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THE EMERGENCE OF A PROJECT OF LANGUAGE
STANDARDIZATION FOR RROMANI
IN SFR YUGOSLAVIA AND THE USSR

V pany ce u3BeliTaBa 0 TOME KaKO je HACTA0 3ajeIHHYKHA POMCKH MPABOIHC Mpe
nosa Beka Ha teputopuju Jyxue Cpouje y COPJ, kaga cy miaaau Pomu modenu fa nuiry
MOE3HUjy MO YTUIIdjeM IPYTHX MambHHA U (DeIepaHOr CUCTEMA BUIIICje3UUHOCTH. Y OBOM
KOHTEKCTY, jelaH poMcku mecHuk u3 Jleckosiia, Memer Jamrapesuh, mokyiao je aa muiie
HaM3MCHUYHO HA BAPHMjETETUMa CBOT Olla M MajKe, ajld je MPUMETHO Ja, HaKo je MOCTOjalio
CaBPIIICHO y33ajaMHO pa3yMEBambe Yy YCMECHO] KOMYHHKAIHju Mel)y TOBOPHHMIIMMA OBa J1Ba
BapHjeTeTa, OBO pa3yMeBamhe je HeCTajaJlo YuM Cy TH BapujereTn Omm 3armmcanu. Crora,
OH je MOKYIIIao Jia mpoHal)e 3ajeIHIMYKH HAYKH THCcarmba 3a 00a Bapujerera. [lakie, murame
MPaBOMHKCa KOjU MOKPUBA BapHjeTETEe MOCTABIBEHO je, Y3 HEKOIHKO TOKYIIIaja, YIIaBHOM Y
CTOBUM JIeJIMMa, ald ©'y ~ Parmty u ['amm cruxoBuma. Perierse koje je, mpe cBera, CKo-
BaHO TaMo, MPOLINPEHO je Ha mupy obract, ykibyuyjyhu denepanny [p:xaBy Makenonujy,
a 3aTHM YCIICIIHO MpHUiarol)eHo 3a BHUIllC HAPOJHUX BapujeTeTa. Y HCTO BpPEeMe, MOCT0jao
j€ cIMYaH MOKYIIIaj MpoHalaxkema 3ajeauudkor npasomuca y CCCP, Ha unuipjatusy Jlek-
ce Manyma, xoju je ocMucino OykBap y Mocksu. Ha jyrocimoBenckom HuBOy, Taxohe je
o0jaBsbeH OykBap y CapajeBy y okBupy m3maBauke kyhe CBjemiocT U Kibura ~Ppomanu
¢donetrka Txaj nekxuna“ mrammada y HoBom Cagy 3a mpHoropcky n3nasadky kyhy I[1o6je-
na (00e 1986. romune). Y pany Takolje MMa pedu 0 Y1031 KOjy je OIUIPaio UCTPAKUBALE
OKO M3/1afba CTBApANAIITBA MIJNX Y OJrOBapamy Ha MHUTAmka O - T4 jOI yBeK HeyTBphe-
HOM - JeJIMHCTBY POMCKOT je3HKa, y3 moMoh Jujanexkromerpuuke metoze. [omune 1990.
YerBptH KOHrpec Poma ycBojHo je outyKy o (yHKIHOHUCAY CTaHAapIHOT POMCKOT all-
(abdera, koju je yOp30 HaKOH TOTa CTYIHO HA CHAry y PyMYyHCKUM IIKOJama - ca YKYITHO
500.000 poMCKHX yUCHHKA KOjH CY O TaJia MMaJId KOPUCTH Ol YaCOBa MaTEPH-CT je3UKa U
Kyntype. Meljytum, ycnen aenuMuyHe u3ojaiuje, Kao mocieauie mehyHaponte Omokase
Jyrocaneuje, 1 ACTUMHYHO 300T YHYTpAIIBHUX CYKOOa HEOOPA30BaHUX YUCCHHKA, KOJH CY
Ce HAIILIM Ha MO3UIFjaMa KJIbYUHHX aKTepa, Kao M PasHUX MOTOMUX MaHUITyJAIM]a, 3a)¢/1-
HUYKH POMCKH IIPABOIIUC jOII yBeK je Ookupan y CpOuju o7 cTpaHe npucranuna hupuim-
116 ¥ XPBATCKE JTATHHHIIE, HAKO Cy 00a MICMa BeOMa JAeKO Of1 KapaKTePUCTHKA POMCKOT
U BUXO0Ba yrorpeba Ou ojicekia cprcke PoMe o1 eBpoOIicke pOMCKE 3ajeMHHUIIC Y MOTICIy
MUCama, U3IaBaIITBa U UHPOPMAIIMOHUX TEXHOJIOTHja - OMHOCHO y BehuHn Menuja. Jorr
YBEK je HCYBHIIIC PaHO Jia Ce KaXe J1a JIK je OBO JOOPO OCMHIIJBEH IIIAaH MAaCHBHOT (M
PACHCTHYKOT) je3HMYKOT YHHUIIITCH:A HJIM j€ CAMO PE3yITaT HeCITOCOOHOCTH OpraHa BIACTH.
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Kibyune peun: HacTaBa pOMCKOTI' je31Ka, POMCKH KEbHIKEBHU CTaHAAp/, UCTOpH]ja
crannapausanuje, pomcku y COPJ, pomcku y CCCP, pomcku y Pymynuju, ycmena/miucana
KOMYHHKaIHja.

We all get the impression that the times when people used to ask
themselves whether there was only one Rromani language or several such
languages, belong to prehistory: in fact when in the 1960s the Atlas Lin-
guarum Europece collected the Rromani samples for its dialectal map of
Europe, the researchers threw into one single bag genuine Rromani ver-
naculars, in the exact sense of the word, together with some varieties used
in Spain and England, which belong more to the categories of Spanish or
English slangs with several dozen inserted Rromani words, than to Rro-
mani itself. Prof. Dalibor Brozovi¢ from Zadar wrote quite appropriately
about this in the Proceedings of Sarajevo.

Clearly enough, in such a state of ignorance, it was not possible to
talk about any standardization, because it was not even clear what one was
supposed to standardize.

Now we know that there is only one Rromani language, divided into
two super-dialects — the legacy of more or less 90% of all the Rroms on
Earth. In addition there are several varieties, which we have already men-
tioned, representing the legacy of some 10% of the Rroms, primarily in
Spain, England, Northern Hungary and in Brazil.

How did we progress from a deep ignorance to a more or less clear
picture of the dialectical structure of the Rromani language?

1. First steps

The engine of this progress was primarily the desire to create a com-
mon standard language for all the Rroms of the world, a desire which
appeared more or less simultaneously in the 70s in the territories of Yu-
goslavia and the Soviet Union, due to the fact that in these countries, the
standardization of other minority languages and the development of their
literature gave Rroms an example inspiring them to follow the same path.
In fact, the idea and method of standardization of Rromani had already
come briefly in the introduction to the grammar of the dialect of the Rroms
of Slovakia, from the pen of Antoine Kalina, who wrote:
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“The Rromani language must be regarded as one, homogeneous and
having the same rights as all others in the same family. It is the duty of
science to know this language in the form of its own, to extract from all
dialects the essentially Rromani common fund, to remove/clear from the
pure metal the alloy that has accumulated there in the course of time and
the combination of various circumstances. In order to achieve this goal,
the best way would be to create a specific Rromani alphabet, based on a
scientific basis and consistent with the sounds of the voice and its modifi-
cations in all shades. With the aid of this alphabet, the language would gain
in lucidity; in addition, receiving a garment of its own, it would become
more accessible to study, and free of all misunderstandings arising from its
writing, currently based on those of the languages of the various countries
and, as a result, so disparate and strange.”

Unfortunately, this wise and visionary proposal remained for a long
time without echo.

2. Ferenc Sztojka’s dictionary

It is however interesting to mention that in the same year, the Rro-
mani violinist Ferencz Nagy-Idai Sztojka published his Hungarian-Rro-
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mani dictionary of thirteen thousand (13,000) words, using Hungarian
orthography, although he introduced the double R spelling in order to dis-
tinguish, for example, words like bar (fence) from barr (stone); or the
word csorimosz (theft) from csérrimosz (poverty).

UN DICTIONNAIRE
RROMANI OUBLIE:

le "Gyok-Szétar" de F. SZTOJKA
- s

3

i

NAGY-IDAI SZTOJKA FERENCZ
a,Cziginynyelvszotar” szerzéje

MALATIN KIADO
PAKS 1890

INALCO & RROMANI BAXT
PARIS 2007

This Dictionary is of special significance because its author included
at the end of the book 25 lyrical poems as to evidence that Rromani can be
used for literary creation. This is, incidentally, the oldest literary corpus in
the Rromani language.

3. Soviet graphization
(coz0anue angpaeuma/nucomennocmu in Russian)

When later Rromani literature developed in the USSR (1925-1938),

the authors wrote in the local script, namely Russian Cyrillic, and using
only the so-called Northern-Russian dialect of the Rromani — namely
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CeBepHOPYCCKUll guanexit yvlianckoio ssvika, the one spoken in Moscow
and therefore viewed as the “language of the capital city”. As a result, this
norm was rejected by all other groups of Rroms all over the Soviet Union.
This attempt at promoting Rromani ended in 1938, when Stalin closed all
institutions of nationalities lacking a concrete geographic district or area,
due to a sudden back to basics ideas by Marx and Engels, who believed
that maintaining cultural diversity is a trap set by the bourgeoisie to delay
the victory of the Revolution.

Globally this first attempt of graphization for Rromani resulted in a
failure due also to four more reasons:

a) a narrow dialectal basis was chosen as the paramount model;

b) every time a “word” (in fact rather a “notion’’) was missing, the Russian
word was introduced without any concern for adaptation or understanding;

¢) no one was concerned with any educational strategy toward Rroms
in leading them to the universe of written language

d) The Rroms and the Rromani culture were despised as primitive,
immoral, backward, unfitted for assimilation into the mainstream (which
one?) way of life etc. — an assessment blatantly mirrored in schoolbooks
and therefore unsuited to encourage literacy among Rroms.

The first Soviet ABC-book in Rromani for adults
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Like the Russians before the war, in the 1970s the Hungarians re-
leased a collection of poetry in Rromani and Hungarian. Here the Rro-
mani language is written according to Hungarian rules, just as Hungarians
used to do with other minority languages in Hungary, for example, with
Slovene, when printed Slovene devotional texts were written according to
Hungarian spelling.

4. First World Rromani Congress in London

It was not until the first World Rromani Congress in London, in
1971, that concrete key rules for the standardization of the Rromani lan-
guage were issued:

+ It was recognized that the Romani language played an important
role both as one of the distinctive features of the Romani people
in each country in which they lived and as a link between differ-
ent groups.

» The efforts of the English and Spanish Gypsies to restore their
language to active use were approved.

+ It was recognized that all spoken Romani dialects are of equal
merit and that no one dialect is superior to any other dialect.

* Nevertheless there was a need for an international standardized
dialect which could be used in periodicals and in congresses.

5. The lila movement in southern Serbia

Far from these theoretical, albeit very useful, Congressional hear-
ings, there appeared among Rroms in southern Serbia and Macedonia a
real passion for writing poetry in the Rromani mother tongue. Most of the
authors just wrote a few songs with a typewriter and carbon paper: these
young people used to read their (often naive) verses during evenings of
Cultural-Artistic Associations (K.U.D.) with their peers, and to exchange
these texts in meetings from city to city (NiS, Leskovac, Pristina, Kumano-
vo, Skopje, later Tetovo, Gostivar, Struga, Ohrid, Prilep, Titograd, etc.). It
can be said that this was a kind of spontaneous, even somehow wild, poetic
movement of young Rromani autodidacts — whereas in Belgrade a more
elite type was in formation.
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Fragment of the /il “Barbara” by Gafur Rasiti

In this context, the first difficulties related to the dialectal diversity of
Rromani appeared. These were the years when there was no theoretical an-
swer to the question of whether we are dealing with one or more Rromani
language(s) and therefore these first attempts led to no concrete result.

5.1. Ismet JaSarevic's attempts

A key step in resolving the issue of establishing a unified written
Rromani language occurred, when in 1977-78. a young Rromani poet from
Leskovac, Ismet Jasarevi¢, strived to find a system of writing that could
cover both endayolects in which he was creating: that of his mother (popu-
larly called “gurbetsko” in Yugoslavia) and that of his father (popularly
known as “arlijski”). Since we were already friends, he shared with me
his concern and in conversation expressed his desire that poetry written
in one dialect could be easily understandable for users of other Rromani
endayolects. As he had noticed that speakers of both endayolects under-
stand each other without much effort in oral communication, it was for him
inconceivable that discrepancies could stop communication when put in
written form, as if passing a text onto paper and into letters would create
an invisible wall between these same speakers.
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Project of Ismet Jasarevié’s experimental book (in maskarutno lekhipe)
6. Typology of dialectal differences

At that point we started thinking about the systematization of the
differences between endayolects. We carried out a dialectal survey in each
of the dialectal varieties of southern Serbia, identifying them simply after
their popular names. It should be underlined here that in former Yugosla-
via every Rromani endayolect had a specific name, which is not the case
elsewhere, for example in central or northern Europe. As an initial corpus,
we took for the purpose of this enquiry Morris Swadesh’s standard list
and subsequently a series of 250 paradigmatic sentences encompassing
not only Swadesh’s vocabulary but also almost all phonetical, phonologic,
morphological and to some extent syntactic, characteristic features of the
various vernaculars. This led us to two conclusions:

A) All differences between various endayolects can be divided into
consistent and non-consistent, which gave us the start of the typology of
these differences, which we later presented at an international scientific
conference in 1986 in Sarajevo. From this arose the idea that, for elements
differing in a consistent way, one may use a common spelling, leaving to
the speaker the freedom to read as he had learned to pronounce since early
childhood. As a basis for writing, we began to propose taking the most
archaic forms among two or more vernaculars. The reason is clear for ev-
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ery dialectologist: an archaic form can explain all derivatives, while it is
much more difficult to explain the original form using a derivation forms:
for example, we have introduced the written form of the word gili (song)
to cover the following varieties of pronunciation: [gilji, gilji, yilji, d3ilji,
giki, giki, Jiki, dziki, gili, gili, yili, dzili etc.] etc. On the other hand, in the
case of non-consistent differences, writing was left literally as it actually
sounds. For example there is no systematic interdialectal correspondence
between the vowels [o] and [u] and we have both varieties zoralo and
zuralo “strong”, whereas in the word $ov “six” we meet only [0]. Accord-
ingly the possibility to use the spellings with o or u was left in the first
case, depending on the actual pronunciation.

B) Another conclusion of this survey was to identify the various iso-
glosses which divide the Rromani language and to hierarchy them. We
were able to establish this hierarchization, according to the typology of
these differences and, among others, according to the probability of their
occurrence in the languages of the world: some evolutions can occur in
almost any language (based on articulary mechanism for example, or simi-
lar acoustic spectrum), while others are specific and therefore decisive for
the classification of the dialects in the given language. An isogloss which
emerged as a major beam of the whole dialectal structure of Rromani was
the difference between vowel [o] versus [e] in the ending of the first-per-
son singular past tense of verbs (phirdom with var. phirdom, phirdiim,
etc. versus phirdem “I walked, I went”) and present tense of the copula
(som with var. sinom, siniim, hinum etc. versus sem “I am.”).

Contrasting with languages of historically sedentary peoples, Rro-
mani isoglosses are not all geographical and it is amazing to see some
works in Rromani dialectology treat all of them on a foot of equality. Ac-
tually, the oldest isoglosses are widespread all over Europe (and overseas)
and the o/e isogloss belongs to them, creating both the O- and E-super-di-
alect, to be found in almost all European countries (the o/e isogloss is part
of a bundle of some 12 isoglosses — all dating back before the first expan-
sion of the Rroms in Europe). Another isogloss to be found almost every-
where is the Mutation of two of the Palato-Alveolar Affricates (M2PAA)
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(evolution of [¢h] into [¢], concomitant with the evolution of [d3] into [z]).
Later on, after the first general settling of the Rroms, some other isoglosses
appeared locally and they are indeed related to the geographical distribu-
tion of sedentary Rroms, for example the ending in medio-passive of the
type kalilo, kalili versus kalilis “it went black”, the secondary infinitive
etc. In addition, there are some very local isoglosses, of weak significance
for wide dialectology, as for example apakal “to believe” versus common
Rromani pakal in south-western Bulgaria or the local imperfect of the
copula avlosa, avlisa versus sésa, sine etc.

The XIX century migrations have substantially complicated the dia-
lectal map of Europe, as well as the most recent migrations. However, it
is possible to conceive the whole system, provided the hierarchy of iso-
glosses in terms of specificity, chronology and extension is respected.

We conducted also further analysis of the collected corpus, then not
only in the south of former Yugoslavia, but extending the circle of ana-
lyzed Rromani dialects first to Poland, the Soviet Union and Italy and later
on to other countries. We gathered also the lexemes of different texts rang-
ing from artistic creation of renowned Rromani writers to ethnotexts and
field-work surveys — always in the perspective of the typology of dialect
differences.

6.1. Dialectometry

The above mentioned research provided us with a more accurate pic-
ture of the structure of relations between Rromani varieties. However, the
basic question remained: one or several Rromani language(s)? In search
of an answer, we resorted to the dialectometrical method and attempted to
measure mathematically the “distance” between varieties, taken two by
two. This approach revealed that the rate of commonality T of the dia-
lects fluctuates between 88% and 95% when calculated on the basis of the
pronunciation of Swadesh’s word list (since Jacqueline Manessy-Guitton,
81% is usually taken as a border rate between language-to-language [T
> 81%] and dialect-to-dialect [T < 81%] relations; to make these values
more conspicuous, the T of French-Italian commonalities is 39%). Out of
this rate of commonality, one may calculate a dialectometrical distance d,
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thanks to a series of coefficients calculated in such a way that a distance d
greater than one between vernaculars indicates that their represent separate
languages, while in the case of dialects of the same language, the distance
d is less than one. The result of the analysis evidenced that all reviewed
Rromani endayolects belong to a unique and the same language, as the
greatest distance was 0.7 unit, namely between a Sinto dialect from north-
ern Italy and Keldera$ from Moscow. These results were published in 1982
years in Poland, and two years later in the USA.

Fm A S

121 Udaljenost 19 dijalekata od jezika (3 BDistribucijs dijalekata prema nji-
rajednickog nukleusa hovol wdalfjenosti od jezika zajednié-
(legenda in fine) kog nukleusa.

[1s] ;
Ykm 0,5 4 U
(4) Udaljenost 16 dijalekata od jezika (5) Distribucija dijalekata prema
zajednitkog nukleusa bez njihovoj udaljenosti od zajednitkog
pozajmica. (legenda in fine) jezika bez pozajmica

6.2. Expansion of the project

We worked further on the material of Ismet Jasarevi¢’s poems but we
also included those of the late Dzevat Gasi, Disoran Zekiri, Isljam Rasiti
and many others, including even elite songs by the already worldwide fa-
mous Rajko Djuric. We published experimental brochures with suggested
common rules of writing, while extending the circle of participants in this
common aspiration. In fruitful discussions participated especially Rajko
Duri¢ from Belgrade, but also gaip Jusuf, from Skopje, co-author of the
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first grammar of Rromani written in Rromani language (drawn up actually
after prof. Krume Kepeski’s grammar). In the meantime, we had the plea-
sure to welcome to our circle various individuals, non linguists, but with
a good media practice of languages, as well as many Rromani students,
who were sharing with us the same goal: Orhan Galjus, Ljumnia Osmani,
Ganimeta Ramadani, Ruzdija and Izeta Sejdovi¢, Gordana Sejdi¢, Kuj-
tim Pacaku, Dragan Saljkovié, Saban Iljaz etc. There has been a big step
forward when we realized that the backbone of the Rromani phonological
system relies on the opposition between yotized and non-yotized vowels,
more or less as in old Slavonic language.

oAy

Version of 1982 with letter I Version of 1983 without letter 1

Until 1983, we were still accepting a phonological opposition between
two lateral consonants, which were written 1 (for [£]) and t (for [1]), while in
1984 we understood that this opposition (difference, contrast) was operating
much wider than with lateral liquids : it is in fact a phenomenon of yotiza-
tion, linked not to the preceding consonant, but to the following vowel, and
we used the inflex accent above the given vowel: 4 0 1 etc. to denote it.

7. Echoes and similar approaches abroad

This progress was welcomed by researchers in linguistics from
Poland, England, France and the USA. In the same year we printed the
world’s first anthology of Rromani poetry, which appeared in the Occitan
language, as an illustration of the birth of a new poetic voice in former
Yugoslavia, a “true spiritual paradise for the development of the cultures
of the various peoples and nationalities” (quoted from the foreword) and it
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is true that Rromani creativity really achieved then a unique blossoming in
Yugoslavia — with no counterparts in other countries.

We thought we were alone at work in the field of promoting written
Rromani in an interdialectal perspective. However, when the French jour-
nal “Etudes tsiganes” released the first part of our article “Young Rromani
poets from Kosovo™ in 1982, we discovered with great surprise an article
by a Latvian Rrom from Moscow, Leksa Manus: in his article he was pub-
lishing and commenting on his verses, written in fact in such a way as to
enable every Rrom in the USSR to read them according to his/her own pro-
nunciation and understand them on principles similar to those in use in the
former Yugoslavia. The main problems faced by Rroms in the USSR were
linked to the diverging pronunciations of certain vowels: e.g. some Rromani
groups utter words like Sukar, maskar as myKkpIp, MAaIIKBIP O UIYKHP,
mamkup. Leksa Manu$ always wrote Sukar, maskar but used to add two
dots for Rroms who pronounced the end as [ir] or [ir]: Sukir, maskir, rather
than simply writing Sukyr, maskyr or §ukir, maskir. Another problem was
related with the mutation of the 2 palato-alveolar affricates [h] and [d3] and
his solution was to write the Cyrillic letters u- and %, with the rule that ev-
eryone reads as s/he has learned in his/her childhood, after his/her dialectal
pronunciation, namely [th] i [d3] in vernaculars without these mutations and
respectively [¢] and [z] in those with the given mutation

|

A = En (3,5, KA)

0 = X0 (Kt XE,0) P 1
e on (T, B ‘
\y = ¥ (J30,E0,57) —__J
3 = i (IKE,4E,59) ¥ Bda
EnpmERn
[flo]  |#o[s
[#z|  [#]al3
o

vav)
¥ Elvle zenmnra
5 #a]-]o]
T

495



Marcel Courthiade

The parallelism of our undertakings meant that time was already ripe
for the idea of a polylectal alphabet for the Rromani language. We presented
all these achievements at the international scientific conference “Rromani
Language and Culture” in Sarajevo (June 1986). We introduced primarily
a comparatively detailed typology of interdialectal differences but we also
presented the results of the lexicon-statistical and dialectometric researches
on the distances between Rromani endayolects, then not only as two-by-two
intervernacular distances, but as distances calculated in respect to a few typi-
cal endayolects, disregarding recent superficial changes such as trivial pala-
talization (ki > ¢i), the closure of some vowels and so on. While measuring
these distances, we conducted in parallel calculations on the one hand be-
tween vernaculars in their factual condition, namely including recent loan-
words, and on the other hand without these loans. Then we noticed that the
distribution of distances presents a rupture (see diagram), which expresses
a gap amidst the distances between vernaculars that have the vowel [o] at
the end of the first-person singular present tense copula (and past tense of
verbs) and those with [e] in this position. This was the visible rendering of
the separation between O- and E-superdialects. The second group is divided
in turn into two subgroups: without mutation and with mutation, because we
thought then that there are three layers of Rromani dialects, due to the fact
that we have not yet come across endayolects of the O-type with mutation.
Nevertheless, we left open the possibility that, one day we could find such
a dialect. This was confirmed 10 years later, when we found in Hungary a
subgroup of type [o] with the mutation (the Cerhari), and by then it became
clear that there are two super-dialects in the Rromani language: one of [0]
type, where the overwhelming majority of endayolects have not undergone
mutation, and the other one, of [e] type, where almost half of the endayolects
went through mutation. But all this happened later. Let us return to the con-
ference in Sarajevo. By way of conclusion, we set forth the joint proposal
for the Rromani alphabet, which was derived from the work of our team, and
the editors of the conference proceedings gave us the opportunity to test this
alphabet: they ordered after each presentation in the book (there were over
50) a summary in the Rromani language (then called “central Rromani lan-
guage”) in the proposed alphabet. A Rromani-Serbian-English Lexicon of
neologisms, internationalisms and rare words used in Rromani summaries
was inserted at the end of the book.
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7.1. The Titograd Phonetics

Marcel | Cortiade
ROMANI
FONETIKA
THAJ
ILEKHIPA

(i gy il ;&?_

That same year, the Montenegrin publishing house “Pobjeda” issued
the final version of Romani fonetika thaj lekhipa (Rromani phonetics
and writing), which had already been circulating in public among Rroms
in an experimental form only in Rromani. In the “Pobjeda” publication the
whole text was printed bilingually (on the left side in Rromani, on the right
side in Serbo-Croatian). The preface of the book, written by Saip Jusuf
from Skopje substantiated his personal support. The book was completed
with a selection of poetry by Rromani authors from different countries so
as to illustrate the possibility of using one single alphabet everywhere in
Europe. All this achieved merely one step towards standardization of the
Rromani written language. Conditions were already ripe for an attempt to
print the first primer of Rromani language — which was prepared on order
of the publishing house “Svijetlost” from Sarajevo.
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| UPUTSTVO 24 LPOTREBL BUKVARA

NAVODILA ZA UPGRABO BERILA
| SHPJEGIME PER PERDORIMIN € ABETARES 1
| BU ALFABENIN KULLAKILIS!
INDICATI PENTRU FOLOSIREA ABECEDARULUI DE FATA ~ [
YHATCTRO 3A YTIOTPERA HA bY KBAPOB
| VITRTHANE 34 IOJI3YBAHETO HA BYKBAPA
i EMEZHPHEELE TIA THN XPHIH TOY AARABHTAPIOY

The first (out the Ussr) Rromani language primer. Booklet of instructions
in the languages of the SFRY

8. The I'V-th Rromani World Congress in Warsaw in 1990

The next step took place in spring 1990 in Warsaw on the eve of the
I'V-th Rromani World Congress. In the preceding days, a three-day linguis-
tic consultation was organized, in which 18 experts, mostly Rroms with
Rromani as their mother tongue, participated and discussed the final de-
tails of the newly established form of Rromani writing, after a long mutual
correspondence in previous years.

A crucial role was played by Dr Rajko Puri¢, who for example re-
jected the seven-vowel system for the Rromani common vocalism, as pre-
sented by Marcel Courthiade (a e €i1 0 u), and introduced a system of only
five vowels (namely a e i 0 u — thus without & and 1). Further investigation
revealed that his intuition was quite appropriate and that the vowels & and
i are only local varieties of cardinal vowels.
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ﬂ H [ s E united nations educational, scientific and cultural organization
organisation des nations unies pour I'éducation, la science et la culture

7, place de Fontenoy, 75700 Paris
1, rue Miellis, 75015 Paris
‘adresse postale : B.P. 3.07 Paris
epbone  sabonal (1) 5 681000
e iona + (1.1 45 68,1000
télégrammes : Unesco Pasis.
télex 1 204461 Paris.
THodd Pars.

reference - ED/SCM/ ICM/944/88/14 6 mars 1989

Monsieur le Président,

Je vous remercie de votre lettre adressée au Directeur général
en date du 10 janvier concernant 1'organisation du 42me Congrés
de Romani Union.

La création de bases pour la standardisation de la langue
romani est une initiative importante de Romani Union, d'autant
plus qu'une telle standardisation est né aire pour le dével
de cette langue - en tant que langue littéraire - et pour la premotion
de la littérature et de la culture des Roms.

Aussi le Directeur général accepte-t-il votre aimable invitation
d'envoyer un de nos spécialistes pour participer aux travaux de votre
Congrés. Son nom vous sera communiqué ultérieurement, lorsque vous
nous aurez précisé la date et le lieu de cette manifestation.

Avec tous mes voeux de succds pour votre Congrds, je vous prie
d'agréer, Monsicur le Président, 1'expression de ma considération
distinguge.

Yy,

< Colin N. Power
Sous-Directeur général pour
1'éducation

Inz. Sait Balie
ulica Jowana Ristica
18000 NIS

Letter of support on behalf of the UNESCO to the Warsaw Congress

The experts opted for the system of five vowels. Another contribu-
tion by dr Rajko Duri¢ was also significant, because he rejected the sound
[dz] (as in dialectal Rromani rréndza “tripe”, paléndza “scale (to measure
weight)”), as an integral part of the Rromani system of palatal affricates.
In fact, Marcel Courthiade’s system of eight palatal affricate consonants
(namely including [dz]) was inspired primarily by Macedonian phonemics.

The elimination of the sound [dz] as a separate phoneme made un-
necessary the creation of a specific letter to render it in script, and there
were no more need of logical graphic coherence with the letter rendering
the sound [d3] (since they would have to be connected). Under such cir-
cumstances, dr Rajko Duri¢ suggested to render [d3 (and incidentally z)]
by means of the old-Italian letter 3 and all the participants agreed. Discus-
sion focused further about how to write the specific Rromani /1/, the one in
contrast with [r] and some Rroms, who do not have such a special sound
in their own vernacular, did not realize the importance of introducing a
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specific letter. Participants took then two positions: either to introduce the
regular letter R with diacritic signs (e.g. R, R, R etc.) or the digraph — Rr.

At the end, the experts voted to use double R (Rr), because it has an
already long tradition, starting from the first dictionary ever written by a
Rrom-lexicographer (vid. supra). Another argument for the double R (Rr)
was simply that the sound can be heard at the beginning of our ethnicon
— Rrom. Should journalists and scientists, members of the majority na-
tion, want to write it correctly in mainstream publications, it will be much
easier to use double Rr, than for example Rom or Rom with accented
R. At the issue of the consultation, 17 participants (out of 18) signed the
“Declaration on a joint Rromani alphabet and its polylectal use”. The dec-
laration was also signed by Professor Viktor Koptitov, from Ukraine, head
of the UNESCO delegation to the World Rromani Congress and director
of the UNESCO program Linguapax. One should also mention that Mr
Colin Powell himself, in quality of vice-secretary-general of UNESCO,
welcomed the initiative of the Congress and the standardization of the Rro-
mani language at the global level, in two very cordial letters.
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9. The implementation of the common Rromani alphabet
in school — especially in Romania

Shortly after the Warsaw Congress and its Declaration on the poly-
lectal alphabet, the Romanian Ministry of Education and Technology, in-
troduced teaching of Rromani language and culture into the state school
system, with Rromani written according to the rules of the Warsaw Dec-
laration. This Decree still applies to date and we can point out that for the
past 25 years of its existence, nearly half a million of young Romanian
Rroms went through the process of learning their mother tongue and cul-
ture (with currently an average of 30,000 to 35,000 per year).

In 1992 the EU Commission decided to print the first Rromani ABC-
book according to the Warsaw rules, while the Council of Europe took
over the task of distributing it in different European countries, together
with a booklet of instructions for its use, issued in the following languages:
English, French, Spanish, Slovak, Hungarian, Romanian, Serbian and Al-
banian. The common Rromani writing and reading were also introduced
to Italy, France, Spain and Macedonia. In Macedonia, Latif Demir printed
several books and magazines, using the already established international
rules.

Example of book by Latif Demir, printed in common spelling

We may present the stages of diffusion of the Warsaw standard as
below:

501



Marcel Courthiade

Expansion of the common alphabet in Romania (1990-91)
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Further expansion in Europe (1992 to date)

9.1. Croatian-Bosnian resistance in favor
of the Czech-Croatian Latin script

In 2008, an unexpected move took place in Croatia, where the
president of the Association “Kali Sara”, Veljko Kajtazi, asked the IRU
Commission to proofread and correct his Croatian-Rromani and Rromani-
Croatian dictionary, which was done for free. Unfortunately, according to
Kajtazi’s testimony, a group of Croatian nationalists exerted pressure and
personal threats upon the person of Kajtazi’s printer and publisher not to
allow the printing of the “Gypsy language” of Croatia in a different alpha-
bet than Croatian Latin script. I do not deny that Croatian Latin script is
appropriate for the spelling of the Croatian language, but it is doubtless
inappropriate for any other language, such as Hungarian, in English or
French, and of course also for Rromani. They probably acted like this in
order to set up barriers between the Rroms of Croatia and those in other
countries, the more so because the Rromani issue was the subject of ma-
nipulations on the eve of the country’s accession to the European Union.

Unfortunately, Croatian separatism also infected Bosnia and Herze-
govina, where some Rromani activists developed some scientific ambitions
to teach Rromani at a high level, although they did not have any qualifica-
tions or competence in the knowledge of either the language or linguistics.
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/‘\,J/“‘W‘wq

Diftusion of the separatistic alphabet

The following incident was caused by their close friend and col-
laborator (Latif Demir) who gave up the international standard, although
he had personally introduced it earlier to Macedonia and began to propa-
gate the Croatian cacography to enable his close friends and collaborators
to easily understand written Rromani and also to satisfy Croatian nation-
alists. He organized an allegedly specific standardization conference of
Rromani, addressing only the countries of ex-Yugoslavia. His aim was to
promote a “new”” Rromani version of the Croatian writing system, regard-
less of the fact that this writing did not differ from the one used in the first
Rromani spontaneously written and printed texts, immediately after World
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War II in Croatian script, such as for example by Rade Uhlik. These do not
differ from today’s Croatian writing, except maybe the project of using the
group ya instead of ija (Marya instead of Marija — writing y [or J] for ij
is in fact quite frequent in Dutch). The system has contaminated as well
several Rroms from Serbia, who do not know the history and triggers of
this specific separatism. Basically, the level of discussion of this suppos-
edly “new” standardization is indeed extremely low, as one may conclude
from one participant’s complaint: “what kind of a doctor in linguistic are
you, if you do not know that a letter and a phoneme are the same thing?”’
Another claimed that the letters q i ¢ are to be found exclusively in the
Albanian alphabet etc. They succeeded thanks to subsidies of different
origin to print several brochures and declarations, some of which signed
by dr Rajko Puri¢, albeit a former active participant in the international
consultation for the standardization of the Rromani language and twice
a signatory of the Warsaw Declaration (the first time in his quality of ex-
pert involved in the Warsaw consultation and the second time, in another
separate document officializing the Declaration, as the President of the
International Rromani Union). Something in all this remains yet unclear:
during that period dr Rajko Puri¢ was seriously ill and immobile, while
later, when he recovered, he supported in writing the Warsaw system. Be
it as it may, all this shows the total ordeal through which this language, the
unified homeland of the Rromani people must go through, due to so many
low and selfish interests.

9.2. The Kosovar resistance in favor
of an “adapted” Albanian-based alphabet

Of course, one can not overlook the fact that Serbia has long been
isolated from the world due to the blockade, and the international sanc-
tions then imposed — precisely in the most important years in the Euro-
pean affirmation of the Rromani language. In this atmosphere then ap-
peared in the country inner conflicts around Rromani writing, because
some non-Rromani individuals and groups in Novi Sad pushed Cyrillic for
religious-nationalistic purposes. At the same time, the intrigues of several
Kosovars began to influence Serbia, primarily Ibrahim Elshani (known in
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his community as a “gynecological-obstetric case”, because he was born
as a Rrom only at the age of 60 years) and Selahedin Krijeziju (both from
Prizren). These properly called dilettantes tried to impose upon Rromani
a simplified form of the Albanian alphabet, convinced that a language has
to be reduced to its most rudimentary and simplest expression in order to
blossom (mininmal alphabet, simplified morphology and vocabulary etc.).
A third person, equally from Prizren, Ljuan Koka, decided with no clear
reason that Serbian Rroms should use a different Latin alphabet than other
Rroms in Europe, maybe to prevent international written communication,
and perhaps in order to obstruct the affirmation of a common Rromani
language. Such a language, in the opinion of xenophobic politicians, could
allegedly lead to the recognition of a Rromani nation and consequently
to the appearance of Rromani political forces on the European political
scene, camarillas of “wild Gypsy indignitaries” — following their already
deeply rooted phobia. This fear of a modern Rromani language, with a
common alphabet, is not limited to the former Yugoslavia; it is common to
all European countries and was expressed recently in a book by the Italian
anthropologist (and reportedly also a police informer among Rroms) Leon-
ardo Piasere, who wrote: “The Gypsies already had a flag and an anthem,
now with the alphabet, they have at their disposal the perfect nationalist
triangle”. Beside these persons, reluctant to accept any Rromani affirma-
tion, other loud polemicists came out and, as for example in Presevo, also
without the slightest scientific argument, began to promote the Croatian
Latin alphabet. All these pseudolinguists from southern Serbia keep usurp-
ing a large space on the Internet with empty polemics (they have time for
they are not involved in research or creation, just in controversy for self-
promotion), but none of them has even written a single serious essay, study
or expert analysis on the subject of Rromani language and Rromani spell-
ing. Through these subversive interferences they only favor all those who
prefer to see Rromani as a language, and consequently Rroms themselves,
remain on the edge of society, abandoned to the flows of history to disap-
pear. Because of these unfavorable conditions, progress has emerged very
slowly, through obstacles and difficulties, and we may observe until now
many traces of these conflicts, caused by the ignorance and selfishness of
people involved in discussions and decisions, but who are actually marked
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by a tragic lack of profesionnalism and a total absence of natural ethics or
national devotion within the members of the Rromani people.

10. Technical advances in favor
of a common Rromani alphabet

While amateurs were fighting in Serbia (for the non-Rroms’ great-
est fun), the famous company Microsoft, on the other side of the world,
introduced into computer systems the entire Rromani alphabet, including
yotized vowels 4 11 6 U, the letter 3 etc... Another company, Glossocon-
sulting, produced the EuroUniv executive driver (or patch), enabling any
user to write very easily in Rromani (as well as in 50 other European lan-
guages) on any computer, without shifting the linguistic option and the
keyboard. Most European Rroms use this patch, but the information about
it has not yet reached Serbian Rroms. The Japanese researcher Watabe
Masako has independently elaborated a NooJ-module for Rromani, thanks
to which electronic grammars and dictionaries may be created, substantial
corpus may be treated, spelling may be checked etc. This NooJ-module is
also a significant step toward Rromani to English and English to Rromani
machine translation.

11. Current situation in Serbia

Today in Serbia, the situation still looks pretty sad: groups keep
fighting, each of them pushing its own variant of written Rromani, be it
the Cyrillic alphabet or the Croatian Latin alphabet, sometimes with the
letter y instead of ij in Vojvodina, or even more local varieties as in the
south of Serbia, and of course above all the Warsaw alphabet, promoted by
the “Belgrade circle” — which has recently released several titles: three dic-
tionaries by Bajram Haliti, a few devotional (orthodox) texts, then some
editions of reading pieces, textbooks, a history of the Samudaripen (nazi
genocide of the Rroms), a collection of poems devoted to this tragedy,
a gorgeous tale in verses ridiculing racial prejudices (e Sniéild), Esop’s
tales, the moral Indian tale E sapenqi lo$ (extract from a play by Harsa), a
new primer of Rromani etc.
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However, rumors are still circulating in Serbia (and wider in the for-
mer Yugoslavia, especially in Croatia) that “Rromani is (allegedly) not stan-
dardized”. Beyond the refusal of some negationists to acknowledge the real-
ity, there is a background of misunderstanding: many people do not realize
the real meaning of the word standardization (as they don’t understand what
language, dialect, grammar actually mean in scientific terms) and do not
know that one has to distinguish between primary standardization and sec-
ondary standardization. Primary standardization covers codification (or gra-
phization, the elaboration of a written code with a set of writing and reading
rules), punctuation and basic normalization (the main guidelines and princi-
ples of grammar and lexicology: the vocabulary itself abut also the treatment
of archaisms, dialectalisms, neology etc.). Rromani primary standardization
was achieved around 1990 — just as Serbian primary standardization was
achieved by Vuk Stefanovi¢ Karadzi¢ (1787-1864).

g — ververa terminologie aj adaptacie

c

<L g afirmacia, prezervacia aj promaocia

N|=,

als [PROCESUS BI AGORESQO]

x @
1990

g g kodifikacia | $erutne régule

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

< |E + thaj leksikologia (derivacia,

- ﬁ interpunkcia | arxaizma, neologia thaj kola)

wl—

In addition, every language needs a “lifelong, endless” secondary
standardization which deals mainly with new terminologies, adaptation of
foreign words, development of IT in the given language etc. while working
for its socio-political and cultural affirmation, its preservation (meaning
coherent development in such a way that it remains widely understandable
by native speakers and foreigner who have learnt it) and its promotion in
as many spheres of human activity as logically requested. Over 120 lan-
guages of the world have a special committee, be it state-owned, associa-
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tive or private, in charge of secondary standardization. In 1997, one cen-
tury and a half after Vuk S. Karadzi¢’s “victory” in 1847, a specific Board
for Standardization of the Serbian Language (Ogbop 3a ciiangapguzayujy
cpiickol jesuxa) was created in Belgrade; this doesn’t mean that Vuk S.
Karadzi¢’s standardization is disregarded, but only that his standardization
was the primary one and the newly established Board will carry out, prob-
ably during decades or centuries, the task of secondary standardization.
This is the same with Rromani and the Board devoted to its secondary
standardization is the Commission for language and linguistic rights of the
International Rromani Union.

Another misunderstanding is related to the contradiction between the
respect of the various vernacular forms of Rromani and the European tradi-
tion of a unique standard. Although this tradition is not fashionable anymore,
in principle, it has spread very deeply in the mentalities of adults. However,
children understand this natural situation much better. The coins of one
Euro give a good representation of unity through plurality:

Sisar o love :
pe jekh rig 0o AHOR pe aver rig, si verver variante A PALEM JEKH RUPUNO SI !!!

On the left side, the reverse shows the unique value of 1 € for all
national coins: this is equivalent to the value of a given letter, and on the
right side the various national obverses display various symbols (here Ger-
man, Greek, French, Italian and Irish obverses): this is the equivalent of
the various local pronunciations.

12. Conclusion (of a kind )

Blatantly, the solution is no longer in the hands of experts, scien-
tists, linguists and standardologists, but in those of politicians with not
even a minimal knowledge in the given scientific field of linguistics. At the
same time the solution is no longer sought in rational, scientifically based
decisions but in their impulsive and transient desires, often under pressure
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from non-Rroms, who have no connection at all with the stakes. It is by
no means pleasant to observe that the fate of a language spoken by half a
million Rroms in Serbia, and a heritage of 15 million Rroms all over the
world, is treated in such a frivolous way, but in fact we are facing a wider
socio-political, if not philosophical, problem: just observe how humans treat
frivolously the environment and planet Earth, playing down issues of the
utmost importance not only for one group of people, but for the whole of hu-
manity... A solution to the fundamental and vital questions of a people, such
as the fate of its tongue, is under the greatest threats, when the decisions are
put into the hands of allegedly “democratically” elected (in fact arbitrarily
named), ignorant and unconcerned so called “Representatives”. Maybe any
confidence in the flourishing future of Rromani and of a modern culture for
Rroms in Serbia is lost, but at least we know clearly the causes.

Ferdinomd Kedd
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« Sar khetano standardi, amen na kamas jekh ¢hib bi variacienqo
ta uniformo, phandini anda jekh jekhutno mode¢lo ta stop. Pe aver rig, na
kamas ni jekh vitrina bute ulavde ¢hibénqiri, save peren and-i izolacia thaj
kotar-i izolacia and-o meripe... » (... As a common standard, we do not
want a language without variations and uniform, withdrawn in a single
model and full stop. We do not want either a showcase of many separate
languages that fall into isolation and from isolation into death. *)

LoVARL
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Abstract

The paper reports how Rromani common spelling arose half a century ago on the
territory of Southern Serbia in SFRJ, when young Rroms began to write poetry, under
the influence of other minorities and the federal system of plurilinguism. In this context,
one Rromani poet from Leskovac, Ismet Jasarevi¢, attempted to write alternatively in his
father’s and mother’s vernacular varieties, but noticed that, although there was a perfect
mutual understanding in oral communication between speakers of the two varieties, this
intelligibility was lacking as soon as these very varieties were written down. Therefore he
tried to find a common writing for both of them. So the question of a cover spelling was
set up, with several attempts, mainly in his works, but also in Rasiti’s and Gasi’s verses.
The solution primarily coined there was then extended to a wider area, including SFR of
Macedonia, and subsequently adapted successfully to more vernacular varieties. It the
same time, there was a similar attempt of cover spelling in the Ussr, at Leksa Manus’s
initiative, who planned an ABC-book in Moscow. On the Yugoslav basis, there was also
an ABC-book published in Sarajevo at Svijetlost Publisher and a book “Rromani fonetika
thaj lekhipa” printed in Novi Sad for the Montenegrin publisher Pobjeda (both in 1986).
The presentation deals also with the role played by the research around the edition of
youth creation in answering the questions about the — then still unascertained — unity of
Rromani, with the help of dialectometrical methods. In 1990 the 4th Worldwide Rromani
Congress passed the Decision about the functioning of the Standard Rromani Alphabet,
which entered in used shortly after in Romanian school — with a total of 500.000 Rromani
pupils who have benefited of mother tongue and culture classes since then. However, due
partly to its isolation, as a consequence of the international Blocade against Yugoslavia,
and partly to internal conflicts between uneducated players, who found themselves in
positions of stake holders, and various subsequent manipulations, the Common Rromani
Spelling is still blocked in Serbia by supporters of Serbian cyrillic and Croatian-type
Latin spelling, although both of them are very far from the features of Rromani and their
use would cut off Serbian Rroms from the European Rromani community in writing, pub-
lishing and informatics’ technology — that is to say in most media. It is by now too early
to say if this is a well designed plan of massive (and racist) linguistic destruction or just
the result of incompetency of organs of power.

Keywords: Rromani language teaching; Rromani literary standard; history of

standardization; Rroms in Yugoslavia; Rroms in the USSR; Rroms in Romania; oral/
written communication.
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ANNEX I
Ten rules for the Elaboration of a Common Rromani Language
(from the conclusions of the scientific conference RROMANI
LANGUAGE AND CULTURE - Sarajevo 1986)

1) “All spoken Romani dialects are of equal merit and no one dialect
is superior to any other dialect. Nevertheless there is a need for an interna-
tional standardized dialect which could be used in periodicals and in con-
gresses” (Decision of the First Wold Rromani Congress, London — 1971).

2) Lexico-statistical studies confirm that Rromani vernaculars are
not separate languages but rather dialects of one common language. Since
Rromani vernaculars are in very close mutual relations, they have a suf-
ficiently broad common basis, which may be used to support the central
language.

3) The central language has both spoken and written forms. In writ-
ten form one uses all means able to stress what is common among the ver-
naculars and to minimize on paper irrelevant features which differentiate
vernaculars and disrupt communication. The tolerance of forms is greater
in spoken language, because practice reveals that differences hinder com-
munication to a much lower level.

4) The spelling of the central language aims at reducing in script in-
terdialectal differences in pronunciation but also needs to respect as much
as possible the individual characteristics of natural vernaculars. This spell-
ing is a common code of writing the common element, without causing
any changes in the language, actually just adapting to it a system of writ-
ten characters, namely a code of letters. This process is therefore called
codification.

5) The items, which can not be reduced through codification to a form
in agreement with the general language, should be discarded, replaced or
harmonize; this intervention is called normalization and a special commis-
sion should be set up for this purpose.

6) Thanks to codification, we all write in the same way various real-
izations of phonetic units, including when the same is pronounced differ-
ently, depending on the given dialect or the position of the given unit in the
word, and this consistently.
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For example, both pronunciations [thavo] in a dialect without mu-
tations and [eavo] in a dialect with mutation lead to a common spelling
¢havo, because the grapheme ¢h is always pronounced the same way,
namely [th] in dialects without mutations and [¢] in dialect with mutation.

In the same way we write the graphem g in the word gili, irrespec-
tively of the concrete realizations and everyone pronounces according to
his/her habit as [gilji, gilji, dilji, dzilji, etc.].

7) When these divergences are not consistent and do not concern all
words containing the given phonemic unit, we have three cases:

a) in the case of frequent divergences, we will leave both pronuncia-
tions [and their written notation], as for example zoralo and zuralo, bister
and bistar, or sivel and suvel etc.

b) we may denote as well the difference using accented characters,
such as bora and bora, phirel and phirél, il and $il etc.

c) in the case of limited divergences, the Language Commission will
have to decide in each particular case how much they hinder communica-
tion, whether two collateral forms may be tolerated or whether one of them
has to be marked as non-advisable. This normalization is carried out in
cases, where codification is not sufficient to adjust the system of letters to
the language, but must partially adapt the language to the common norm.

8) Each postposition (with respectively benefactive/dative, posses-
sive, locative, ablative and comitative meanings) has only one written
form, regardless of its pronounciation, since its position and the sandhi
rules specific to each vernacular give automatically the correct pronuncia-
tion — for example:

singular pluralmaOXHHA
oblique case phrales phralen
benefactive (goal) phralesqe ke phralenqe ge
possession masc. sg. | phralesqo(ro) ko(ro) |phralenqo(ro) |go(ro)

fem. sg. |phralesqi(ri) ki(ri) phralenqi(ri) |gi(ri)
plural phralesqe(re) ke(re) |phralenge(re) |ge(re)

locative (place) phralesOe te phralen0e de
ablative (origin) phralesOar tar phralenfar dar
comitative (instr./ phraleca sa phralenca ca
accomp.)
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Each postposition starts with one of the specific postpositional
graphemes ¢, 0, or ¢, which performs simultaneously four functions:

a) it covers all phonetic realizations, according to the given vernacu-
lar;

b) it indicates the place of the sandhi;

c) it informs about the presence of a postposition and its meaning,
making the text easier to read;

d) it indicates the place of the stress (always on the previous syl-
lable).

9) For words which are more or less the same in all Rromani ver-
naculars (such as manus, ¢ang, phuv, luludi/luludi etc.), the mere rules
of codification provide the proper written form.

For words with major differences (such as 3ukel/rikono, korr/men,
nakh/ruthuni, bagal/gilibel etc.), a specific commission has to examine
each lexical case separately and carry out normalization, the main rules
being as follows:

a) if all the variants are original Rromani words, all of them may be
preserved, as representing cultural richness (synonyms) and probably they
will gradually develop between them distinctions in terms of meaning or
connotation;

b) if some variants are not of Rromani origin, priority will be given
in principle to the genuine Rromani word against the loanwords;

c) if all variants are borrowings and there exists a widely known
international word (such as plano, rakéta, revolucia etc.), this one will be
integrated into Rromani;

d) if there is no such an international word, the Commission will
have to create an expression on the basis of the Rromani linguistic material
or borrow from European terminology. In certain cases, especially in the
field of culture, Indian roots may be used (as for example pustik “book”,
lekhel or lekhavel “to write” etc.).

10) For all of these principles, only broad practice will decide if they
have to be be further improved and developped in order to create a solid
and adequate Rromani language.

Similarly practice will show whether this process of unification will
be extended until the fusion of the vernaculars into one unique form or
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whether we will still see lengthily all Rromani vernacular develop freely
next to each other upon a common basis, along with a strategy of train-
ing to mutual understanding. Both options are included in the project pre-
sented here.

ANNEX II
Decision: “The Rromani alphabet”
(“Declaration on a joint Rromani alphabet and its polylectal use”
as passed at the 4th Rromani World Congress — Serock-Jadwisin, near
Warsaw, in 1990)

Warsaw, 07 of IV 1990

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

1. written Rromani is one language, with minor variations, and
Rroms read it with flexibility, each according to the pronunciation of his/
her own dialect.

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

3. one grapheme or diacritic may fulfill only one function.

4. 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.

5. 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 a [or 1], Russian bI, Polish y, Turk-
ish 1 etc.), € as Romanian &, Albanian &, Bulgarian b etc..) and 6 and ii as
in the Germanic languages [or in Hungarian]).

6. constricted vowels are not accepted in the standard language.

7. there are no diphthongs with [w] in the standard language.

8. preyotization is indicated by means of the “¢iriklo™:  (inflex or
caron).
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9. there are no other vowels.

10. there is only one 1 in Rromani language and it has two variants
according to its position.

11. one distinguishes between h (laryngeal) and x (velar).

12. 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).

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

14. 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.

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

16. the spirants are written ¢, ¢, ¢h (or ch), s, §, z, Z and 3 (or 3).

17. the symbol [dz] is rejected since it has no phonemic value.

18. the spirants (affricates) ¢h and 3 (3) are pronounced resp. [fh]
and [d3] in the dialects I and IT and smooth [¢] and [z] in the dialect III. The
neutralization between [[] and [¢] and between [3] and [z] is not accepted
in the standard language.

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

20. there are no short and long vowels in opposition. All are medium.

21. 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. Manus$, A. Joéi, I. Sabani, S.-K. Thakkar, M. Courthiade, I. Han-
cock, A. Daréczi, T. Pobozniak, L. Cerenkov and V. Koptilov (UNESCO
special representative).
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