n3aamuma Ongdopa.

Y npBom o6jaBibeHOM 300pHUKY AKamemujuHor On00pa 3a mpoyda-
Bame JKUBOTa U obudaja Poma Paseumax Poma y Jyeocaasuju. Ilpobremu
u mendenyuje (M. Manypa, yp.) (beorpanx: CAHY, 1992) o6jaBibeHE cy
nuHTBHCTHYKE cTyauje Mapcena Kyprujanea, Janapnan Cunra [latanuje
u lllaumna Jycyda. Y cnenehem no peny 30opHuky /[pywmeene npomene u
nonoxcaj Poma (M. Manypa, A. Mutposuh, yp.) (beorpaa: CAHY, 1993),
HUje OUJIO IMHTBUCTUYKUX PAJIOBA.

36opuuk [Jueanu/Pomu y npownocmu u oanac (M. Marypa, yp.)
(beorpax: CAHY, 2000), oGjaBuo je pamoBe ca Tpeher mo peay pomo-
JIOWIKOT CcKyTIa, oapxkanor 1996. OBaj 300pHHK caapKu MOCEOHO MOTIaBJhe
nocseheno Temu ,,Je3uk u oOpazoBame™, y OKBUPY KOje Cy U JIBE JIMHTBH-
cruuke cryauje: Tpudyna Jumuha u Mopaxuma Ocmanuja. YBomIHY ped
3a 300pHUK Hamucao je nuHrBucta [laBne MBuh (ctp. 5-7). [IBa kibydHa
MUTamka Koja oBa CcTynuja mokpehe M caga cy, 1Mocje BHINE Of JBaJECET
rofuHa, aKTyelHa y caBpeMeHoj pomoioruju. [Ipsu craB IlaBna Vsuha
THYE Ce CTaHJapu3allije POMCKOT je3uKa M UMIUTUIUTHO yKa3yje Ha 3Ba-
HUYaH cTaB JuHTrBUCcTa y Cpbuju kpajem 20. Beka:

VYueme cTaHIapAHOT POMCKOT, KOjH HEM30eXHO Mopa caJgp’KaTH MHOIITBO
MMIIPOBU30BAaHUX PEYM M3 IUBHIM3ALM]CKE W ancTpakTHE cdepe, cTaBibahe



CBAKOT TI0jeIUHIIA MTpe 030MIbaH 3a/1aTaK, 3HATHO TEKHU Ol yuerha CTaHIap/I-
HOT je3WKa CpenHe, KOji ce He Mopa MOCeOHO caBiajaBaTH, HETO Ce, MOIITO
HCIyHaBa YOBCKOBO OKPYIKEHE, U3 IEera HEOCETHO yIHja y YoBeka. (...) Pom-
CKH Je3HWK je O] CBUX je3WKa HajMambe MojaecaH 3a aMOHMIIHO3HY, APYIITBEHO
pelieBaHTHY cTaHaapau3aiyjy. Hema usriena na 6u HEKM pOMCKH CTaHIapAHA
j€3HK, OMJIO ONIITH MJIM PETHOHAIHH, MOTA0 IIOCTATH 3ajeIHUYKHN KOMYHHUKa-
nuoHu Menuj Poma y EBpomnu, uin y HEKOj eBpPOICKoj 3eMJibH. (...) bojum ce
na O HaMEeTamke HEKOT POMCKOT CTAHAAPIHOT je3HKa y NIKOJaMa MOTIIO CaMo
OTEXKaTH HOHAKO He Oalll jeHOCTABaH MPOIIEC IMKOJIOBakha POMCKE JIeIIe.

JIuarBUCTHYKA poMmoiioTHja, Oenexn maske IlaBie MBuh, Beoma je
3aXBaJIHO 10JbE UCTPAKUBAKA: OHA OJ] HCTPAXKMBAYa 3aXTEBa BAHCCPUjCKa
3HamWa Koja MpeBa3uiia3e OKBUPE OIIITE U MOCCOHE TUHTBUCTHKE, HOj CE
Kao Hayuu npensubha nema OyayhnocT. J[pyro nurtame THIano ce ogHoca
NMjaniekata u CTaHaapa:

VYIIpaBo OHE OKOJHOCTH KOje OTEXaBajy HEroBy CTaHIapAHM3allljy YHWHE Ta
(hacuMHAaHTHUM IIPEIMETOM JIMHIBUCTHYKMX HCTpaxkuBama. Kajma Hayka
Oyzne pacmonarajia HOAPOOHMM ONMCHMa CBMX POMCKHX AMjajiekara, To he
oMmoryhuTn 51a ce yTBp/e lbMX0OBE CIMYHOCTH U PA3IUKE, [1a C€ PEKOHCTPYHUILY
Iy TEBU U JIOHEKJIE XPOHOJIOTHja lbUXOBOT IpaHama. (...) JeAHOM pedjy, 3a JIMHT-
BHCTHYKA IIPOyYaBama je3nuka cuTyanuja espornckux Poma ocrahe enymopao.

[Tocne ckopo aeceToroguiIme nayse, cieaehu 300pHUK y OBOM HU3Y
Hpywmeene nayke o Pomuma y Cpouju (beorpag: CAHY, 2007) oGjaBiwyje u
pamoBe HOBe TeHepanuje TuHTBHCTa — brusbane Cukumuh, Ceetnane hupko-
Buh 1 Mupjane Manauh. V jomr jeqHom 300pHHKY ca ckyna [Ipomene uden-
mumema, Kyimype u jeauxa Poma y ycrosuma naancke coyujanno-eKoHomcke
unmeepayuje (beorpanx: CAHY, 2012) Beh y HacIoBy ce 10jaBibyje ,,je3HuK" Kao
jemHa o] OCHOBHUX TeMa, Ma CaapXKH W YeTHPHU JIMHTBUCTHYKA paaa: Mropa
Jlakuha, buspane Cuxumuh, Ilerpa PagocaBmeBuha nu Anamapuje Copecky
MapunkoBuh, OBU paJjoBH C€ THUY KaKO POMCKOTI' je3UKa, TAaKO M PyMYHCKOT
kojuM rosope bamamm. Y 360pHuKy [Ipunosu cmpamezuju ynanpehersa nono-
acaja Poma (T. Bapanu, 1. b. Dophesuh, I. bamuh, yp.) (beorpag: CAHY u
3amrutHuk Tpahana Penybnuke Cpouje, 2014), pax o pymynoponnm bama-
muMa o0jaBibyje Anamapuja Copecky Mapunkosuh. Y 300pHUKY Pomu
Cpouje y XXI sexy (T. Bapaam, yp.) (beorpanx: CAHY, 2018), mory ce nahu
W JIMHT'BUCTUYKH pasoBu Mapcena KypTujanea (o cranaapau3annji poOMCKOT
jesuka) u busbane Cuxnmuh (o cnopaoM uaeHtTuteTy Koada y CaHiaky).

Tek pamoBu Hactanu y 21. BeKy OTBapajy MUTame H3jeaHAYABAA
POMCKOT je3uKa U je3uka KojuM roBope Pomu, mTo naswe, ca cBoje CTpaHe,
OTBapa joul jelIHO MIMPOKO AMCKYTOBAaHO MHUTame — KO cy cBe Pomu y
CpOuju 1 Koje CBe je3uKe TOBOpE Kao CBOj NMPBU U Apyru je3uk (Oyayhwu



J1a TIOCTOjU IMHUPOKO MpuxBaheH cTaB, KaKo y aKaJeMCKOj 3ajeTHHIIN, TaAKO
U Mel)y pOMCKHM aKTHBUCTUMA, 1a ¢y cBU Pomu y CpOuju — 1BOje3HYHH).
CuTtyamnuja je y mpaKkcu HIaK CJIOKEHH]a: TBOjJE3UYHH UIJTH BUIIE]E3UYHU CY
cBu PoMu ocum oHMX KOju cy Beh HAITYCTUIIU POMCKH je3UK, OUJIO 1a CY Y
MUTaY LeJe 3ajeJTHUIIC NN CaMO MojeIMHE TOPOIHIIE.

CBH OBH palioBH, MajJa caJpXke BpEAHE HAyYHE YBHUIC, Y LEIUHH
Y3€BIIIU UIIAK HE J1ajy PEIPE3CHTATUBHY CIUKY O CTaly POMCKOT je3UKa y
CpOuju, HUTHU Cy JOBOJHHH JIa CE MOKE TOBOPUTH O MTOCTOjalby POMOJIOLIKE
JWHTBUCTHKE Kao pa3BujeHe nucuurinae y Cpouju.

Onbop 3a mpoyuaBame xuBota u oomvaja Poma CAHY mokymao
je ma, mpBo opraHuzanujoM mehyHapomHor HaywHOr ckyma , OdyBame,
3alITUTA U TIEPCIIEKTHBE poMcKor je3uka y Cpouju“ y beorpany 21-22. 10.
2016, u caga n3naBameM TeMaTCKOT 300pHUKA PaJioBa MOJ ICTUM UMEHOM,
ponpuHece adpupManuju pomosioruje y CpOuju u 1a NmpeacTaBu peaiHO
CTame y 3alITUTH POMCKOT je3uka. Ha ckymy je Ouino usnoxeHno 18 pagosa,
o1 kojux ce 15 o6jaBibyje y OBOM 300pHHKY.

Wneja opranuszaropa ckyma Ouja je ga OKyImu HCTPaKuBade KOju Ou
W3JI0KHUJIIA CBOj€ CTABOBE Ha OCHOBY aKTYEJIHOT IIpeceKa CTama y 3alITUTH
POMCKOT je3WKa U yHarpe] mnoHyheHor ceta nmutama. CKyT je 0CTao OTBO-
peH W 3a TeMe BaH 3aJaTOr OKBHPA KOje Cy Kao aKTyelHE MPEIIOKUIN
caMM UCTpakuBauu. Melhy TemMama je u nucTa yrpoKEHHUX je3nKa YHecKa
Koja kiacupukyje poMcku jesuk y CpOuju Kao ,,IeGUHUTHBHO YTPOKEH
(definitely endangered). Y 1ienom cBeTy, Ipema npoieHamMa YHecCKa, nuMma
OKO TPH U 110 MUJIMOHA TOBOPHHUKA POMCKOT je3uka. Mehytum, y Cpouju He
MOCTOj€ TaYHU HAyYHU MOJAIU O OPOjy TOBOPHHKA POMCKOT je€3UKa, HUTH
0 CTamy HEroBe COIMOJMHIBUCTHYKE BUTAIHOCTU. He mocToje HU TauHu
HAyYHH MOJAIM O POMCKUM JUjalieKTHMa U JIOKaJIHUM ToBopumMa (0 6pojy
rOBOpHUKA M reorpadckuM apeanauma). He mocroje HM TayHM MOJALH O
PomumMa MurpaHTHMa M cTamy HBUXOBOT je3MKa, Ka0 HU YBUJHM Yy COIMO-
JUHTBUCTUYKY CUTYallHjy penarpupanux Poma.

OpraHuszaTopu Cy >KellelM Ja paZioBH Ha CKYIly INpEIJIoKe OCHOBHE
Mmepe 3amTuTe. Mely TakBe Mepe crnajgano Ou, Ha MpuUMep, CHUMAambe JOKaJ-
HUX TOBOpa W BHHXOBO Mammpame, a y cienehoj ¢asm mocraBmame 0asze
nojiaTaka 0 poMCKuUM rosopuma. baza nonataka Ou ykJpyuuBasa yCMEHE H
MUCaHe W3BOPE KAKO 3a CBE JIMjaJIeKTe, TaKo U 3a poMcku ctanaapa. [locra-
BUJIO C€ U NMHUTamke KOHKPETHHX HauWHa o0jequmaBama CBUX moctojehux,
Beh 00aB/LEHUX UCTPAXKUBAKA, Y jeAHY LEHTpalHy 0a3y mojaraka u ympe-
KaBambe UCTpakuBada. OpraHu3aTopH Cy MMalld Y BUIY YHEHCHHUIY 1A Y
Cp6uju He nocToju 3aBox 3a Kyntypy Poma, koju 6u Morao aa Oyzae Hocumalg
TaKBOT T0CJa, Kao U J1a je Opoj KOMIETEeHTHUX HUCTpakMBaya BeoMa Mallu.
OyekunBao ce J1a CKyl MHUIHPA O0CMOCO0IbaBamkbe THMA UCTPAKUBAUa KOJU
O6u mMornu 1a o0aBe CIIOKEHE TEPEHCKEe 3aaTKe (I1jaeKTOONIKE H COLHO-
JUHTBUCTUYKE IPUPOZE), @ KOjU O UCTOBPEMEHO PaIUiIN Ha IPyrUM O0JIU-
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[MMa 04yBarba POMCKOT je3uKa, Ipe cBera y HacTaBu. JKesba je Ouiia 1a ce Ha
OCHOBY paJIoBa IOMOTHE yBOl)emy POMCKOT je3HKa U KYJITYpE Ha aKaJeMCKOM
HUBOY Y OKBHUpPY (DaKyJNTETCKMX HACTABHUX IJIAHOBA U IIpOrpama.

Jom jenan o 1usbeBa cKyma OUJIO je CTULIAbE YBUA Y TUHIBUCTHYKA
UCTpaKMBamba poMCKUX roBopa y CpOuju u Marupame CBUX BapHjaHaTa poM-
CKHUX I'OBOPA y3 €BEHTYaJIHY IIPOLIEHY Opoja TOBOPHUKA CBAKOT O BUX. [Ipyru
MOCTAaBJHCHU IUJb OWJIa je TOAPIIKA aKaJAeMCKO] HACTaBH POMCKOT je3HKa:
YCIOCTaBJbatkhe KOHCEH3YyCa OKO je3MUYKOr CTaHJapia, nperyiesn noctojehux
MCKYCTaBa y HACTaBH POMCKOT je€3MKa U MPENOPYKe 32 CABPEMEHY METOAUKY
HACTaBE POMCKOT je3MKa Ka0 MaTepH-er M HEMaTepH-er U, OCeOHO, CPIICKOT
Kao HeMaTepmser je3uka penarpupanux Poma.

VYuecHunuma ckymna Ouiie cy mpeajioxene cienehe okBupHe Teme:
Pomcku roBopu y CpOuju: nMjaneKTONOMKH W COLUOJIMHTBUCTUYKH
yBUAM, ['paMaTHUKH OMHC POMCKOT je3uka, [IOKyMEHTOBame POMCKHUX
ropopa y Cp6uju, JIMHrBUCTHUKA BUTAJIHOCT poMCKOr je3uka y CpbOuju,
Jesnuka nmonutuka y Cpbuju o poMcKoM je3uky, MHCTpyMEHTH 3alITUTE
pomckux ropopa y Cp6uju, Pomcku crangapnuu jesuk y Cpouju, Hacrasa
POMCKOT je3uKa Ha CBUM OOpa30BHMM HHUBOMMAa, POMCKH Kao HEeMaTepmu
jesuk u Pomcku jeswmuku mejzax (linguistic landscape). A xako je yBupg
y CTame 3alITHUTE POMCKOT je3uKa y 3eMJbaMa y PErHoHy HEOIXOoJaH Ja
0u ce 6osbe ocBeTimia cutyanuja y CpOuju, Ha CKyII Cy OWJIM MMO3BaHH U
uctpaxkuBadu u3 bocue u Xeprerosune, Mahapcke, CrioBenuje, XpBaTcke
u llpue T'ope, y3 ucrpaxupaye Koju cy oMOryhuiau yBuJe y €BpOICKE U
CBETCKE OKBHPE 3aLITUTE POMCKOT je3HKa.

360pHI/IK pazoBa je ypeAHUYKH OOJIMKOBaH npeMa HayqHUM H3a-
30BHUMa Koje cy NOHYJIMIIM CaMH PajloBU. Y OKBHPY je3u4Ke MOJUTHKE
noceOHO ce M3/1Bajajy paJoBH ca jOII YBEK HEPEIIeHOM TeMOM CTaHJap-
JIU3aIje POMCKOT je3uKa, y3 mocebaH mperjies akTyelHe je3udKe TMOJTH-
THKE ca aKIIEHTOM Ha TO0JI0aj poMckor je3uka y Cpouju, aytopa ['opana
bamunha. Crnene panoBu koju ce 6aBe O4yBameM U 3aLITUTOM POMCKOT
jesuka y 3emspama y peruony (Mropa Jlakuha n Bepe Knomuwny, nonekie
U npujor XeauHe TaXI/IpOBI/Ih anepqnh)

HacrtaBa pomckor je3uka Ouna je MIAHHPaHA Kao jeaHa oJi OCHOB-
HUX TeMa: UIaK, CTalkeM HacTaBe poMckor jesuka y CpOuju 6aBu ce camo
koayTopcku pan Jenene @ununosuh u Jynujane Bydo, a ctyauja Macako
BarabGe ayTomMaTCKOM je3HMYKOM OOpajoM pPOMCKE I'paMaTHKe M HEHOM
NPUMEHOM y (OpMaTHOj HACTABH.

V 300pHUKY cienu TeMaTcKHu OJIOK pajoBa Koju ce 0aBe aHaJIU30M
CaJlallIleT CTamba y POMOJIOIIKO] IMHIBUCTHIIM Yy CpOUju: IPUMEHOM KOp-
nycHe JUHTBUCTUKE 0aBu ce ctyauja CBenke CaBuh, akTyelTHUM TepeH-
CKUM HCTpakuBamMMa POMCKOT je3uka ctynuja Cernane hupkosuh, a
CTameM y pOMOJIONIKO] Jekcukorpaduju crynuja Jbyoune Hypuh. Heka
KOHKpPETHa NHUTama JIeKCUKorpadcke obpaleHOCTH POMCKMX MOAAITHHUX
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rinarojyia npobiemarusyje npuior Pajka Bypuha. lomeny ucropuje pomo-
noruje y CpOuju (ca aHanu3upaHUM y30pLuMa ropopa 6eorpajackux Poma
ca kpaja 19. Bexa) npunaja crynuja bumane Cukumuh, a npunor Anama-
puje Copecky MapunkoBuh u3 yriia aHTpPOIOJIOMIKE JTUHTBUCTHKE TPATH
(dheHoMeHe ynorpebde pOMCKOT je3uKa y JUTYPTrHUjCcKO] MPaKCH MajauX Bep-
CKUX 3ajeJJHUIIa U THUME aHaJu3Mpa 3BYYHH POMCKH JE3UUYKHU TI€j3aXK U3
CaBpeMeHe, HeCTIOPHO epeMepHe MePCIeKTHBE.

PanoBu koju ce y KoHauHO] ¢opMu 00jaBibyjy y 300pHHUKY IpHUIIa-
najy ciaenehum TUHTBUCTUYKUM TOJIMCIHUIIIMHAMA: je3UYKa TOJUTUKA U
3alITUTA je3WKa, METOJMKA HACTaBe POMCKOT je3WKa, NCTOPHja U Tperiie]]
pomostomike JUHTBUCTHKE y CpOMju Kao W JMHTBUCTHYKA aHTPOIIOJIO-
ruja. TeMaTcku OJIOK je3UUKE MONTUTUKE TIOYHE YBOAHUM pagoM [opana
bamuha o cinyx6enoj ynorpedu pomckor jezuka y Cpouju. Heke pagoe
MPOXKMUMa OJIjeK aKTyeJTHE pacrpaBe O Pa3IMYUTUM 3aalliMa POMOJIOTH]E
Ka0 HayKe U Kao MPUMEHEHE AUCHHUIUTMHE, OTHOCHO pa3MaTpama O Mpuo-
PUTETY JTUHTBHCTHYKOT ONKCA Y OJHOCY HA aKTUBHOCTH Yy paJly Ha CTaH-
napauzanuju. Y 300pHUK Cy YKJbyUCHA pa3jidumTa, TMoHeKaa MelycoOHo
CyINpOTCTAaBJbEHA MUIIJBEHHA O CTAHAAPAU3AIM]U U HAYMHUMA CTaHdapau-
3aIMje POMCKOT je3WKa Kao W MoceOHe yiore poMmMcke (a He camMoO poMo-
JIOUIKE) aKaJeMCKe 3ajelHHUIIEC Y TUM mponecHMma.

Ocum oBUX, y CaBpeMeHOJ pOMOHOFI/IJPI M MHAYe aKTyeNHHX TeMa,
OKO KOJUX HU JlaHAC y CBETCKOj aKaJeMCKOj 3ajeJ[HULH HEeMa jeJJMHCTBE-
HOT CTaBa, KpO3 PajioBe Ce MOXKE carjieaTH W CJIMKa 3HATHO Y3HAIpPeao-
BAJIOT CTama y POMOJIOTHjU HA HEKAJAIIHhEeM jyTOCIOBEHCKOM MPOCTOPY
Koju, u3mehy ocranor, ognukyje mponudepanuja aMaTePCKUX JIEKCHKO-
rpadckux nokymiaja, ynorpeda u (310)ynorpebda sekcukorpaduje. O oBom
tdhenomeny nmoceoHo pedepuiny cryauje Bepe Kmnomuuy, Jbyoune Dypuh,
Pajka DBypuha, CBenke CaBuh, anu u apyrux aytopa Koju ce OBE TeMme
y3TPEIHO AOTHYY, CBAKO HA CBOj HAYMH.

Behwuna panoBa y 300pHuKy 00yXBaTa M0 HEKOJIMKO JIMHTBUCTHIKHX
¥ CPOJHUX POMOJIOIIKUX TEMa, a AyTOPH ce uecTo MeljycoOHO TonymaBajy
W TEMaTCKU HAJO0BE3yjy: MUTamHMa CTaHIapAH3aiije POMCKOT je3uKa,
cBaka W3 cBOr yria, 6aBe ce ctyauje Cenke CaBuh, baje CaumtoBuha,
Jbatuda Jlemupa mu Mapcena Kyprujanea. 3nagajHe mpemyiore 3a paj Ha
kopnycy najy Ceenka Casuh u CBetiitana hupkosuh. Banopuzamnujom mpe-
BOAMJIALITBA Ca POMCKOI U Ha poMcku OaBe ce nmoceOHo CBenka CaBuh u
Xenuna Taxuposuh Cujepunh.

300pHUK Kao 1ieJIMHa [ToKa3yje u To Ja je y CpOuju 1 y peruony cracajia
HOBa TeHepalyja JUHIBUCTA POMOJIOTa, CIIOCOOHA a ce OaBU POMOJIOIIKOM
JUHTBUCTUKOM K20 YHHBEP3aJIHOM HAYUYHOM JHUCHUIIMHOM, KOja, U KaJa ce
0aBH aHAJIM30M JIOKAJTHOT, MOPa yBaXkaBaTH JOCTUTHYha CBETCKe HayKe.

Axaoemux Tubop Bapaou u op buwana Cuxumuh






CONSOLIDATING THE STANDARDIZATION
OF THE RROMANI LANGUAGE — PAST, PRESENT,
FUTURE, IN RESPECT OF DIALECTAL DIVERSITY

WHILE GRANTING EASY WORLDWIDE
COMMUNICATION IN MOTHER TONGUE

Marcel Courthiade'

A bstract— The paper begins with the consideration of the circumstances
in which Romani language is currently being developed, compared to the main
languages in Europe. Furthermore, the paper deals with different stereotypes and
explains the Romani dialectal structure not only from the aspect of heritage and as
a mother tongue, but in the light of the measurement of inter-dialectal involvement
proven by mathematical methods. This process leads to a clear clarification of the
term ’dialect’. The natural occurrence of concepts of common, standard, literary,
national, etc. in language is explained (according to different schools) as well as the
present situation of the Romani language, with a focus on the prospects of its fur-
ther development (the principle of butterfly) in the social context: the role of parents,
family, church, society, school, media and various institutions in codification and
normalization — also from the aspect of developing brakes. Some didactic tools are
presented as instruments that also contribute to a better understanding of codification
and normalization among Roma, leading to the harmonization of different dialects
in the spirit of mutual respect for diversity. Such endeavors, however, are useless
if they are not understood by users and if they are not really rooted in their culture.
The above elements lead to the problem of direct codification and its connection
with communication, in particular modern communication on social networks and
multiple academic levels — because its ultimate purpose is to provide the Roma with
a widespread modern language, with the ability to express all the nuances of human
thinking. The paper ends with examples of some good practices in Romania and the

! International Rromani Union (Commissioner for language and linguistic rights), INALCO Paris-City
Sorbonne (head of the section of Rromani studies — Department of South-Asian & Himalayan languages).
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former Yugoslavia — bearing in mind that negating or destroying one language is only
one element in a wider mechanism of ethnic prejudice against the people speaking it.

Key words: Romani language, standardization, dialectal diversity

0. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

One of the most challenging aspects of the Rromani language’s stand-
ardization is how to reconcile a legitimate respect of its dialectal diversity
with a reasonably easy communication among speakers of various vernac-
ular varieties. The work aiming at this purpose is known as ’linguistic har-
monization’ and it is the subject of this contribution. This task is of notable
difficulty in Rromani, due to the many misstatements circulating about the
Rroms, the language itself, its dialectal structure, its genuine use in every-
day life, its literature and many other aspects — these misstatements being
much more of ideological than scientific nature. Therefore the present paper
will focus on the impact of linguistic standardization and policy on peda-
gogical activities and their outputs; as such it is aimed at helping teachers of
all levels to better understand their task.

0.1 The two main historical streams
of Rromani language standardization

Beside several local and/or individual, mainly spontaneous, attempts
of writing in Rromani, we may consider mainly two major undertakings
in this respect: the one developed in the 20’ies in the USSR and the one
developed by the Linguistic Commission (later Commission for language
and linguistic rights) of the International Rromani Union as early as its first
Congress in London in 1971, leading to the endorsement of the Common
(Integrative, or Polylectal) Rromani Alphabet in 1990 as one of the major
achievements of its Fourth Congress in Jadwisin-Serock, near Warsaw.

The Soviet standardization of Rromani of 1925 was quite coherent
as such but it was meeting none of the two crucial requirements mentioned
above: there was no respect of any dialectal diversity, because it was based
exclusively on the so called North-Russian dialect of the Gypsy language
(cesepHo-pycckuii ouanekm yvleancko2o A3vika), being a deeply russified
variety of the Baltic branch of the O Superdialect without mutation (O-bi)
and at the same time there was no easy communication with speakers of
other varieties. The written form was also as a rule inaccessible to read-
ers with a different dialectal background because the Cyrillic spelling in
use was sticking so closely to Russian that any flexibility in reading was
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excluded. Besides, the high number of lexical borrowings from Russian
was an obstacle for foreign Rroms — anyway the texts were not exported.
It would be pointless to criticize this undertaking, which was motivated
by a sincere wish to recognize Rromani as a modern language and the
Rroms as citizens equal to all others. The method used was just inappro-
priate, actually due to the then stage of knowledge in linguistics in the
USSR of the 20’ies and also because the ’standardization’ was trusted to a
Russian scholar, Maksim V1. Sergievski (1892-1946) — who initially didn’t
know a single word of Rromani, and two young Rromani activists, Nina
A. Dudarova (1903—-1993) and Nikolai A. Pankovo (1895-1959) who taught
him some Rromani. “Through a few months the Rromani alphabet was
achieved — one may read in the first issue of Rromani Zord (November
1927). It came into sight in this work that the Rromani sounds are the same
as the gazikane (Russian) ones [...]. Professor Sergievski brought his work
to the National commission of education and now this alphabet is accepted.
Today all Rroms may write in mother tongue with Russian letters, to which
it was appropriate to add two: mx and r. These letters are not in the Russian
alphabet, the Rromani children do not know them, when they say such
words as darcrokan, 0xcés, dacusaca, ramo, rapou and others.” This text is
meaningful because it discloses that the Soviets believed they were carrying
out a real standardization, whilst they were just transcribing down in Rus-
sian script a Rromani vernacular which, as a result of centuries in Russia,
has made its sound system identical to the system of the surrounding lan-
guage — a well known phenomenon in minority languages of all countries.
Unfortunately still today, well into the 21 century, quite a few improvised
standardizers have not got out of this approach. Note that the attempts of
Soviet standardization were discontinued in 1938, when Stalin decided
to get back to Marx’ views on linguistic and cultural diversity, which he
considered as a deceit produced by bourgeoisie to brake the emergence of
communism’s victory.

0.2 The situation today

We arrive now at a crossroad and a choice between promoting and
developing further Rromani or leaving it die. Many peoples, nations, civili-
zations died in the past and two dozens of mother tongues probably disappear
every year. Why not Rromani as well? Indeed it would be probably a pity
to accept its death after 1000 years of vivid life outside the Indian soil and
while some 8 millions of Rroms can speak it, even though only some 5
millions use it on a daily basis. I do believe that all of us here are willing
to support the further life and blossoming of Rromani. Yet, it is not only a
matter of will, even if a wide political will is a sine qua non condition for
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this, but there is a series of three other preconditions: some are external
(the ’context’), some are inherent to the language itself and others depend
on the Rroms themselves.

1. EXTERNAL PRECONDITIONS: THE "CONTEXT’

It is pivotal to operate in a realistic context, not in a world of imag-
ination, political mythology and scientific (or institutional and political)
creeds. Among the main erroneous prejudices encountered, most relate to
the official main language of the country:

- the ’national language’ of the host country is supposed to be one

and lone language, with no internal variations;

- there are no differences between its speakers;

- it is a noble and stable language, subject to no change;

- it is rich and expressive, it was always so and all languages are

supposed to be so;

- it is used mainly for communications of precise information and

all languages are supposed to do so;

- any discrepancy from the official norm is a mistake;

- no human action upon the language is possible (a romantic creed);

- Rromani needs to fulfil all these prerequisites to exist.

As a matter of fact, all this is fictitious because there are several
languages in all countries, be they autochthonous or not, and within each
of these languages there is an impressive range of varieties, or ’lects’ — to
which a part of this presentation will be devoted. Despite the common
belief, no language is totally monolithic but on the contrary always in a
situation of dynamic diversity. In addition everyday speech conveys much
more ’empty’ messages, in a simple style, for emotional and sociable pur-
pose than elaborated information.

1.1 The internal diversity of Rromani: one language —
four dialects, various local sub-dialects

However how diverse is Rromani? Is it one language with various
dialects or a cluster of different languages? Many people take on account
what they call “dialects’ but in fact the diversity goes beyond this factor and
extends to baby talk, individual style, abnormalities of pronunciation due
to the age, a disease or a deficient teething. A very widespread problem is
the lack of awareness about the real scientific meaning of the word ’dialect’
among people using this word. The acquisition of the notions of isoglosses
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and bundles of isoglosses is a prerequisite to any further learning and
action. Unfortunately few people have access to it. For this purpose, the
online course of Rromani language and culture (www.red-rrom.com) intro-
duces these notions through a series of exercices (interactive games) on the
basis of local languages (English, Polish, Bulgarian etc.) as a prerequisite
to the discovery of the Rromani genuine dialectal system.

The unity of the Rromani language has been a long-lasting topic of
debate but statistical methods of dialectometry have put an end to spec-
ulations — at least among people working in good faith: a Swadesh-list
based calculation of the distances between the four dialects of Rromani,
grounded on phonetic, phonemic and lexical data, indicates that distances
between dialects, taken two by two, are all smaller than the unity of ref-
erence (a distance higher than the unity denotes a language-to-language
relationship — details on this calculation in Courthiade 1985; also available
on line). This confirms that these distances are indeed of dialect-to-dialect,
not language-to-language, magnitude, as illustrated by Fig. 1.

Fig. 1 — A three dimension representation of the dialectometric distances
between the four dialects of the Rromani language taken two-by-two
(from the exhibition “The Rromani Language :
an Asset for Diversity and Education” — Council of Europe 2014)
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Dialectological data brought into sight that Rromani as such, under
its form used by over 90% of all the speakers, consists in two superdialects
(or archidialects), called O and E (after a discriminating verbal ending),
each of them divided into two dialects: one with the affricates ¢h and 3
remaining as in the Indian prototype [§'h] and [d3], the other one in which
these affricated underwent a specific mutation and acquired respectively
the pronunciations [¢] and [z]. Each dialect encompasses more or less enda-
jolekts, among which the most famous are Arli, Spoitori, Gurbet, Kelderas,
Lovari etc. as one may see in the Fig. 2.

POGADILEKTE Arli, Bacori, Ficiri, Kabuzi, Mohazéri,
(Ibero-Rromani ko, Spoitari, Ursaricko, Cuxnitiko,
Anglo-Rromg glditko (Polen), Fenétiko....

SINTO,

SKANDO-
RROMANI

urbeti, 3ambazi, Cergarl,
Fillpizia, Xanduri, Mazuri,
Kalazia

=+~ O & E = SUPERDIALEKTE
= 0-bi, O-mu, E-bi & E-mu =
DIALEKTE
Arli, Cerharicko, Gurbéti,
Kelderasicko = Endajolékte

—t

i

Fig. 2 — The three dimension representation of the dialectometric distances
between the four Rromani dialects with specification
of local vernaculars (or sub-dialects)

In addition to these four dialects inside the language itself, there are
several idioms mainly based on local mainstream languages with a handful
of Rromani words inserted into them, as a rule for socio-linguistic pur-
pose; such idioms are called Pogadilects and concern less than 10% of the
Rroms — they derive from the O-superdialect without mutation.

1.2 Human intervention on languages:
from basilects to ’high level languages’

The belief that no human action on languages is possible is another
fiction which belongs to romantic naturalism and physiocracy. Some agents
of the languages’ dynamic diversity are natural but many others are due to
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human intervention, through decisions, from taboos and fashions to delib-
erate language engineering: “there exist no 'natural language’, free of any
regulation or normative process aiming at satisfying the needs of ’linguis-
tic communities’ [...]. In reality, be it at the micro- or macro-sociolinguistic
level, there is always construction of languages [...] and all degrees are
possible, from the simple norming of any human group to the most radical
undertakings of linguistic dirigisme” (Eloy 2004: 19-20). One may men-
tion the deliberate creation of a two-case system in Bulgarian morphology
in the 19" century (-»m/-a®), the thousands of words created in Hungar-
ian at the same period and the coining of words like Beruf by Martin
Luther® — and many others (an excellent analysis of these interventions
is given in the seminal work “Language Reform” by Claude Hagege and
Istvan Fodor —1983-1994).

Interesting enough, Eloy considers that “dominating languages are
the object of a greater elaboration than dominated languages™ (ibid.).

Another erroneous belief is that a written language is the mirror of
its spoken counterpart. The reality is different: it is a new independent
code, with a widely different lexicon, substantially different grammar,
new stylistics and separates rules of expression. To understand this
somehow amazing phenomenon, one has to consider first the situation
of the spoken language as a set of home varieties, usually known as
"basilects’. There are various approaches to the concept of ’basilect’.
The word was first used by creolists as the ’lowest and less prestig-
ious’ linguistic form, then viewed as degenerated, of an elaborated lan-
guage of domination, which is referred to as ’acrolect’. These words
were coined by William Stewart (1965) — and there was in his view a
continuity of registers of the same language spanning from basilect to
acrolect in a relationship of diglossia, but they were used later by Derek
Bickerton (1973) in a wider context. In Rromani linguistics, we don’t
consider basilects as ’fallen forms’ of languages of culture, but as their
origin — we share here widely Clanet dit Lamanit’s approach (2007).
Basilects consist of a restricted vocabulary: 500 to a maximum of 2000
lexical units, a simplified grammar with two or three tenses and the
imperative, hardly ever compound sentences, very few available struc-
turing words to produce them and an important use of anaphoric words,
gestures, onomatopoeias and ellipsis. It is always oral due to its chaotic
and imprecise nature, because writing would impose a deep reorgani-
sation of its elements. In some cases, the routine of life is so simple and
shared by all the users of a basilect, that communication is reduced to
it most rudimental form and most notions are expressed by general and

2 Each of these articles originates from a different dialect, but both of them were end-
ings of the unique case of genuine natural Bulgarian.

3 ’Profession’ but coined after Latin vocatio (vocare = call’).
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imprecise hyperonyms, while pronunciation is oversimplified because
no precise expression is needed: everybody knows everything about
everybody and has not interest in any wider knowledge. This is the
case in so-called palankas, a concept developed in former Yugoslavia®;
oversimplified idioms used in palankas are called *frustolects’.

FRUSTOLECTS

(in Palanka)

BASILECTS

D O X

BASILECTS

Fig. 3 — Various basilects as used in neighbouring settlements;
on the right reduction of one of them to a frustolect

Basilects cannot be written, hardly transcribed in phonetic alphabet
with extra symbols (for stuttering, interruptions, onomatopoeias etc.) and
the result can be used only for scientific purposes, not for normal communica-
tion. Try to tape 5 minutes of spontaneous conversation between unlearned
persons and write down the result — you will be convinced that only record-
ing is suitable to “keep it for oncoming generations”, who will probably not
understand a lot of it, due to the number of implicit allusions. In fact, some
authors (in France Jean Giono and Marcel Aymé) have tried sporadically
to render the actual pronunciation of their characters by means of dots,
accents, slashes, apostrophes, hyphens etc... for the sake of literary realism
but this can be done only for short passages because reading is then heavily
hampered and such writing would be counterproductive for texts in which
priority is given to the transmission of knowledge, ideas and messages, not
to the imitation of the speakers’ social features.

When speakers of various kindred basilects meet in a public place
(market, fair, pilgrimage, army etc.), they adapt their speech to the new
interlocutors and they create an ’interlect’ or ‘mesolect’. This is the case for
example in Sutka municipality near Skopje, where Rroms blend their home
idioms (Arli, Jambazi, Mazuri, Gurbeti, Pristevski, Konoplari etc...) for
social and commercial purposes: you may then hear in the same sentence
a past tense in -em (a feature of the E-superdialect) and a long form of the
possessive postposition -goro (a feature of the O-superdialect) — creating a
totally mistaken combination, yet used as a strategy to capture the good-

* The reason why a hamlet develops into a palanka while neighbouring villages remain
open-minded has not yet been identified. Furthermore, a palanka tends to destroy by mockery,
exclusion and/or violence any person (including children) who would have higher aspirations
and interests than the other members of the palanka. Despite its name, a palanka is not necessarily
situated in rural areas, there are palankas also in towns — it is a mental, not geographical,
concept. Some political (and religious) regimes tend to encourage the formation of palankas.
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will of the interlocutor in business (much more than for mutual understand-
ing, because everybody know all the idioms of the area). Note that such
combinations as a rule are not used at home in family talk.

As a rule, a mesolect never emerges as a home language among
Rroms, because most women switch to the idiom of their new home when
entering their spouse’s house. As a result, males command usually only one
Rromani idiom, while females are fluent in their both parents’, and in their
husband’s, idioms — viz three varieties. Mixed idioms of mesolect type are
typical for persons who did not inherit Rromani as a mother tongue but
acquired it only later through social contacts.’

S\ MESOLECTS

BASILECTS BASILECTS

Fig. 4 — Additive blending of various basilects through contact,
resulting in the creation of mesolects; on the right emergence
of an acrolect from basilects and mesolects

Acrolects are generated by human will through intellectual elabora-
tion. Although most acrolects have a written form, there is no direct
connection between elaboration and writing: Sanskrit was elaborated
almost only as an oral language, whilst some mesolects are written for
immediate purpose: interviews, correspondence, some religious texts, etc.
The European (but also Indian) belief that the written language is the real
one and its spoken varieties are corrupted forms is but an ideological con-
struction; note that it was common since the Antiquity as the word ’gram-
mar’ (ypapupdrtikn), deriving from ypaoo ’to write’, may attest. This belief
— also related to the Semitic overrating of written texts as religious refer-
ences, to which only privileged persons had access, led to a severe depreci-
ation of spoken languages throughout European history. This is true for all
languages but this attitude reaches a peak in so far Rromani is concerned.

5 Cf. Courthiade 2015.
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1.3 Behind the word “dialect’

In reality, the word ’dialect’ is not precise enough to identify all the
kinds of varieties within a language and it conveys also a very negative
undertone in popular speech — not to mention that it has quite different val-
ues in different languages, in spite of its seemingly international character:
dialect, dialecte, dialetto, dialecto, Dialekt, ouanrexm, diaiextoc etc. One
should rather use the terms basilect, acrolect, mesolect/interlect and frus-
tolect in terms of register, as well as topolect (geographical variety), socio-
lect (social variety), thriscolect (denominational variety), phylolect (variety
related to gender) and idiolect (individual variety) in these various aspects.
There are two further notions, widely use in Rromani studies:

- pogadilect “a linguistic form resulting from the shift from an
heritage language to a surrounding language but retrieving some
lexical elements of the former and inserting them into the latter,
as identity markers” (it is the case of Anglo-Rromani and Ibe-
ro-Rromani pogadilects, but this phenomenon is encountered also
in other languages — see above).

- endajolect “the specific linguistic variety of a Rromani socio-pro-
fessional (and usually familial) group — endaj® in Rromani” (Kel-
deras, Lovari, Jambazi, Erli etc... are endajolects).

1.4 “In language, everything is worth,
there's nothing to reject” (Rajko Puric)

Language is much more than a mere instrument aimed at communi-
cating information. It conveys a very strong emotional dimension with all
kinds of feelings which give us our vision of the world around us and inside
us. “Language is what supports us. And we in turn support our language.
It is our skeleton, our vehicle. It inhabits us, crosses us, influences us. It is
our treasure” (Blanquer 2017). Numberless poets have praised their mother
tongue in their language — this would not have made sense if it were only a
practical device of soulless and cold notification.

Basically the human world is made of mental representations (from
beliefs to sporting, from art to fashion, from emotions to ideology, from rit-
uals to social networks etc...) much more than objective facts (pain, hunger,
hard sciences) and these representations differ from one linguistic com-
munity to another — because they are conveyed by the language at stake

® The Rromani word endaj (endand in Bulgarian Erli) is of Armenian origin; it has
been replaced in Kelderas by the Romanian word vifa ’1. grape (as ’vitd de vie’); 2. Descend-
ant, scion, offshoot; P. Ext. (wide) family, kin, sort, kind.” This concept is areal: the same
meanings are encountered in Serbo-Croatian zo3a — but not in Albanian hardhie.
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and elaborated out of elements defined by this language. This is the reason
why its survival and blossoming are pivotal conditions for any nation and
its members’ cultural, emotional and therefore human self-fulfilment and
happiness. Its fate should not be left to amateur speculations.

2. THE STAGES OF STANDARDIZATION

Standardization may be split in two stages: primary and secondary.
Primary standardization is divided in two parts:

- codification (adaptation of a graphic system to the requirements
of the given language and elaboration of the appropriate rules of
writing and reading) and punctuation (including letter capitaliza-
tion). The elaboration of a writing ’code’ (codification, alphabet,
cozdanue angasuma...) is very technical, it follows well known
linguistic methods of standardization and does not imply much
human intervention.

- basic normalization of grammar rules and frame-work principles
for lexical consolidation and development: how to deal with deri-
vation, composition, archaisms, putting back less used words into
wide circulation, treatment of borrowings, internationalisms,
loan-translations, neology etc...

g — ververa terminologie aj adaptacie

c

<L g afirmacia, prezervacia aj promocia

| E=

al3 [PROCESUS BI AGORESQO]

% >
1990

g g kodifikacia | $erutne régule, principe

= | < | (grafizacia) | and-i gramatika

<|= + thaj leksikologia (derivacia,

Cil_) _% interpunkcia | arxaizma, neologia thaj kola)

Fig. 5 — The two stages of language standardization with the pivotal
date of 1990: adoption of the primary standardization
and the and ongoing process of secondary standardization

As displayed on Fig. 5, this stage has been completed in 1990 (War-
saw Congress) in terms of codification and around the same date in terms of
grammar and lexical normalization. This corresponds to Vuk S. Karadzi¢’
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work on Serbian, an undertaking completed in his lifetime and still reliable
today. In this respect, Rromani is ’standardized’.

However, there is a second stage of standardization which never ends,
because a language never stops developing, as long as it is alive. It is called
secondary standardization and deals with specific terminologies, adaptation
to new realia as well as with the affirmation, preservation and promotion of
the language and its rules, among others in the sphere of new technologies
of communication (for example adapting to the language commands and
interfaces on-line, spellcheckers, corpus processing, automatic translation
etc.). Over one hundred languages all over the world have a specific institu-
tion devoted to this task, be it an academy, a ministry, a university, an NGO
etc. In the case of Rromani, this function is carried out by the Commission
for language and linguistic rights of the International Rromani Union.

Writing has taken anew a central position in communication, due
to the everyday use of small screens and Hagege’s statement “A language
which is written is much more granted an assurance to remain alive than
if it is only spoken” is truer than ever. *Written’ here means “written with
a coherent system, not only transcribed in foreign spellings”. Let us have a
look at the following exchange of SMS, all in Rromani, but written in local
Serbian, Hungarian, Romanian and mixed varieties of the Latin alphabet:

Marko, besav ani Surdulica. Ka

Send failed. Tap to retry or delete.

Mé szém térné romané savo |4 Pestatar.

Busuvav Gyuszi. Bésav pasopaly, dkana zsav
té dsztardv masén.

Send failed. Tap to retry or delete.

So cames te phenes manga? Puslem tut sar

busos thai so céres...

Send failed. Tap to retry or delete.

Amen na manga khan¢. Tu phus ljan? So
mandes te céres lesa? Tai soscé phenes
manga ?

Send failed. Tap to retry or delete.

M ™m m (@) i) o

Fig. 6 — Attempts of exchanges in Rromani language through a messaging
app platform while using various local languages alphabets (all Latin based) —
resulting in a total lack of understanding

It is clear that, even for these very simple sentences, any communi-
cation is severely hindered. How could messages of this kind convey real
messages of reflection and culture? Even humour?
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Therefore, the first stage, namely coherent spelling, is the alpha and
the omega of any project of linguistic preservation and promotion. Let us
illustrate the line of argument followed before the Warsaw Congress to elab-
orate the integrative alphabet which was proposed and endorsed in 1990.

2. 1 How many words do we have in Rromani to say 'language/tongue’?

According to phonetic data, there are four forms, as one may see on Fig. 7:

PAL-I FONETIKA (ZANARIPE): 4

Fig. 7 — The pronunciations of the Rromani word for ’language/tongue’: they are
four (written in International Phonetic Alphabet or IPA)

However, if each of these four forms are written in the various local
alphabets of Europe, the number raises to 60 — see Fig. 8:

Fig. 8 — The rendering in the various European alphabets
of the four pronunciations of the Rromani word for ’language/tongue’:
they are sixty — resulting a great confusion

Spellings of this kind are often referred to as ’phonetic’ by most people.
However we have to distinguish two quite different approaches: the first one
may be called ’endogen phonetic transcription’” when a given alphabet is
used to write the language it was coined for, while the second one is an
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’exogen paraphonetic transcription’, when one writes a given language with
an alphabet designed for another one. The use of local alphabets (exogen para-
phonetic transcription) to write Rromani is thus blatantly an act of language
murder, in so far four close to each other pronunciations of a given word are
rendered in dozens of written shapes, hindering normal communication.
However there exist another option, namely to use a single common
spelling, here ¢hib, while setting rules of reading; in this case two:
- speakers of dialects which have not undergone the mutation of ¢k
pronounce it as [f'h] and speakers of dialects who have undergone
it pronounce ¢4 as [g];
- speakers of dialects which have not undergone the devoicing of
final -b pronounce it as [b] and speakers of dialects who have
undergone it pronounce final -b as [p]:

Fig. 9 — The common spelling of the Rromani word for ’language/tongue’,
beyond superficial (and meaningless) discrepancies of pronunciation

This rule is true not only for all words in ¢h (¢havo, ¢huri, achol, rich
etc.) but rigorously in parallel for all words in 3 (3al, 3anel, gazo, la3, pan3
etc.). There is no exception and therefore a common grapheme may quite
well cover both pronunciations in each case.

The teacher may teach the rule itself at the level of 1st and 2nd grade
and explain the polylectal process at higher levels.

2.2 Extension of this rule to further dialectal
discrepancies in pronunciation

A similar rule is posed for the various pronunciations of velar stops
in front of front vowels e and i:
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Common spelling Palatalization

without with
kerel, Kiri kerel, kiri cerel/Cerel, Eiri/Ciri
khelel, khil khelel, khil ¢helel/¢helel, ¢hil/¢hil
gele, gili gele, gili dele/d’ele/dzele, dili/d’ili/dzili
kamel, koro, kuri kamel, koro, kuri
kham, khoro, khurmi kham, khoro, khurmi
gav, gono, guruv gav, gono, guruv
Cf. Italian
centro, cinque ¢entro, ¢inkwe
Carla, conto, cupola Karla, konto, kupola
gentile, giro dzentile, dZiro
gabineto, gomma, gusto gabineto, gomma, gusto

Fig. 10 — Rules of palatalization (or not) of dorsal stops (k, kh, g) in front of various

vowels, depending on their position and the kind of vernacular (palatalizing or not).

A rule similar to that of palatalizing vernaculars exists in Italian and examples are
given as illustration

So some speakers pronounce always these consonants as stops like
their Serbian counterparts x and 2, while others adopt this pronunciation in
front of a, o and u while palatalizing them before front vowels e and i — just
as in Romance languages (Italian examples are given in Fig. 10 — bottom).

2.3 Didactic use of the parallel between the obverse and reverse of Euros
and the sound and letter in a word

As early as the 3rd grade, one may explain to the pupils that the writ-
ten letter represents the functional value of the word-composing entity and
the various pronunciations are only its accidents of utterances, depending
on contingent factors. A parallel may be done with the European coins, in
which the reverse, called ‘common side’, indicates the value of the coin and
is the same for all countries, whilst the obverse, called national side, differs
from one country to another, just like the pronunciation of some letters dif-
fers from one Rromani group to another — the functional value remaining
the same:’

7 Cf. also Courthiade 2017, Kyprujame 2018.
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Sisuro love :

pe jekh rig 0o AHOR pe aver rig, si verver varinte A PALEM JEKH RUPUNO S1 1!
European coins Word-composing entities
Specific side National symbols Pronunciation (sound)
[obverse, frontside]
Common side Value in € Value to make words (letter)
[reverse, backside]

Fig. 11 — The obverse versus reverse of a Euro coin as an analogy to the
pronunciation versus semantically meaningful discrimination value in a word

The implicit knowledge of dialectal variety to which 3rd grade pupils
have been faced to in everyday life enable them to understand this phe-
nomenon. In addition, this phenomenon is encountered in many other lan-
guages and we may mention here Spanish and German examples:

SPANISH GERMAN RROMANI
[1j]  (Lik ayd W
wa Gl @ /'lg/{[[-lie]] / W{ e @

[3] [d3]
/z/
o glel o0 @ e @
/sc/{[llilf]/srv{ %h?] fieh/ ig] [gi] [8i]
“©""e /g“{[dsi][zi]

Irrespectively of its various pronunciations, the Spanish letter // is
always written changelessly //; similarly the Spanish groups /sc/, /sp/ and /
st/ are also written in a unique manner, whatever the pronunciation of /s/
[s], [h] or totally mute. The same can be said of German /-ig/ and /ich/ with
various pronunciations and a constant spelling. In many cases, there is not
only one series of variations in a word, but two or more, as in the following
case (verbal form meaning ’s/he did/made’):
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1. Dialects with endings [-djas], [-deas], [-d'as], [-dzas] etc.

Palatalization of the initial velar k

= kerdjas kierdjas ferdjas terdjas kordjas
: %’J kerdeas Kkierdeas ferdeas terdeas kordeas
S 2 |kerdas kierd’as ferdas terd’as kord’as

5] N
S = |Kkerdzas Kierdzas ferdzas terdzas kordzas
§ g kerdzas kierdzas ferdzas terdzas kordzas
= - z kergjas kiergjas fergjas tergjas korgjas
k= t £ |kerjas Kieryas feryas terjas koryas
S 9 = 7 5
A = .= |kerzas kierzas ferzas terzas korzas

>>>>> ONE UNIQUE SPELLING: kerdas for 8x6= 40 pronunciations.

2. Dialects with ending [-das]
| [d] |kerdas |kierdas |§f erdas |t’erdas |k9rdas |

>>>>> ONE UNIQUE SPELLING: kerdas for 5 other pronunciations.

Fig. 12 — Cross-combination of two ranges of phonetic discrepancies, leading to a
high number of pronunciations — and the use of one spelling rendering all of them
with the help of reading rules

This principle of one spelling covering different pronunciations
extends to grammar, namely in the system of postpositions as in the illus-
tration below, where -¢a 'with’ covers the dialectal pronunciations [sa],
[ha], [ja], [a] and [va] (after vowel) but also [tsa] and [d3a] after -n. The same
applied to -ge ’for’ with an even higher number of pronunciations (10 of
which are indicated here, but in reality they are much more numerous).

In fact, each postposition represents one and sole functional and
semantic entity ("with’, *for’ etc.) and the various dialectal pronunciations
arise through a comparatively complex but strictly consistent system of
sandhi (concretely here three levels of sandhi operating one after the other:
1. sonority [or voicing], 2. palatalization, 3. additional/isolated — Courthi-
ade 2016).
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[tuha] l‘“dl =:> t

| Iu]a | lVa

with (for you [1])

[tumentsa]

[tumendsa| => tumeng3 I‘]

{ | rromeske] [rromese] [rromekke]

with (for you guys)

for (for the Rrom) { e/le [rromeska] [rromeke][rromehke]et>e/le Rromes(

[rromesée| [rromeée][rromehée]

[rromenge] | rromeme]
[rromenga] [rromene]

for (for the Rroms) { e/le c=>e/le Rromeng

Fig. 13 — The system of common spelling for various pronunciation of a single unit,
as extended to postpositions

All these aspects were discussed in the wake of the London Congress
in 1971, which proclaimed that “all spoken Rromani dialects are of equal
merit and that no one dialect is superior to any other dialect. Nevertheless
there is a significant need for an international standard which could be used
in periodicals and in congresses”. The exchanges were more intensive after
the Sarajevo seminar (9—-11.06.1986) and the Paris conference at Beaubourg
Cultural Center (5-6.12.1986), leading to the three days of consultation at
the eve of the Warsaw congress which finally proposed to the Congress the
following alphabet: aA 3A bB cC ¢C ¢hCH dD eE ¢E fF gG hH xX il i
jJ kK khKH IL mM nN 00 6O pP phPH rR rrRR sS $S tT thTH uU
U vV zZ 77 3% qQ ¢C 00 with a set of 21 rules® of writing and reading,
adapted to all Rromani vernaculars. The diaresis is also used for the tran-
scription of some odd vernaculars (especially loan-words), as well as pb
and 0D for the same purpose (Greek and Albanian loans). This common
(integrative, polylectal) alphabet was endorsed in plenary on 08 April 1990
by the Congress and it is in use in Romanian (with ministerial agreement
and a wide use in schools, where over 30.000 pupils learn it every year since
the last decade of the past century), France, Italy, Spain, Poland, Slovakia,
Hungary, Serbia, Croatia, Germany and Montenegro. Many documents of
the Council of Europe have been issued in this alphabet. At present some
75% of all significant works in Europe are printed in this alphabet and
according to its integrative (polylectal) rules.

2.4 The illusion of the so-called "phonetic principle’

From the practical and scientific point of view, the Warsaw com-
mon alphabet is slightly more abstract than non-Rromani alphabets pinned
to Rromani on the sole ground that the pronunciation is seemingly simi-

8 These rules are given in annex to the present contribution.
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lar to the one of the local mainstream language. However the underlying
phonemic system is totally different and giving priority to the superficial
level leads to language split, while giving priority to the underlying level
(the one used in the speakers’ mind) leads to easier communication. We
already met the illusion of Russian type writing system supposed to render
Rromani in the case of Soviet graphization. Such simplistic approaches,
called ’branch store alphabets/spellings’ are presently totally outdated at
the world wide level and “those who propose graphic systems no longer
seek to separate linguistic varieties by endeavouring to render the tiniest
differences of pronunciation, but on the contrary to allow greater inter-un-
derstanding between dialects by using a slightly more abstract graphical
representation” (Haza&l Massieux 2000: 207).

A major problem is that people proposing ’branch store alphabets’
first believe that the spelling of the majority language is ’phonetic’ (as it
is affirmed in local schools) and secondly they do not understand that the
more a phonetic transcription is *faithful’, the more it separates the dialects.
They are not aware of what Hazaél (ibid.: 209) clearly explains:

A phonetic transcription is literally illegible — even if the most disconcerting
signs of the IPA are replaced by more common graphic signs, which can even be
digraphs. One may observe this kind of practice everywhere. The so-called *pho-
netic principle’ is meant only to retransmit a given pronunciation but it neglects
the fact that languages are devised to communicate information. If one can rec-
ognize directly a word behind its various morphophonological variants, one will
read much more quickly than if one reads in a drone and discovers the word and
its meaning hidden inside only after that. (Hazaél Massieux 2000: 209)

Phoneticism, due to its utilitarian origin (namely rendering as faithfully as
possible, on the basis of their oral productions, utterances of given languages
in order to describe them for the use of specialists or enlightened amateurs),
even if taking account of technical criteria (such as for example, availability
of typefaces), has not modified its objectives when the task moved from a
descriptive practice to a communicative practice. The latter is a system aimed
at serving in an inseparable way both sides of communication: encoding and
decoding, yet not of languages as such but of the utterances allowed by these
languages. In short, narrow phoneticism is a nearsighted practice that confuses
transcription and writing (Bernabé 2000: 242).

As Caubet, Chaker and Sibille also write:

Phonetic type spellings are more immediate, more spontaneous for the writer
(for encoding), but they are much more difficult for the reader (for decoding),
who can lose with them a substantial part of the morphosyntactic (and accord-
ingly semantic) information; the reader will often be condemned to remain
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at the stage of decipherment and reading in a drone. With such spellings it is
necessary to restore first aloud the pronunciation in order to understand the
message; they facilitate encoding but they can make decoding problematic.
Conversely, incorporative spellings of morphophonological (or macro-phono-
logical) type, presuppose a prior training of the writer, who must be able to
master the rules of morphemic segmentation, phenomena of assimilation, as
well as dialectal variations; in compensation they provide the reader with ease
and comfort due to stability of the graphical representation and a maximum of
information can be found in the written text for its correct interpretation; while
making encoding slightly more difficult, they do facilitate decoding. (Caubet
et alii —2000: 9).

There is, in fact, no other solution for the future of minority languages, namely
for their extension to writing and accordingly for their survival — both of which
being very closely linked in our society of modern communication, than getting
free of ‘village quarrels’ and accepting to learn ’to write and read a language’;
this means that one accepts to take cognizance of writing conventions, includ-
ing when the spelling does not directly represent each detail of pronunciation
of each geographical place, of each social group, of each person, but while
preserving the fundamental grammatical consistence of the language at stake
(Hazaél Massieux 2000: 209).

This is indeed the only way allowing languages and cultures, beyond
the spelling aspect, to access the scriptural dimension, namely writing,
under all its declensions, the most prestigious of which is literature. Lit-
erature is based on thinking, evoking, fancying, reasoning and meaning
— only very exceptionally on imitations of individual or local speech.

3. THE FOLLOWING STEP: NORMALIZATION

Once the codification (or graphization) is completed, it is time in
principle to proceed to normalization. In fact a part of the normalization,
especially in the grammar realm, was elaborated in parallel with the spell-
ing due to the morpho(pho)nological nature of many grammatical phenom-
ena, so the results are inseparable. Normalization — the emergence of a
common ’norm’, mainly in terms of lexical resources, differs from cod-
ification because it implies a series of choices and decisions by special-
ists, while codification is an almost automatic mechanism, which emerges
practically without any human interference, just as the result of combined
phonological laws.

Normalization can be divided in primary (or basic; as explained
above, this step has been completed almost 30 years ago) and secondary.
The experience of other languages’ normalization, in terms of both successes
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and failures, is welcome to optimize the same task in Rromani. Not all
languages have recourse to the same techniques to enrich their means of
expression. Derivation is predominant in most Slavic languages, while
Germanic develop much more composition — until recently, until English
loan-words began to rush into their vocabulary. Hungarian uses all three
techniques, after a long period of deliberately assigning new meanings to
old regional and/or rural words, as Finnish and Estonian did also, but Eng-
lish has borrowed to all possible foreign languages and it is now using massively
metaphors — a prevailing technique in modern English: let us mention only
mouse, bug, sanctuary, shuttle, black box (which is red’), cookies, green
washing, class action, stock options etc... Some odd coinages, like Brexiter
or JLosphere' can be also encountered. In other languages, lexicographers
do not hesitate to integrate new words into dictionaries, but the predomi-
nant attitude in Rromani lexicography is over-scrupulous purism.

However expanding the lexical resources is needed for the modern-
ization and adaptation of any language to our modern living world. This
evolution is closely related to extra-linguistic new events like the official
recognition of the language, or the fight for this, the acquisition of a new
independent status, efforts for protection and promotion, introduction into
teaching processes and new (modern) cultural activities. However we are
facing in Rromani a hindering paradox: people want for it a new status but
many refuse modernization under the pretext that “my grand-mother didn’t
know this word” or “my father would not understand this” (yet those very
’purists’ do not hesitate to speak of Facebook, Duldung, skateboards and
similar things). Such timorous responses were common also in other lan-
guages 100 years ago but users understood that the interest of their culture
and people is to comply to linguistic norms and requirement. Unfortunately,
in the Rromani case, most stake holders have no idea of other languages’
standardization, they stick to simplistic views widespread by elementary
school and media, while many outsiders, ’experts’ with no knowledge of
Rromani — and most often very poor knowledge of linguistics, encourage
them to stagnate at the lowest possible level, sometimes out of naive good
will, but as a rule with the purpose to hinder any development of a lan-
guage, culture and people which are not supposed to rise above the stereo-
types, in which history and gypsophobia have confined them.

One of the most pernicious attitudes may be observed in some Euro-
pean structures, which order the translation into Rromani of very special-
ized administrative texts but at the same time support the instinctive and
timorous reaction of some unlearned purists, who reject any enrichment
and modernization of the language itself, in the name of its ’preservation’.

? "Black box’ didn’t refer primarily to the well known concrete recording box in air-
planes, but to an epistemological concept of physics, elaborated in the 19" century.

10 Sphere of Jennifer Lopez’ followers.
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But what kind of preservation? Probably preservation of the gaps, lacks of
development and injures of alienation which have been left in Rromani by
a pitiless history of exclusion.

4. THE LEVELS OF ACCESS TO RESOURCES
AMONG STAKE-HOLDERS

It is important to analyse the access to knowledge of the various
stake-holders involved in the fate of Rromani, because it is the result of
intricate socio-linguistic factors. Accordingly any concept of guilt of cul-
pability is irrelevant to this mechanism. Fig. 14 mirrors the ways how peo-
ple usually deal with various languages in both the artistic (left) and the
scientific (right) spheres — a distinction based on Snow’s division in ’two
cultures’ to make short.

DOMBIKANI AJ SANTRIKANI LVITERATI‘JRA
ANDA VERVERA CHIBA

ANGLIKANI

FRANCIKANI
& NEMCICKO

I C LIGURIKANI

@ | CAKONIKANI
MOEZORUMANIKANI

Fig. 14 — Ways how users of various classes of languages address printed
material in languages of other classes, according to the level of 'universality’
of the languages under consideration

Languages are sorted on six levels according to the size of the corpus
available in them (these are taken only as examples and the size are but
approximate):

1. on the top, English with its rich literature and huge scientific corpus;

2. then languages like French and German, with their respective

quantity in both areas: quite as much literature but less scientific
production;
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3. we may find further Russian, Polish and Spanish: all these have
a substantial literary corpus but the amount of their published
scientific corpus is slightly more reduced;

4. ’smaller’ languages like Serbo-Croatian, Albanian or Greek,
have a more reduced — although appreciable, library of both artis-
tic and scientific production;

5. Rromani, Scots or Aromanian have a clearly more reduced pub-
lished literature and an insignificant scientific production (often
translations, as in the case of groups 2 to 4);

6. languages like Ligurian, Tsakonian and Pontic (Greek languages)
or Moeso-Romanian (or Bajas$) have no artistic or scientific pro-
duction at all.

As a result most users of languages with a low literary production
(bottom of the diagram) read, in addition to their own literature, works in
languages of more substantial production, provided they have learnt these
languages. Most usually they acquire the ’languages of wide communica-
tion’ or ’languages of the school’: mainly English, to a lesser extend French
and German, also sometimes Russian, Spanish, Polish and, when they live
in the corresponding countries, Serbo-Croatian, Albanian and Greek — com-
pulsory at school. The opposite situation is less frequent, but there are native
speakers of the higher groups who learn less used languages and enjoy their
literature. The same may occur also horizontally, as between Russian and
Spanish or (albeit more seldom) Greek and Albanian or Serbian.

The picture is totally different in the field of scientific production
(including linguistics, standardization, psychology, history and other
humanities): people read material only in ’higher languages’! and those
speaking languages which belong to groups 5 or 6 most often do not have
access to higher languages and their corpus but, due to socio-educational
reasons, only to the dominating language of their small country, while
speakers of intermediate groups (including those of those ’small’ countries)
reach much more easily publications in languages of wide communication.
The opposite movement, namely the recourse to scientific publications in
languages of narrow diffusion is exceptional — and as a rule limited to
research about the given culture, not for access to general knowledge. One
may say more or less the same for media and journalistic publications.

As a result of this mechanism, self-proclaimed standardizers of
Rromani originating from linguistic groups in the bottom of the diagram,
and accordingly with practically no scientific training and socio-linguis-
tic or psychological awareness, should not be entitled to impose poorly

Tt is clear that the term ’higher’ is not used here in terms of quality or worth, but
only of statistical presence in publications and on the web (both aspects are taken under con-
sideration in the diagram).
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grounded solutions, because the future of the language of millions is at
stake. There is no point to criticize their approach, on the contrary their lin-
guistic ’patriotism’ deserves often admiration, but standardization requires,
just as other very sensitive and pivotal issues, much more than good will and
enthusiasm. Nevertheless high quality sources do exist: in their impressive
collective work in six volumes “Language Reform”, Hagége and Fodor (1983—
1994) have gathered articles covering the history of standardization of 120
languages and this publication is indeed a real Bible for standardizers. Other
seminal works are to be found among others in “Collateral Languages” (Eloy
& alii 2004) or “Social history of languages in France” (Kremnitz & alii 2013)
and quite a lot of similar publications. Unfortunately practically no player in
the Rromani field is aware of the existence of these pivotal publications. Most
of them have even no idea about the history and present state of the standardi-
zation in the dominant language of their country, not to mention efforts in the
Rromani domain. Access to important publications are therefore much more
a matter of fate (place of birth) than of will and/or intelligence, but the impact
on given languages relies on consistent results of effective work, not on
moods toward such and such. In this case, outsiders promoting inappropri-
ate solutions devised by unprepared people, whatever their good intentions,
bear the historical responsibility of jeopardizing the language of an entire
nation, just for the sake of blind compassion or egalitarianism — or possibly
less worthy motivations. Note that those very authorities promoting this
kind of egalitarianism in the Rromani field would never accept to do the
same in their own language and culture, putting is so at risk.

5. WHO ARE THE OPPONENTS TO THE BLOSSOMING
OF RROMANI AS A MODERN LANGUAGE OF CIVILISATION?

First of all nationalists and chauvinists
who are scared of the emergence of a new
Nevikano  [anguage and identity in their country. They
3ivipen ) .
loasianies) understand that the existence of a standard

language model can play a fundamental role

in the cohesion of a linguistic community (the
Rromani community) by consolidating among the speakers the awareness
of sharing a common identity. So such politicians prefer to sacrifice the
language (which any way is not theirs) and relegate the Rroms to their
historical position of marginal victims, generating social problems, and
delinquents reluctant to, or unable of, any ’integration’ (allegedly).

An other class of opponents to the affirmation of Rromani on a foot
of equality with other idioms are those inspired by romanticism and rac-
ism, who are unable to view Rromani as a normal language, as well as who

Purano
3ivipen

\'
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take pleasure in emphasizing the most miserable aspects of the Rroms and
consider them as unable to develop their mother tongue, due to a social
handicap or a congenital backwardness. They are followed by ’integrated’
Rroms (romanizati in Romania), who share uncritically all mainstream
views, as well as by those who seek through such an attitude some political
or occupational benefits (for example in some NGOs).

There are also persons with problems of ego, who can exist only
through criticism and aggressiveness — albeit with no other argument than
“it is no good (Huwma ne epedu)”, and they do rejoice when they find
support among authorities, irrespectively of the motivation of these author-
ities. Reluctance toward Rromani as a regular European language is closely
related of a sort of blind rejection of the European (not to say worldwide)
dimension of Rromani language, culture and people. Conversely, prom-
inent authors have defended brilliantly the opposite and correct view, as
Giinther Grass, who wrote about the Rroms: “They are what we all try to
be, true Europeans. [...] Among us all, they are the most European”.

One cannot raise over night the awareness of all the European pop-
ulation but it is realistic and necessary to do so at least with students of
pedagogical schools, journalists and other people involved in culture and
publications, especially school books.

6. CHANGES ARE INESCAPABLE - HOW TO MANAGE THEM?

Many things change around us and even within us as elements, prac-
tices and objects of the ’old life’ decrease and often disappear, while new ones,
related to *'modern life’, emerge in our experiences. This common place state-
ment is often disregarded in the Rromani field. In fact we should not forget the
rich means and resources allowing the expression of the old life’, because they
belong to culture and are very much needed to express it in history and liter-
ature. Accordingly it is really shocking to hear persons criticizing Rromani
dictionaries, as “‘containing archaic words related to passed realities™. In reality
we need to develop jointly new means of expression able to depict 'modern life’
and therefore one must accept the widening of lexical resources. Moderniza-
tion should not be the privilege of the sole non-Rromani languages.

Well established methods have been used with success in other
languages, but there are some prerequisites:

a) users have to understand the need of a specific word. This
means their need to know about the corresponding notion, be it
old or new. In order to be aware of this notion they need a wide
culture in the domains at stake, not only a ’culture of palanka’.
This is true also for the maintaining of archaisms — in literal as
well as figurative meaning. Someone who has no clue about the
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elements of the horse’s harness will never feel the need to pre-
serve the respective terminology. So before extending vocabulary
with new items, a foregoing task is to safeguard the one extant;

b) neology has to be wisely devised for an easy memorization, with
a frequent preference for 'motivated’ coinages rather than unclear
borrowings;

¢) in the case of Rromani, coinages have to be appropriate in sev-
eral countries: understandable and compatible to local languages
taboo (avoiding something new which could sound inappropriate);

d) one should also avoid, when possible, semantic overlapping with
meanings in local languages: for example the seemingly interna-
tional term garnitur(a) is in fact a trap because it refers to a suit
in Polish, a part insuring thermal operation in a steam boiler in
Russian, a headphone system in German and Russian, vegetables
on a dish in Albanian etc. The mere direct inclusion of garnitura
to Rromani creates thus blatant misunderstandings.

e) it is necessary to have access to a wide circulation of the texts
containing new wording in order to make it widely known
among users;

f) gypsologists and Rroms depending from them should not dis-
courage Rromani speakers from using their mother tongue in
all kinds of contexts and situations;

g) last but not least, Rroms have to read texts produced and/or
accept to listen to video and audio tapings conveying new
information. Conversely, attractive texts in Rromani have to be
accessible on pocket screens.

Be it as it may, all these steps are possible only in a context of
respect toward the language, by both users and outsiders, and this may
occur only if its prestige is enhanced by public authorities’.!> Campaigns
aimed at promoting linguistic diversity as a national asset have to be
carried out: it is a duty of State authorities. If there is no social prestige,
parents will just give up their mother tongue, especially if it is poor and
deemed as not suitable for modern life (its emotional dimension is often
disregarded in our societies). Such is the situation in European societies.

Therefore resources have to be sufficient to express modern expe-
rience if we want to avoid a general skip to the mainstream language and
the relegation of Rromani to a more and more marginal role, until total
extinction. Accordingly, all these tasks have to be carried out in parallel:
awareness raising, prestige promotion and enhancement, wise elaboration
of appropriate neology, broad circulation and finally effective use of the

12 There are many other ways to rise the prestige of Rromani. Just to give an inter-
esting Hungarian example, we may mention the recent publication of the correspondence in
Rromani language between archduke Joseph von Habsburg and Hungarian Rroms in 1890, a
book with a definitely very strong symbolic value, among both Rroms and Hungarians.
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production by a critical mass of users. The task is huge and success is not
granted. Even languages supported by a State and a government failed, as
in the case of Irish: in 1942, 20 years after the independence of Ireland
and the linguistic laws on Irish, Daniel Corkery wrote: “The work is fin-
ished, the language is safe, the native government will not dare to neglect
it, everything the Irish League has been trying to do will now get done,
with, in addition, a hundred others that the League would not allow itself
to dream of.” We all know Irish is in a dreadful situation of agony. This
means that we have to be aware of the difficulties for Rromani and find out
efficient strategies, far from self-satisfaction and enthusiasm.

7. THE DIVERSITY PARADOX
IN THE PERSPECTIVE OF GLOBALIZATION

It is clear that the ’old life’ and the way of expressing it was sharply
distinct from one people to another in the past. This is recognized as lin-
guistic and cognitive diversity (glossodiversity and gnossodiversity). Yet, the
extension of all languages to modern life covers experiences which are more
and more similar all over the world and this poses a crucial question, beyond
the respectable wish to safeguard both aspects of diversity: if the experiences
of urban middle class societies is the same, is it really useful to develop a
series of languages which differ only in lexicon but are finally just translations
one of another, or rather are all translation of the main language of the area?
In fact this question seems a little exaggerated, because not all exchanges
concern technology and administration. There is a lot of topics devoted to
intimate, cultural and emotional life, domains in which globalization is much
less pregnant. To mention just one example, political and social life would
gain a lot from a real diversity of new fresh views on it, beyond administra-
tive terminology. As a result the use of Rromani with its cultural and human
background in politics is also a choice of society: maybe less bureaucratic and
with a more powerful insight into non-formal social reality.

Be it as it may, it is of the utmost significance to consolidate the
inherited vocabulary, namely the 800 Indo-Aryan, the 70 Persian (includ-
ing Kurdish), the 35 Armenian, the 5 Georgian, the 200 Anatolian Greek
stems and other relevant borrowings from European languages. We should
not forget that some words, seemingly new for some users, are quite plain
for others. In addition, some local borrowings bear a cultural dimension for
the Rroms and such words should not be disregarded but introduced into
common Rromani with the appropriate explanation, as an asset depicting
elements of the Rroms’ relationships with surrounding society in the past.
As a rule, Rromani speakers use the lexicon of languages at hand as syno-
nymic resources to enrich their expression, in addition to the Rromani
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common vocabulary when speaking inside their community but resort to
old Rromani in international exchanges. One should note that grammatical
influences of surrounding languages on Rromani are extremely limited.

Beside their inherited stock, all languages have used derivation and
to a smaller extend composition to develop their capacity of expressing
new messages; there is no reason to deprive Rromani of such resources,
even if newly coined words seem unusual at the beginning — just because
they are new. The same can be said of international terminology, widely
prevailing in modern communication, but Rromani may also draw on
Indian words — without exaggeration. One has to be careful also because
there is no point to express some spheres of activity in Rromani and on the
other hand some concepts are of little use and/or disappear after a short
fashion. This may occur also for some objects — as (floppy) disks, which
are not any more in use.

In terms of vocabulary, a language may be compared to the butterfly
of Fig. 15.

Rromani kherutni Politikaqe thaj
texnokraciaqe lava
Words of politics
and burcaucracy

Mots de la politique
et de la technocratic

filozofia
Rromani native
philosophy

Philosophic rromani

familiale

Phurikano xaranimos
Traditional wisdom

Human Rights terminology

: Vocabulaire des Droits de I'Homme
Sagesse traditionnelle

Themutnikani participacia aj lagi leksika
Active citizenship terminology

Tradicie aj krisindqe institicie
Tradition and costumary institutions Vocabulaire de la participation citoyenne
Tradition et institwtions coutumiéres

Universilo aj Ratdrigutni frazeologia

Cirlatuni/dumutani frazeologia Universal and western idioms

Phraséologie universelle et occidentale

(Bibla, Korino etc...)

Classical idioms

Phraséologie ancienne

Evropage historiage nocic
thaj terminologic

Historical notions and
terminology of Europe

Asiage aj Evropage
historiage lava

Asian and European
historical words

Notions et termir

Mots historigues

&' Aste et d Europs historiques de I'Europe

Fig. 15 — Symbolic representation of the various categories
of vocabulary in Rromani

Its kernel is the body of the insect but this body is but a worm without
its wings, which are essential: they represent not only all the Rromani tra-
ditional heritage but also all the acquisitions of modern world political and
democratic culture, as well as scientific vocabulary (history, geography,
ethnology and other sciences, techniques etc.), that we all need, as symbol-
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ised in the drawing below and explained in detail in Courthiade 2007. To
make short, the left wings symbolize the Rromani vocabulary and the right
wings the borrowings, while the back wings symbolize words inherited
from the past and front wings modern vocabulary.

In its popular stage of spontaneous use, Rromani language has not
developed, not integrated or even not accepted a good part of its lexical
wings. In some cases — due to various developments, local vernaculars
have even lost vocabulary belonging to its lexical core (body of the butterfly).
The subtractive approach, quite common among investigators (and Rrom-
ani purists), consists in promoting the rejection of all words which are not
understood by all Rromani speakers, while outlawing in wide communi-
cation the use of words forgotten in such or such specific area and there-
fore restricting Rromani vocabulary to a handful of words. As a result, the
Rromani butterfly would be reduced to a severely wounded worm, with
hardly any chance to survive.

The opposite view is promoted by the Linguistic Commission of the
International Rromani Union: namely every single Rromani lexeme, even
when locally not understood in some areas, is a precious part of our her-
itage, mirroring a unique historical, cultural and emotional background.
As such its actual use needs to be fostered through schooling in mother
tongue and circulation of all kinds of literary and non-literary works, just
as it takes place in any other language. In addition, the acquirements of
the fields symbolized by the wings of the butterfly will not only broaden
the oncoming generation’s horizons but also bring ipso facto the Rromani
vocabulary to a foot of equality with other languages.

8. HOME VERSUS SCHOOL

In the past, pupils were supposed to learn languages under their
acrolectal form at school. Today weak discipline and low standards in
learning prevail everywhere, especially in areas where Rromani children
are schooled. So school learning of languages is less and less possible.
Furthermore no mother tongue has ever been transmitted in school. School
may only improve language fluency but the basis, under its basilectal form,
must be acquired in ’spontaneous’ milieu, as a rule at home. Improvement
of language fluency may be developed eventually by formal tuition but an
atmosphere of prestige, recognition and valorisation is necessary: official
declaration of support, school programs, media, cultural activities etc... The
importance of home transmission for a mother tongue is essential because
many words and idioms can be acquired only in the concrete context of
andurs, tros, pisot, plima etc... Some words, specific to Rromani, do not
exist in other languages and a Gazikani-to-Rromani approach will never



96 Marcel Courthiade

encompass this vocabulary: kilodori, berand, haravli, beli, brivel, peklarel,
lokocinel (i ¢ik), xonota, paparinol, phucéivel, Zzambala, xumeralo, caxraqi
podi etc... Not all words can be translated from one language to another:
real riches and diversity lay in that. Accordingly formal teaching without
basilect rooting usually leads to a shadow language, a mere loan-transla-
tion of the mainstream language, without real glossodiversity.

Many structures can not be acquired in the Gazikani-to-Rromani
approach, as for example the causatives, iteratives, the use of tenses, moods
and diathesis — when different from the surrounding language (imperfect and
pluperfect do not exist in some of them), the appropriate use of diminutives
etc. The same is true for idioms like Mukh man te lav jekh jakh lindra, De
man xarica manro te xoxavav/phagav mi bokh, Manus nandrdo lone¢a (savo
pharravel sig gada), Sal amaro thuv duz/vorta etc... and also blessings, curses,
proverbs, humour, connotations etc. One has to encompass all these dimensions
of the mother tongue through home learning, not to limit one’s knowledge to a
kind of xerox of the mainstream language lacking emotional expressivity.

In this context, one has to take into consideration ’rare’ words, viz
with a sporadic use of Rromani. While frequent words like 3ukel, sero,
bul, laz or love, as in the lower level in Fig. 16, are acquired swiftly, those
in rarer use (higher level) need a more frequent use of Rromani to create
opportunities of acquisition, and so on up to the highest level: us, gud,
kuzum, sisik, plima, ciken, kica etc... This is a situation shared by all lan-
guages: preservation and transmission depend on the frequency of their use
in everyday life.

\ g plima

gud [sum

Sisik ke
GI n
ST manusorro
vendera clkat /\ et Clk
A
V patum
kocak
vast kalardi

3ukel 3
bul

love

Fig. 16 — The various levels of frequency (bottom) and rarity (top)
of vocabulary in Rromani
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In fact, even a scanty knowledge of the vocabulary, using mainly
hyperonymes, as in palankas, may give the impression of a regular command
of the language — but it is then limited in practice to very general communi-
cation, a communication which doesn’t stimulate parents to use it with their
children. They may even get the impression that this language is a useless
burden for them. The relationship between the register (including lexical
resources) and the ease of communication for more and more sophisticated
topics may be illustrated by Fig. 17.

Acrolect

average level in Mainstream language
of "experts" appointed by autorities
in Mainstream language matters

e average level in Rromani of most "experts" appointed by authorities

EASE IN COMMUNICATION
+ OTHER DIMENSIONS

Gesture and
a few words

Only gesture|

Fig. 17 — Curve showing the relationship between the ease in communication
(y-axis) and the fluency of the speaker (x-axis) in Rromani
(the level of requirements among experts is also shown)

Communication based on mere non-verbal communication (gestures
etc.) without a single common word is possible but it limits exchanges to
simple and immediate messages: it occurs between totally foreign to each
other partners, in charades (guessing games with hand or body gestures),
some cases of secret communication etc. With a handful of words added
to non-verbal communication, the quality of the message is at once sub-
stantially improved. In the second stage we find pidgins, frustolects, basi-
lects etc... Further enrichment of the vocabulary keeps improving the ease
and quality of communication in terms of information. However, as already
mentioned, this is only one part of the functions of languages: emotional
exchanges are also pivotal in life and non-verbal expression is very signifi-
cant in this field, as well as during the child’s learning. However (except in
the case of sign languages), it is but an additional means to verbal commu-
nication. This can lead to misunderstanding and to the impression that a few
Rromani words, if accompanied by ad hoc gesture, represent a language.

The purpose of school education in mother tongue is to extend flu-
ency from the basilect to mesolect and later acrolect. This is true and well
recognised for non-Rromani languages, in which a high command of the
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acrolect is demanded for teaching. However, the average level of Rromani
required from ’experts’ appointed by authorities is usually limited to the
basilectal level. This may be illustrated by the degrees delivered by the
Hungarian House of Exams in Budapest, at Rig6 u.: the preparation to the
first level of English, German or Spanish requires some 600 to 800 hours of
classes, while the same degree may be reached with 120 hours of Rromani
classes. This is very destructive, not only because it lowers the prestige of
Rromani, but also allows under-prepared persons to acquire a diploma and
’teach’ later young Rroms in schools.

This means that a fair fluency in Rromani requires a combination of
home transmission plus school learning; none of them is sufficient for
a reasonable acquisition. If public use (weddings, meetings, discussion,
pubs, fairs, markets, churches, social games, pilgrimages, cyclic celebra-
tions, movies, media etc.) is available the results are definitively much bet-
ter.

KHER

PUBLIKO THANVALIPEN

Fig. 18 — Complementarity and mutual fostering of linguistic
uses at home, at school and in public life

9. AN ATTEMPT OF PEDAGOGICAL AGENDA

The first and most important thing to do is to teach all children that
Rromani is a real language, on a foot of equality with all other languages,
and that linguistic and cultural diversity is an asset for the entire society,
not only for bearers of languages at stake. The functions of languages in
society (including the basilect-to-acrolect system) have also to be taught
early (as early as the 4" or 5™ grade) in a spirit of complementarities of, not
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conflict between, languages. It is also important to teach that languages are
living bodies in unceasing movement and evolution, and that a definitive
standard cannot exist. Only flexible standards are efficient. Europe has to
leave behind myths coined for political (often nationalist) purposes: the
unity and uniformity of standard national languages, the denial of linguis-
tic registers and misrepresentation of its actual uses among average speak-
ers, the various stories circulating behind the term ’dialect’, the purported
incapacity of human societies to shape and mold their language, the con-
fusion between standard, official, literary, written etc. language, appalling
alarms about an alleged endangerment of present-day Rromani, unclear
scientific notions on ’endangered languages’, still fuzzy data on Rromani
vernaculars and their speaking communities in both qualitative and quan-
titative terms (Serbia, diaspora and rest of the world) and so on. Pupils
have to learn since the 1st grade through stories and games how to enjoy
all emotional and intellectual aspects of languages, including the concept
of ’untranslatable’, with a special emphasis on spoken, not only written,
language. Pupils will discover very early in schooling that 6,000 languages
are identified world-wide, with very different status and some examples of
their original visions of the world (especially those of their own regional
area). They will also discover a few scripts and alphabets with their main
principles (syllabic, morphemic, pictographic, with no vowels etc...). Later,
at the secondary level, they have to understand what is primary and sec-
ondary standardization in both mainstream and Rromani languages, in a
spirit of respect for their different varieties — and against contempt for rural
forms. The concept of endajolect will also be introduced. This is an impor-
tant factor of social integration.

In fact the question of safeguarding Rromani as a modern integrated
European language through the life and vividness of its four dialects is
closely related to all these issues and so is equally the question of how to
teach it while reconciling communication efficiency with care for creation
in vernacular forms — and encouragement to pupils to do so during all their
schooling. All this requires only a few hours of discussion in the whole
curriculum.

In terms of prestige, Rromani will be linked to India and Sanskrit,
with a mention of the exodus (Baro teldripen) from Kannauj in 1018 and
an explanation of the Sanskrit origin of the word Rrom, fem. Rromni, from
%’\Tq:er [romba]®, fem. @TR‘@LT-PF [rombnT] ’drummer, musician, singer, dancer
and actor — mainly for spiritual performances’; also Cﬁ{_&ﬁ "artistic perfor-
mance’). The pupils will also be informed of international events related
to Rromani language: the 5th of November — a UNESCO date, the Interna-
tional Day of the Rromani Language, Exhibitions devoted to Rromani, as

13 The letter ¥ [d ] was probably pronounced as a cerebral ¥ [{=r =rr ] long before the
diacritical dot for was devised (Woolner 1928: 9).
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in Strasbourg (2014) and New-Delhi (2016) and similar events. Clips with
famous Rromani singers, actors and other performers from all over the
world will be screened in classes with Rromani and non-Rromani pupils,
leading to discussion and exchanges.

All these noble intentions would be totally vain, if there is no con-
comitant State campaign of promotion for reading and culture, carried out
in order to create among oncoming generations hunger for intellectual life.
Rromani is at risk of disappearing mainly due to the collapse of thinking
as such among the young of social classes in which Rroms have been his-
torically relegated. It is possible — even indispensable, to combat this trend,
provided there is a real political will at the highest level.

10. INTERDIALECTAL TEACHING

We dispose today a series of educational tools allowing to make
compatible a satisfactory efficiency in wording easily intelligible messages
(encoding), not only within a domestic scope but also in formal registers,
with a rich diversity of expression in Rromani mother tongue:

a) the first tool is the polylectal ABC-book (see below) which pro-

vides in parallel a same text in both superdialects as shown on
Fig. 19 (when there are differences — it is not always the case; note
that differences between non-mutational and mutational dialects
dwell mainly on pronunciation and they are not encoded as such
in written, so two versions, not four, of a given text are sufficient
as a rule to cover, through various pronunciations, all varieties);

Fig. 19 — A page of a Rromani ABC-book, showing the parallel
use of the two superdialects of Rromani in order to make the pupils aware
of the dialectal diversity (but also proximity) of Rromani — which they
usually experiment everyday without paying attention to it



Consolidating the standardization of the Rromani language 101

b) pupils using the ABC-book (primary school) are invited to draw
their own ad hoc handwritten customized version of the ABC-
book with the words (local borrowings) of their basilect, but
always in common integrative script. A tale about the two faces
of the €-currency to explain the functioning of phonology would
be useful (see above);

c) interactive exercises help reinforcing active use of the student’s
home endajolect and improving her/his passive understanding in
other vernaculars; this is continued in higher classes, with the
titles “My First Book of Sentences” and “The Road of Reading”.
In this latter book, all left pages are in O-superdialect and printed
in green, while right pages are in E-superdialect and printed in
blue; the texts slightly differ from one page to the other, but allow
to grasp the commonality of both dialects (over 80%);

d) in the case when local pronunciation has merged two different
phonemes, or in the case of archi-graphemes, ad hoc exercises
teach the right spelling, the one granting understanding by Rroms of
a different back-ground;

e) the use of readalong and pop-up technologies for literary texts
online help teach idiosyncratic features of authors’ vernaculars.
These technologies have been extended to scientific, adminis-
trative or heavily dialectal texts by regionalist authors in order
to make them accessible to all users. They have been developed
by the Italian company Smallcodes and have no counterpart in
other languages. They may be download from the online course
of Rromani language, history, literature and civilization (www.
red-rrom.com; password r3drrOm) leading to the level of Bache-
lor of Arts (university level — training of teachers)

f) the use of voice taping of literary heritage and creation on handy
telephones and tablets aims also at promoting them among youth.
A similar undertaking covers music and scientific subjects etc...
The anthology of Rromani female poetry, recently published in
Belgium, displays QR codes near each poem, allowing its hear-
ing when scanning the code (cf. bibl.).

11. HARMONISATION OF SCHOOL MATERIAL

These tools have been elaborated in the perspective of a pan-Euro-
pean harmonization of Rromani school material. This undertaking ought
not be carried out separately within the frontiers of each member-State,
while merging at random local vernaculars, but simultaneously all over
Europe, while integrating each vernacular into one of the four dialects,



102 Marcel Courthiade

the one corresponding to the State’s profile, and the two written standards,
both written in the same spelling — namely the Warsaw common alphabet,
with specific dialectal reading rules (cf. annex 1). This pyramid type pro-
gression in step by step discovering of other endajolects is materialized
in term of teaching in the above mentioned online course (www.red-rrom.
com), through the systematic use of cross-dialectal subtitles in the movies
in order to train the ear to different native pronunciations: the student may
change the dialect of the subtitles by a click on a dedicated button and the
dialect of the sound track by a click on the button of the voice dubbing.
Through combining the dialect of hearing and the dialect of the subtitles,
the secondary school student gets used to the dialectal variation and learns
how to understand all dialects while using actively his own or the one he
has chosen at the beginning of the course. There is to date no counterpart
in other languages.'*
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The point is to avoid a double trap: a common standard which would
be uniform and without any variation, locked in a unique inflexible stand-
ard on the one hand (cf. annex 2), or a showroom with a series of separate
languages, which fall into isolation and from isolation into death, on the
other hand (cf. annex 3).

The process is the following: as observed in natural life, vernaculars
(endajolects) are not separated from one another, they do not make up a
’mosaic’ of separated speeches but are in contact among themselves with a

14 Cf. Courthiade 2015.
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wide overlapping between them (most of the basic vocabulary is common
to all). An acrolect, with two written standards — O and E, emerges from
them through enrichment and widening of the resources (arrows on both
sides of the diagram above). These two written varieties are uttered accord-
ing to four fundamental pronunciation types (and locally much more, sym-
bolized by the broad ellipse on the upper part of the diagram). For each
act of speech, users select the most appropriate level on a scale going from
their basilect up to the common acrolect: C| among their folks or in very
emotional literature up to C, for informative texts — as journalism, reports,
articles for encyclopedia etc... with all the intermediate stages.

As in all languages, experience through contacts, school and reading
of literature enlarges the user’s lexical stock and expressiveness, as fea-
tured in annex 4: Rroms outside Finland are astonished by the word rik-
karav tut, just as dexav tut amazes Rroms outside Bulgaria (some of them
understand xav tut...); however when both use the common word kamav tut
(archaic variant kamam tut), they understand each other and in addition
acquire a passive knowledge of the word used by the interlocutor or the
author of the book they are reading.

CONCLUSION

In reality, the main obstacles to the affirmation of the Rromani lan-
guage are not any more of technical-linguistic nature but they originate
from erroneous outdated concepts instilled by mainstream school systems
of most European States as well as gypsophobic rejection of the Rromani
heritage as such. These concepts have been created and even promoted
by the chauvinist stake-holders of the past and it is necessary to decon-
struct and combat them, as harmful for the entire society, not only for
Rroms. A specific education has to be designed for this purpose, in a wide
action of glossodiversity and gnossodiversity valorization. In this perspec-
tive, Rromani educational tools — especially but not only R.E.D.-RROM,
represent a pioneering work, in terms of strategy and linguistic policy, in
order to grant Rromani students an efficient implementation of the corre-
sponding strategy. One of the main assets is that the Rromani view of the
world and society is taken as the core of education — a step without which
no inclusion of the Rroms could be complete, satisfactory or even possible.
If implemented, this will lead to the real affirmation of Rromani language
and culture in most spheres of modern life, keeping in mind the traditional
pativ between Rroms, as mirrored in their long-established respect of other
Rroms’ endajolects — for the best of the entire European society.

It is our intention to develop further the didactic strategy at the
school level, taking on account the specific needs of pupils who already
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speak Rromani as a home language, and of those who have not benefited of
an early exposition to Rromani as a mother tongue, as well as all the inter-
mediate situations. Be it as it may, any further development would be vain
until teachers understand and integrate the process of standardization from
the pedagogical perspective and if political stake-holders impose the use of
a foreign spelling, namely a spelling which has been devised on the basis
of other languages, not in accordance to the Rromani phonological system
and its polylectal functioning.
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Mapcen Kypmujaoe

KOHCOJINJAIIMIA CTAHJAPAN3ALIMIE POMCKOT JE3UKA
~TIPOLJIOCT, CAJJAIIIOCT, BYYRHOCT Y3 [IOIITOBAISE
JIMJAJIEKATCKOT JUBEP3UTETA 1 OMOT'YRABAIGE JEJTHOCTABHE
KOMYHUKAITUIE
HA MATEPILEM JE3UKY LINPOM CBETA

Pesume

[Tpunor noynme pazmMaTpameM OKOJHOCTH Yy KOjUMa C€ TPEHYTHO pa3BHja
pPOMCKH je3uK, y nopehemwy ca riaBHum jesunuma y EBponu. Jlasbe ce 6aBu paznnyu-
THM CTEPEOTHIIMMa U 00jalllkbaBa POMCKY AMjaJIeKTOJOLIKY CTPYKTYpy HE camo ca
acriekTa OamTHHE M Kao MaTepmeT je3nKa, Beh U y CBeTIIy Mepema Melyaujanekar-
CKe YAaJbeHOCTH, JOKa3aHe MaTeMaTHYKHM MeTozxaMma. Taj mpolec BOOU JIO jaCHOT
pasjamimaBarma IojMa ‘nujajaeKar’.

O0jamnrmaBa ce IPUPOIHO MOjaBJbUBAKLE TIOJMOBA 3ajCJHUUKOTL, CTaHIaPIHOT,
KIbH)KEBHOT, HAIIMOHAJIHOT UTJ. je3uKa (IIpeMa pa3jiuvyuTUM IIKoJiaMa) Kao U JaHa-
IIha CUTyaluja POMCKOT je3uKa, ca pOKYCOM Ha IEPCHEKTHBE HErOBOT JIaJber pas-
Boja (CIPHHIIMII JISITHPA’) Y IPYLITBEHOM KOHTEKCTY: yJIOra poIuTesba, HOPOaHnLE,
IpKBE, IPYIITBA, ITKOJIE, MENja H Pa3HUX HHCTUTYIHja y KOAUPUKAIUJU U HOpMa-
JIM3alAju — TaKolje ca acreKkTa KOYHHUIIA y Pa3Bojy.

Heku augakTUYKU allaTh Cy MPEICTAaB/BCHU KAO MHCTPYMEHTH KOjH Takohe
JorpuHoce OosbeM pasymeBamy Konupukanuje u Hopmanusanuje mehy Pommuma,
IITO BOJAM JI0 XapMOHHU3aIMje Pa3IuIUTUX Hapedja y 1yxy MelycoOHOr nmomroBama
pasnuuuToCTH. TaKBH Cy MOAYXBAaTH HIIaK OSCKOPHCHU aKO MX HE pa3yMejy KOpH-
CHHIIM U aKO HUCY CTBAPHO YKOPEHEHH y BUXOBOj KYJTYPH.

HaBenenu eneMeHTH 10BOJE 10 podiieMa JUPEKTHE KOJUPHUKALje U leHUX
Be3a ca KOMYHHMKAllMjOM, HAPOYUTO MOACPHOM KOMYHHUKAIMjOM Ha JPYLITBEHUM
MpeXaMa ¥ pa3HHM aKaJeMCKHM HHBOMMAa — 3aTO LITO je HeHa Kpajika CBpXa Ja
PoMuMa mpyku IMHUPOKO pacHpoCTpameH MOJAEpPaH je3uK crocobaH ja u3pa3u cBe
HUjaHce JbYJICKOT MUIIJbeHba. [Ipe3eHTannja ce 3appiiaBa NpuMepruMa HeKux J00pux
npakcu y PymyHnuju u 6uBmoj JyrocinaBuju — uMajyhu y BUAY Aa je HETHPAhEe HIIH
YHHUIITABaKkE jEJAHOr je3MKa CaMo jelaH €JIeMEHT Yy IIMPEeM MEeXaHHU3MYy eTHHYKHX
npejapacy/ia IpoTHB Hapoja KOju 1aTUM je3UKOM T'OBOPH.

Kwyune peuu: poMCcKH je3uK, cTaHAapAU3aLN]ja, AUjaleKaTCKU TUBEP3UTET
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Annex 1: Decision: “The Rromani alphabet”

Warsaw, 07 of IV 1990

The Commission for the Standardization of the Rromani Language
gathered in Warsaw on the 5" and 6™ of April 1990 under the patronage of
UNESCO and took the following decisions:

1.

% o

11.
12.

13.

14.

written Rromani is one language with minor variations, and
Rroms read it with flexibility, each according to the pronuncia-
tion of his/her own dialect;

the Rromani alphabet is specific and based upon the Latin script
with some small modifications and we are not supposed to use the
alphabet of any other language;

one grapheme or diacritic may fulfill only one function;

in the standard language, there are 5 (five) vowels: a e i 0 u; some
of them are in lexical variations but this phenomenon does not
pertain to phonetics or phonemics;

in the standard language there are no centralized vowels; such
may be encountered only in texts with dialectal character. They
are then indicated by two dots " (4 as Romanian & [or 1], Russian
bl, Polish y, Turkish 1 etc.), € as Romanian &, Albanian &, Bul-
garian b etc..) and 6 and ii as in the Germanic languages [or in
Hungarian]);

constricted vowels are not accepted in the standard language;
there are no diphthongs with [w] in the standard language;

8. preyotisation is indicated by means of the *¢iriklo’: ~ (inflex or
caron);

there are no other vowels;

. there is only one 1 in Rromani language and it has two variants

according to its position;

one distinguishes between h (laryngeal) and x (velar);

dorsal stops g, k and kh are spelled after the ProtoRromani sys-
tem and everyone reads them according to his/her own dialect
(palatalized or not);

aspirated consonants are indicated by means of the grapheme h:
ph, th etc.;

there is a tendency to keep the opposition between two r’s: one
simple and one not (pronounced as retroflex, nasal, etc.) in all the
dialects where this opposition does exist. In these dialects it is
spelled rr;
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15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.
21.

the principle of postpositions is retained; they indicate the san-
dhis I, IT and IIT and are characteristic for neo-Indic languages.
Their first graphem (archigraphem) is q, ¢ and 0 (instead of 8,
which has been rejected from standard spelling);

the spirants are written ¢, €, ¢h (or ch), s, §, z, z and 3 (or 3);

the symbol 3 [dz] is rejected since it has no phonemic value;

the spirants (affricates) ¢h and 3 (3) are pronounced resp. [fh]
and [d3] in the dialects I and II and smooth [¢] and [z] in the dia-
lect III. The neutral-ization between [ ] and [¢] and between [3]
and [z] is not accepted in the standard language;

the stress is generally final (oxytonic). Where it is not final, its
place is indicated by means of the grave accent (a, € etc.);

there are no short and long vowels in opposition. All are medium,;
when there are two possible constructions (one analytic and the
other one synthetic) the synthetic one is preferred.

Warsaw (Jadwisin-Serock) 07. IV. 1990 — signed by S. Bali¢, R.
Djuri¢, G. Demeter, S. Jusuf, M. Heinschink, A. Lewkowicz, I. Danka,
R. Gsell, L. Manu$, A. Josi, I. Sabani, S.-K. Thakkar, M. Courthiade,
I. Hancock, A. Daroczi, T. Pobozniak, L. Cerenkov and V. Koptilov
(UNESCO special representative).
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Annex 2: “As a common standard, we do not want a language with no
variation and uniform, locked within one single pattern and stop.”

Ferdinamd Kode

“Sar khetano standardi, amen na kamas jekh
chib bi variacienqo ta uniformo, phandini
anda jekh jekhutno modelo ta stop.

Pe aver rig, na kamas ni jekh vitrina bute
ulavde chibéngiri, save peren and-i izolacia
thaj kotar-i izolacia and-o meripe...
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Annex 3: “On the other hand, we do not want a showcase of many separate
languages, which fall into isolation and from isolation into death.”
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Annex 4: Common Rromani vocabulary versus regional lexemes

AND—I
FINLANDA
PHENEL PES
WRIKKARAVY TUT"

AND -1 SASTI EVROPA
—~THAJ AND-| KHETANI & -
PHENEL PES b

“KAMAV TuT"



