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| ABSTRACT

Rusyn belongs to the Eastern Slavic language family and is considered a minority language. It is spoken across various countries,
such as Poland, Serbia, Slovakia, and Ukraine. Each of these countries has a standardized variant of this language, with the
exception of Ukraine. The Rusyn people in Transcarpathia are the last group of people without a standardized variant of their
language because it is not recognized. Given the conflict in Ukraine and the general attitude toward Rusyn people, language
documentation is not a priority. There have been various attempts in the past to codify the language, but all have failed to be
adopted, mainly due to a lack of support, both by the Rusyn community and the Ukrainian government. This paper compares
the documentation attempts of six resources, of which the aim was to document the Transcarpathian Rusyn language. The paper
compares their differences, similarities, weaknesses, and strengths and concludes with suggestions for future research projects.
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1. Introduction
Rusyn is an Eastern Slavic language (ISO 639-3) (Hammarstrom et al., 2024), spoken in Europe, mainly in Poland, Serbia, Slovakia,
and Ukraine. It is a recognised language in all of them except Ukraine, which considers it to be a dialect.

The language is protected under the European Charter for Minority Languages (ECRML) (Council of Europe, 2023) in Bosnia and
Herzegovina (p. 107), Croatia (p. 108), Poland (under the name ‘Lemko’) (p. 130), Romania (p. 132), Serbia (p. 137) and Slovakia (p.
138). Of these countries, Poland, Serbia, and Slovakia have their own standardized variants. As for the other countries that recognize
it, since their populations of Rusyn speakers are significantly smaller, no desire has been expressed for a standardized variant. The
language and the people can also go "by other names, such as Lemko in Poland and Pannonian in Vojvodina. Different authors
also give the language in general different names, such as Ruthenian” (Wood, 2024, p. 1).

Ukraine’s Rusyn population (which is focused mainly in the Transcarpathian oblast) is a lot bigger but complicated to estimate due
to the last census having been conducted in 2001, and Rusyn is not an option in the list of ethnic identities. Consequently, there
have been various attempts at creating a standard, but the process has yielded few results. There are six contemporary texts that
attempt to describe the language of this region: Magocsi (1979), Almasij et al. (1999), Nikolaev and Tolstaja (N&T) (2001), Sydor
(2002), Pecora (2013) and Megela (2019). They, however, all differ greatly. The issue for Rusyn in Transcarpathia is that there are
many subdialects, and representation is difficult with so much variation to consider. Magocsi explains that “language
planners...have been unable to adopt a common alphabet whose number of letters...range from 34 to 39. Similarly, there is not yet
agreement on common linguistic terminology,...grammatical rules and lexicon” (n.d., p. 93).

Copyright: © 2024 the Author(s). This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons
Attribution (CC-BY) 4.0 license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/). Published by Al-Kindi Centre for Research and Development,
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This article compares these six texts, highlighting how they are similar and different, to give an overview of the documentation
status of Transcarpathian Rusyn. Firstly, two literature reviews are given: one on minority language documentation and one on the
standardization processes that Rusyn has undergone in the other three main countries. Following this, the research and findings
of the documentation processes and attempts in Ukraine are given. This paper ends with a discussion of the results and
recommendations for moving forward.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Minority language documentation

Krol considers minority language documentation “essential...but it is not the final goal” (2021, p. 46). The final goal is the
revitalization and maintenance of the language so it can be used in regular spheres in the same way as the dominant language.
Revitalization can be otherwise understood by Fishman's definition of ‘Reversing Language Shift": “the recovery, recreation, and
retention of a complete way of life, including non-linguistic as well as linguistic features” (2001, p. 452). In this view, documentation
is not just about the lexis and phonetics but the extra-linguistic processes that speakers use since they “can often be considered
part of the contextual information and may be described in the tier devoted to the contextual commentary” (Schultze-Berndt,
2006, p. 229). It is a long procedure, which raises the question: what should(n't) linguists document?

Kroél describes his experience documenting the Wymysiderys language: “we have to take care of what we document...I gave up
looking for ‘the pure Wymysiderys language’ and...started to listen to what people were actually saying” (2021, p. 46). A linguist
can find many written documents in the target language, but this is not representative of how people speak spontaneously. As
Himmelmann states: “the core of a language documentation...consists of a corpus of audio or video recordings of more or less
naturally occurring communicative events with annotations and commentary” (2006, p. 254).

Documentation started out as simply recording the language, producing “a dictionary, a grammar and a set of texts of the
language” (Child Language Research and Revitalization Working Group, 2017, p. 3). Unfortunately, such materials are not useful or
interesting to regular people and generally only serve other linguists. As such, language documentation goes hand in hand with
the creation of “instructional activities and materials” (p. 4).

One example of a successful case of revitalization is Basque. After a period of losing the language under dictatorial rule in Spain,
in addition to the French government not doing much for those in the northern territory, "The generation...encountered an ample
range of new language domains, including Basque-language media, Basque-language education, a plethora of forms of cultural
production in Basque such as literature, theatre and music, and numerous opportunities to hear, speak, read and write Basque in
diverse media” (Elkartea, 2010, p. 57). After standardization was “proposed by Euskaltzaindia in 1968" (Ofederra, 2016, p. 127),
“Basque entered new fields such as the mass media, the (also new) university, and public administration, where it had never been
present before” (p. 131). It is not simply enough to say that a language is recognized and everyone can continue their lives,
expecting the language to revitalize itself. Documentation should encourage new linguistic materials that can be used in everyday
life.

Motivation is the inevitable challenge of documentation. Is there any point in documenting a language which no one is invested
in saving? As is the everlong debate on the role of the linguist, Edwards sums it up as follows: “What some would see as
inappropriate and unscholarly intervention, others would consider absolutely necessary” (2010, p. 34). Although the discussion of
this paper is not focused on whether Rusyns should be encouraged to reclaim their language, it will be addressed later in the
discussion section concerning how this affects the documentation process. Speaking generally, Karan describes six different types
of motivations people can have: they are communicative, economic, relating to social identity, relating to power and prestige,
nationalistic/political, and religious (2008, p. 6). Minority languages usually lack several of these. The Duoxu language is an example
of a language that lacks all of these since the government provides no support and there are less than ten speakers. Chirkova
surmises that “the entire Duoxu community is not interested and invested in the cause of revitalization of their traditional language.
Taken together with the non-existent support on both federal or regional level and a lack of resources, Duoxu's prospects for
revitalization appear rather bleak” (2018, p. 449). Although less than ten speakers exist, there are around 2,000 Duoxu people, and
the previous statement is a generalization, as Chirkova later states that there are “numerous individual efforts within the Duoxu
community” which “include studying the Duoxu language, collecting linguistic and ethnographic data, and disseminating the
results” (p. 449). In this way, despite there being a lack of external motivations and/or benefits, there still exists the motivation of
just wanting to maintain a language for the sake of it.

Different age groups pose another issue, especially for the Rusyn context. Rusyn is a rural language in Ukraine, belonging to the
older generation who passed the language down to their children. These children moved to bigger cities where they met Ukrainian,
the dominant language, and, therefore, adapted accordingly. As a result, “in situations of severe endangerment where there are
only a handful of elderly first-language speakers, communities may be reliant on documentation of their languages to promote
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language learning” (Child Language Research and Revitalization Working Group, 2017, p. 5). However, just like in English, the older
and younger generations have different modes of speaking. For those younger people who are motivated to revitalize their
language, what should be documented: the older generation’s way of speaking or the younger one’s? Hornsby (2015) discusses
the notion of 'new speakers’ and the constant debate on the authentic and legitimate language that is had between the older
generation (who claims to speak correctly) and the younger (who is still learning and adapting the language to their needs).

2.2. The standardization of Rusyn in Poland, Serbia and Slovakia.

In 1992, it was decided that Rusyn would be standardized “for each of the Rusyn regions...to supplement that already created in
1923 for the Vojvodina Rusyns” (Baptie, 2011, p. 11). It was inspired by the standardization of Romansh, which “is divided into five
regional dialects” with “a pan-regional variety called Rumantsch Grischun...introduced in 1982, which is used as uniform written
language at federal and cantonal levels” (Gross, 2017, p. 7). The realization of this plan has not yet been fulfilled since Switzerland
is just one country, while Rusyn is spread over several.

2.2.1. Poland

As Hornsby explains in his chapter on Lemko, the first educational materials began to be produced in the 1930s, but no real
standardized variant was put forward until 2000 when Henryk Fontanski and Mirostawa Chomiak published their Gramatyka jezyka
temkowskiego (2015, p. 96). This grammar was produced because, as “the interest in teaching and learning Lemko grew rapidly, it
became obvious that its grammatical rules should be set as soon as possible” (Horbal, 2003, p. 363). A standard was needed since
“At the present time[,] the Lemko vernacular [was] used by journalists, writers and poets” (Horbal, 2005, p. 91).

Horbal is quite optimistic, but Hornsby describes a different reality. It is true that education is available in Lemko, but it
“experiences many complications” (Hornsby, 2015, p. 97). For example, 339 was “the highest number...of students” (p. 97) recorded
who studied Lemko, and “Lemko is taught on a voluntary basis” (p. 98). Those who do have an education in Lemko, as recorded
by Hornsby, show differing attitudes. To quote one of his participants, a girl explains that “‘My grandmother speaks “her” Lemko,
but we are learning “correct” Lemko™ (p. 105). The documentation and standardization process has seemingly separated the two
generations apart from each other, with the younger generation of new speakers favoring the standard, perceiving it as correct,
while the older generation speak the way they have always known, which has lost prestige.

Another ostracizing point is the distance Fontanski, and Chomiak’s grammar has caused with the other Rusyn communities.
Linguists are confused as to why "“it does not set itself in any wider context other than the provision of a standard language for
Lemkos in Poland” (Baptie, 2011, p. 52). Hornsby echoes this, saying they “do not mention the wider context of Rusyn language
codification” (2015, p. 96).

2.2.2. Serbia

Fejsa gives a great history of the Serbian context. Standardization started with “"Havrijil Kosteljnik: as the codifier of the Ruthenian
language of the Ruthenias in Serbia / Vojvodina — he wrote the first grammar of the Ruthenian language in 1923" (2017b, p. 67).
This grammar came about because “the Ruthenian ethnic community decided to elevate its colloquial language to the level of a
literary language. In that same year, the first cultural-educational organization was formed, and a resolution was adopted to use
the language in...education, cultural life, and the press” (p. 68).

1974 was the next important date to shape what is now the Autonomous Province of Vojvodina, which “gained extensive rights of
self-rule under the 1974 constitution,” and Rusyn “became one of the five official languages” (p. 69).

Rusyn is accessible in all spheres of public life, and more and more linguistic works have been published on this variety of Rusyn,
such as dictionaries and school textbooks.

Despite this, there are some negatives to address. Fejsa describes several issues that are faced in this region, the first being that
people are leaving their language behind for Serbian because it offers more benefits, both economically and socially. The
population is also small, and their numbers do not seem to be rising, going from 15,905 in 2002 to 11,483 in 2022 (Kovacevi¢,
2023, p. 12). Equally, teachers are not being supported, trained, or motivated to work in this sphere. Fejsa concludes that. “if not
reversed, the process...may lead to the extinction of the Ruthenian identity” (2017b, p. 74).

2.2.3. Slovakia

“The codification of the language of Slovakia's Rusyns in 1995, based on...east...and west Zemplin - brought an end to the long-

lasting dispute over which language should be the literary language” (Pliskova, 2008, p. 96). Before codification, Rusyn was used

in conversations and unofficially in entertainment and religion. After the publication of three books, “a Rusyn Orthographic

Rulebook...a Rusyn-Russian-Ukrainian-Slovak-Polish Dictionary of Linguistic Terminology...and a 42,000 Orthographic Dictionary of
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the Rusyn Language” (Magocsi, 1995, p. 238), a standard was created. It was updated later on with a new publication in 2005 with
some changes (Jabur & Pljiskova, 2005).

As is the case of the other varieties, a standard exists, but the change in the linguistic environment is minimal. Education is available
for people; however, “The only elementary school applying the Rusyn language in its tuition is the village of Cabiny which in 2008—
2016 served an example; however, it had to close because of a lack of students” (Matlovic et al., 2020, p. 1168). The University of
Presov also holds a summer school each year, which people can attend, but it is costly. In addition, there is media available for
Rusyns, as well as signs and administrative facilities.

3. Methodology

Now that the context of the previous processes of standardization has been explained, these next sections will look at the
unsuccessful attempts in Ukraine. The corpus consists of six documents, each describing the language, either as a whole or as a
part of the region. In order of publication date, they are:

1. Magocsi's (1979) Let’s Speak Rusyn. This book is a phrasebook with a small grammar section at the end. It is aimed at
Rusyn immigrants in the USA.

2. Almasij et al.'s (1999) MamepuHcekeIl A3bIK: NucCeMHUYs pycuHcbkozo sizeika [Mother tongue: A grammar of the Rusyn
language]. An attempt at codifying the language, this grammar considers other dialects and is one of the more popular
grammars for linguists.

3. N&T's (2001) Crosaps kapnamoykpauHCKo20 MopyHbLCKO20 2080pPd, € 2pAMMAmMuYeckuM o4epkoM u 06pasyamu mekcmos
[A dictionary of Carpatho-Ukrainian dialect of Torun’, with a short description of grammar and text samples]. This work
focuses on the Torun’ village of Transcarpathia. It is important to note that the authors consider what they documented
to be a ‘Carpatho-Ukrainian dialect.’ They use the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) instead of the Cyrillic.

4. Sydor's (2002) pamamuka PycuHbcko2o A3eika Aas PycuHbe YkpdliuHel, LleHmpansHoi €8ponel u Amepuksi [A grammar
of the Rusyn language for Rusyns of Ukraine, Central Europe and America]. This is a grammar, written in both Rusyn and
English. It is unclear if the author is claiming to represent the entirety of Rusyn speakers or just a region. The text is
confusing, with inconsistencies between the Rusyn and English translation.

5. Pecora’s (2013) PycuHbckelili s3eik 1-3 [The Rusyn language 1-3]. It is designed to be used in schools and has three
sections, focussing on phonology, lexis and grammar.

6. Megela’s (2019) pamamuka PycuHsckozo A3eika [A grammar of the Rusyn language]. It was written in the hopes of
helping to codify the language.

The first step was the selection of materials for this corpus. These texts were chosen because they all describe Rusyn in the
Transcarpathian oblast of Ukraine, and they are all relatively modern sources that describe the language that is allegedly used now
by speakers of this area.

The next stage was the comparison. This was done in several stages. Firstly, a spreadsheet was created to note the specific topics
that are included in each document. The six texts rendered 19 topics overall. They are as follows:

1. Alphabet

2. Noun cases

3. Personal pronouns

4. Possessive adjectives
5. Demonstrative pronouns
6. Interrogative pronouns
7. Reflexive pronouns

8. Numerals

9. Adjectives

10. Comparative adjectives
11. Superlative adjectives
12. Proper adjectives

13. Present tense verbs
14. Past tense verbs

15. Future tense verbs

16. Conditional mood

17. Imperative mood

18. Reflexive verbs
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19. Participles and adverbial participles

The next step was the comparison of all the attested forms in each of the texts. Another spreadsheet was created and all entries
were compiled to allow side-by-side comparison. These are accessible in the Appendices.

One obstacle to this comparison was the fact that not all of the texts cover all of the topics. For example, basic ones such as
adjectives are included in all of the materials, but more advanced topics such as participles are less so.

A second point to make is that the audience for each of these texts is different. While Magocsi's text is for people with no specialist
linguistic background and does not trouble itself with the complexities of the language, N&T's linguistic study is for professional
linguists and is much more in depth.

A third issue is that the purpose of all of these texts is different. Authors such as Sydor and Pecora have a goal that is greater than
just providing linguistic information. Sydor is known for his political, separatist views, writing about “the inadequacy of the very
“liberators” of different color and the ever pseudo-democratic governments” (2001, p. 14) in his introduction. Pecora hopes that
the reader “Topgit cs...cBoOIM [MigKapnaTckbiM KPaEM v CBOIM npekpacHbIM a3bikoM” [is proud of their Transcarpathian region and
beautiful language] (2013, p. 3). It is possible that some inconsistencies in the comparisons are a result of trying to make the
language look more unique than it actually is in an attempt to promote Rusyn pride.

Differences may also occur as a result of the representation of the areas these documents cover. These texts represent both small
and large-scale areas: Magocsi and N&T describe the language of specific villages, while the others seem to speak for the entire
region. To be more precise, Magocsi describes Rusyn in a village called Pidhirne. N&T describe Rusyn in Torun'. The other four
authors are Rusyn speakers from Ukraine, so it can be assumed they have based their works on their own speech since they do
not explicitly state where their data comes from. Pecora and Almasij et al. do acknowledge that different dialects exist but do not
state on which one their works are based.

4. Results and Discussion
In the interest of space, the full tables of results are available in the Appendices of this paper for the reader to view. Below, the
proposed alphabets will be discussed, followed by a breakdown of the different types of differences that have been found.

4.1. Alphabet
Each source provides its own alphabet, except for N&T's, because they use the IPA in their study.

Magocsi's alphabet consists of 35 letters (Figure 1). Two letters which do not appear in some of the other sources are <y> and
<t0>. They represent the close front rounded vowel [y] and [jy].

Sydor has 38 letters (Figure 2), of which four are not found in some of the other texts: <b>, <6>, <y> and <i>. He explains that
<B> represents the sound [i¢] in the middle of words and [ji] at the end of words (33). <6> represents [0"]. <y> and <i> represent
the same sound; [y]. He explains that it is stylistic: the genitive plural of horse would be ‘koHbYB,' but it “is not good for writing or
reading,” so instead, it is 'koHbiB' (2002, p. 40).

Pecora'’s alphabet has 36 (Figure 3) but acknowledges <i> and <6> as extra letters. The former represents sounds [u], [y], and [i],
depending on the dialect (p. 13). The latter represents [o] and [u], again depending on the dialect.

Megela and Almasij et al. have 35 letters (Figure 4 and Figure 5) with no oddities.
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Figure 1: Magocsi’s proposed alphabet (p. xxi-xxii)

a, A
b,B
v,V
h, H
g G
d, D
e, E
je, Je
32
zZ
y. Y
i, 1
)
k, K
I, L
m, M
n, N
0,0
p, P
r, R

s, S -
LT wh

. w, I
i, 0 -

f, F
ch, Ch

& £.30
é,(‘ R |

58
5¢, S¢

ju, Ju
ju, Ju
Ja, Ja
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Figure 2: Sydor’s proposed alphabet (p. 30)

1.Aa (a) = Aa (e1); 2.6 (6s1) = Bb (bi); 3.BB
(Be1) = Vv (vi); 4.I'r (rer) = Hh-high; 5.It (re1) = Gg
(g-gun); 6.]1n (ap1) = Dd (di); 7.Ee (e) = Ee (i); 8.E&é
(310) = Yo-yours; 9.€€ (iic) = Ye-yes; 10.Kx = Zh;
11.33 (3b1) = Z7Z (zet); 12.Aun (n) = Yy (big, Rusyns);
13.1i (i) = Zi (ai)-triller; 14.X7 (1) = yi-(laiti); 15. Wi
(#ie1) = Yy (yellow); 16.Kx (xw1) = Kk (kei); 17.J1a
(61) = LI (el); 18.Mm (Mb1) = Mm (em); 19.Hn (151)
=Nn (en); 20.00 (0) = Oo (ou); 21.IIn (e1) = Pp
(p1); 22.Pp (pw1) = Rr (ar); 23.Cc (cw1) = Ss (es);
24.TT (TBI)= Tt(te); 25.Yy(y)=Uu(yu); 26.®@¢p(hr1) =
Ff(ef); 27. Xx (xp1)=like “A” or “Kh” (Hanover);
28.1u(uibr) =as Ce(si)-tsunami; 29. Hu(uw)=Ch-
church, 30. Il (mwer)=S%4-shelf; 31. Iox(ue)=as
Sch-No full analog; 32.bIb1=(No direct analog. Like “y™);
33. bb(Muarksiil 3Hak= softening sign). 33. ¥Or0(x0)=Yu-
(you); 3s. SIlsi(ita) = Ya-young; 36. kB (arb-«ie»); 37.
06 (o 3 rno3HadykOB)—No direct analog; 38. ¥V (y 3
rnmo3Ha4ykoB) —No direct analogs; 39. 1 (i 3 mo3Hauk6B)-NoO
direct analog.
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Figure 3: Pecora’s proposed alphabet (p. 5)

Aa | 1) Bs r I'r An
(a) (6B1) (BbBI) (rui) (rei) (abi)
Ee €c Eé K x 33 li
(e) (#e) (#o) (xpr) (3b1) (1)
8 Uu bl M Kk Jda
(1) (1) (b1) (#b1) (kbi) (151)
Mwm Hu Oo Mn Pp Cc
(MbI) (Hbi) (0) (nbt) (poi) (cbi)
TT Yy D P X x Hu Yy
(TB1) (y) (1) (xs1) (ubr) (ub1)
L w LT b b 0w An
(wbl) (wbt) (MHATKbIHA 3HAK) (TBEpAbIH 3HAK) (Ay) (Ha)
Figure 4: Megela’s proposed alphabet
Aa Bo6 B I'r Ir JIan Ee €¢ Kx 33 Hun wl
a Obl  BBI bl TBl  JIBI e iie 3Bl " Bl
i i Hi Kk Jla MmMm Hu Oo Ilm Pp Cec Tr
I ii 17} KBI bl MBI HEI 0 peI Cbl  THI
Yy ®¢p Xx Hu Yy Mwm Hm HOw = b
y ()8 XbI LBl Ybl LB mel WAy 4 MHSATKBINA 3HaK
Figure 5: Almasij et al.’s proposed alphabet (p. 13)
Ha (a) Xx(xke) Mwm(em) X x(xa)
b 6 (6e) 33 (3er) HHu (en) I{ u (ue)
BB (Be) [i (i) Oo (o) Yy (ue)
['r (ra) Ii @) IIn (me) I w(ma)
lr  (re) Uu (un) Pp (ep) LI m (ma)
O n (ae) bl b1 (b1) C ¢ (ec) 1O 10 (10)
Ee (e) Ui (ér) T (Te) SAa (n)
Eé (&) K k (xa) Yy (y) b (epn)
€e (e) Jn (en) D ¢ (ed)

4.2. Linguistic differences
Across all the texts, four main inconsistencies were discovered. They are:

1.  Phonetic,
2. Morphological,
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3. Grammatical,
4. Orthographical.

4.2.1. Phonetic inconsistencies

Figures 6-11 show the percentage of the occurrence of variants in their phonetic forms for all possible noun endings, including
number, gender, and case, across the texts. This is just a portion of the differences found, but it gives a good insight into the rate
at which these documents differ. In the case of noun declensions, only five of the texts were compared since Magocsi does not
address this topic in his phrasebook. Appendix 5 only compares Almasij et al. and N&T because the other texts do not mention
this verb type. Across all the noun declension types, 41 out of 292 possible endings were 100% the same. These were usually
nominative endings or plural instrumental, dative, and locative endings, which tend to be the most similar across Slavic languages.

Phonetic differences include:
1. Vowel quality,
2. Palatalisation,
3. Ellipsis.

Figure 6: Rate of occurrence of phonetic nominal endings in Appendix 1

100%

Ti%

¥
y

5 b e Baddhd DD Y Y
& LT ﬁ\@ td B g ﬁ\;&@@{q\ LR T aﬁgstg@\ &\6:) i‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁpﬂ@\i@& ﬁ%r-* fﬁ@@@ﬁﬁéﬁggﬁﬁ x@ﬁ- =
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Figure 7: Rate of occurrence of phonetic variants in Appendix 2.
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Figure 8: Rate of occurrence of phonetic variants in Appendix 3
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Figure 9: Rate of occurrence of phonetic variants in Appendix 4
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Figure 11: Rate of occurrence of phonetic variants in Appendix 6
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4.2.1.1. Vowel quality
Some examples of differing vowels include the animate accusative plural or genitive plural endings for Type 1 nouns (Appendix 1),

such as Pecora’s -1’ ([yw]) and Megela’s "-yB’ ([uw]). Megela does not have a letter for the close front rounded vowel [y], while the
other documents report this as a key vowel for the Rusyn language.

Another difference, where Pecora reports [y], and Megela reports [u], Sydor sometimes reports his unique sound [0"], such as in
the genitive plural of Type 2 noun declensions (Appendix 2).

A different vowel can be used completely, such as in Type 2 locative declensions. The majority of the authors propose the locative
plural ending '-ax,” while N&T also propose [1x] and Almasij et al. propose "-ox/-éx.’

4.2.1.2. Palatalisation

Most Slavic languages differentiate between hard and soft consonants, which are usually dependent on the vowels that proceed
them. For example, Rusyn has four similar sounds: the hard are <bi> (close-mid back unrounded vowel [¥]) and <u> (near-close
near-front unrounded vowel [1]). The soft are <i> (close front unrounded vowel [i]) and <i> ([jil), a palatalized variant of the
previous sound). In noun declension Type 4 (Appendix 4), where others write that [1] and [i] is the ending for accusative plural
endings, Pecora writes that it is [1] and [ji].

Another instance of this is between Sydor and the rest in the instrumental Type 1 nouns (Appendix 1). He provides only the hard
variant /o'w/, while the rest give a second soft equivalent, /jow/.

4.2.1.3. Ellipsis

N&T demonstrate ellipsis in their variants, namely in Type 6 noun declensions (Appendix 6). They write suffixes /-atmi/ and /-
atmy/, consisting of two syllables, but the others record an extra [a] vowel between the two consonants: Sydor - /-atami/, Pecora
- /-jatam/, Megela - /-jatam/, Almasij et al. - /-jatam1/.

Other examples of this can be seen in Appendix 7. N&T report a dative variant for 'I" as /mnii/, while the rest report a two syllable
variant /meni/.

4.2.2. Morphological inconsistencies

There appears to be a dilemma about when to use suffixes ‘-umn’ and '-uma’ in the instrumental plural of adjectives and numerals.
The declension of ‘one’ (Appendix 23) is disputed between Almasij et al., PeCora, and Megela, who suggest either ‘eagHbiMa’ or
‘egHbIMK’. In other varieties, such as PreSov Rusyn, there are identical variants, both being acceptable according to PljiSkova and
Koporova (2015: 138), while the Pannonian Rusyn is -uma’ for instrumental plural (Fejsa 2017a), and so is the Lemko (Fontanski
and Chomiak 2000).

Page | 305



The Documentation Attempts of Rusyn in Ukraine’s Transcarpathia

The same occurs for adjectives (Appendices 28-30) in the instrumental plural.

Another case of this can be seen in participles (Appendix 41). Present participles, according to Sydor, have 3 variants, "-aun’ (with
the soft variant "-aun’), "-yun’ (with no soft variant), and '-a,” whereas Megela reports only the first two (both with soft variants).
The adjectival present active participles also differ, with Megela citing the same roots ("-au-' (soft variant "-au-'), "-yu-' (soft variant
‘-tou-") which then decline based on number, gender and case. Sydor adds two more possible variants: "-awpiin’ (soft "-Awbiin’) and
-ywbin’ (soft -towwbili’). The past passive also has an extra entry by Sydor, who states '-(B)wblilica’ is acceptable, but Megela makes
no mention of it.

4.2.3. Grammatical inconsistencies

The third person singular pronouns, in Slavic languages in general, can have two to three different forms based on the grammatical
environment. Only Almasij et al. and N&T address this in their description of these pronouns in accusative, genitive, and dative
environments. They give an object pronoun, a pronoun used after prepositions, and a possessive pronoun. All other texts give one
or two variants.

Another inconsistency can also be found for the accusative singular and plural adjectives. In Slavic languages, and Rusyn is no
exception, there is a distinction between animate and inanimate nouns. The inanimate take a similar nominative adjective if it is
masculine or neuter, while the animate have genitive endings. For example, looking at the possessive adjectives for ‘my’ (Appendix
15), according to Sydor, Pecora, and Megela, only variants that have the same genitive endings are provided, while Almasij et al.
and Magocsi give two variants for masculine and plural possessive adjectives (the former being inanimate and the latter being
animate): Magocsi gives ‘myii/Moro’ and ‘moni/moliix,” and Almasij et al. give ‘myii/moro’ and ‘mM6i/mMoux.” Interestingly, however,
Pelora and Megela provide two variants, as does Magocsi and Almasij et al., for the accusative demonstrative pronouns ‘this’ and
‘these’ (Appendix 17): Pecora'’s ‘cecb/céro’ and Megela’s ‘cucb/cboro’ for the accusative masculine singular, and only Megela gives
‘ceci/cux’ for the plural. Sydor and Megela give two for ‘that’ and ‘those’: Sydor and Megela report the accusative singular to be
‘tot/T0r0," while Megela reports the plural to be ‘Totbl/ThiX.” Megela also provides the same variants for singular and plural
accusative adjectives for the neuter, while no one else does. More examples of this can be found in Appendices 21, 23, 24, 25, 26,
27,28 and 31.

4.2.4. Orthographic inconsistencies
Concerning orthographical inconsistencies, there are few, but they exist.

Representing the /jo/ sound in most texts is done simply by the letter <é>, but Magocsi and Megela do not include this letter in
their alphabets, and so use <#o>. Another similar situation occurs with the letter <i>. The accusative 'her’ has variants such as ‘i
from Pecora and ‘ei’ from Sydor and Megela. Magocsi, again, does not have this letter in his alphabet and substitutes it with <ii>.
Why he does this is not clear. One reason could be to distance the language from Ukrainian and Russian since <i> is a Ukrainian
letter, and <&> is Russian (although not exclusively).

In terms of suffixes, where <é> is used by all for the locative singular Type 2 nouns’ endings (Appendix 2), Megela uses <bo>. The
rule can be understood as <> comes word-initially, while soft signs are used word-internally, be it for presentation or adding
complexity to the language. It also appears in the instrumental singular as '-ém’ versus Megela’s ‘-boM." Magocsi is observed doing
the same thing in Appendix 10 with the instrumental ‘HboB.’

The /y/ sound has the most variation in orthography because it is a unique sound to Transcarpathian Rusyn, and not all dialects
have it. As mentioned before, Magocsi and Sydor use <y> and <>, perhaps borrowing the idea from the German or Hungarian
alphabet by using the umlaut. While Magocsi uses one symbol, Sydor uses a second - <i> - for stylistic purposes. Pecora only uses
<i> to represent all the variations of this sound, those being [u], [y], and [i], depending on the dialect. It should be noted that in
real life, these variants are not used by all, and instead <y> is used in writing by some, as is depicted by rueportal.eu (n.d.) in Figure
12. One example of it in use is by the writer Lyzhechko (2023).
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Figure 12. Rusyn alphabet proposed on the website rueportal.
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4.3. Discussion

Despite these six writers having studied and recorded the same language, there is little consensus as to what it is or how it should
be written. On the other hand, it confirms that Transcarpathian Rusyn has a lot of variation geographically, dividing itself into a

minimum of at least 4 dialects according to Pecora (p. 12) and six according to Almasij et al. (p. 88), which have been listed in Table
1.

Table 1: Pecora and Almasij et al.’s reported dialects of Rusyn in Transcarpathia

Pecora’s dialects Almasij et al.’s dialects

Maramoross'kyj Southern Maramoros

Borzavs'kyj/Berezs'kyj Northern Maramoro$

Uzans'kyj Berezs'kyj

Verxovins'kyj Uzs'kyj

Eastern Zemplin

Verxovina

The trouble with developing a standardized grammar to describe the language of a specific region is that it will never be truly
representative of the entire population. For example, Scots (Costa, 2018), Diidxaza (De Korne, 2018) or Kven (Lane, 2018) are, to
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name but a few, examples that have had pushback from language standardization efforts due to the exclusion of certain ways of
speaking.

This lack of consensus shows linguists do not understand the linguistic situation of this area, which is not helped by the fact that
Ukrainian linguists, who have the geographical advantage of studying it, refuse to consider it as anything but a dialect of Ukrainian
(Baca, Kovac & Stec’, 2008; Masenko, 2011; My3any¢, 2013; Skrypnyk, 2013). As was discussed before, the other varieties of Rusyn
had recognition before the codification procedure was executed. There is not even a corpus of Transcarpathian Rusyn from which
linguists can start studying, only minute studies that show small sides of linguistic peculiarities and the sociolinguistic situation
(e.g., Boudovskaia, 2010, 2017, 2020; Goca. 2010; Kapraly, 2018; Sabados, 2008; Tolstaja, 2000, 2012; Xarkivs'ka, 2015)

To argue that the lack of recognition by the government and other linguists is the cause for the disorder in the standardization
process would be naive. The problem is also exacerbated by the Rusyn people, mostly the older generation. As mentioned in the
literature review, age is one of the obstacles for standardization. From Wood's (2021) interviews with Rusyn speakers from Ukraine,
four out of five of these interviewees were for standardization and recognition. One of the interviewees mentioned that one of the
problems is the older generation, saying: “I do blame USSR...because | see those people attitude and they behave as if...I have no
control of the situation...I cannot change it; | can do nothing...They got used to the fact that the government rules everything and
they have no control of the situation” (p. 58). This historical trauma from Soviet times has had an impact on people’s ability to trust
the government to support their interests (Sapsford et al., 2015).

Considering Rusyn has been standardized three times already in Poland, Serbia and Slovakia, it is worth discussing the result of
this. As for Lemko, Fontanski, and Chomiak (2000) standardized it, and Horbal (2003) celebrates it as a positive step. Two years
later, he mentions that “In 2001 Chomjak’s program for teaching Lemko at the high school level...was approved by the Ministry of
National Education and Sport” (2005, p. 91), but Hornsby (2015) tells a different story. Those who do have an education in Lemko,
as recorded by Hornsby, show differing attitudes, such as the previously quoted "My grandmother speaks “her” Lemko, but we
are learning “correct” Lemko' (2015, p. 105). It shows that the standard that has been created does not reflect the language of the
older generation, creating a linguistic divide in the very community that is trying to come together. This leads to the rise of “new-
speakers”, as Hornsby writes. “The newer generations of Lemko speakers, educated at university, in a codified, pan-Rusyn variety
are indeed the ones who hold (or will hold) linguistic power” (p. 108). It does not mean, however, that the older generations’ ways
of speaking are illegitimate and do not deserve documentation and recognition. It is an inevitable and constant battle between
the generations as to who speaks the so-called correct way.

It is plausible that the older generation of Rusyns from this region is scared or dubious of change and standardization. Lane (2018)
discusses the Kven context and how the standardization process had pushback from those who “expressed concern that elements
from their dialect might not be incorporated” or “stated that the actors involved in this process were removed from the grassroots
and...that their efforts were primarily motivated by self-interest” (2018, p. 108). The end of Lane's chapter finishes with
conversations with two people who were not favorable of a standard, but after they had been given a text in Kven to read, their
attitudes became more supportive and they saw the use in it.

Ideally, there should be some form of recognition in the next few years, but it does not seem likely, given the conflict with Russia
and the Ukrainian view that Rusyn is a dialect. The next best thing would be to start documenting the language anyway. N&T have
already done this for Torun’, although under the impression that it is a dialect. This can only come from creating a corpus of oral
language. There is writing from this region encouraged by online movements, as investigated by Wood (2024), such as Mihal’
Lyzhechko, who created the website ‘Interfyisa’ to give news about technology to Rusyn speakers (Interfyisa, 2024). Another strong
movement is ‘The Society for Rusyn Evolution,” which is backed by Starick Pollock (The Society for Rusyn Evolution, 2024) and
publishes Rusyn writers from all Rusyn-speaking countries. However, a real corpus of oral language is lacking.

Once the language and data is available and documented, then the process of standardization can begin. It can be done in various
ways. Taking the Kven example from Lane (2018), the process was government funded (which would require recognition from the
Ukrainian government), and an institute was composed of linguists and native speakers to start the standardization process. In
determining which variety to use, they opted for something “based on Eastern and Western Kven dialects, close to Meénkieli”
(107). The decision to include variation in this standardization process was taken, “However, the amount of variation was debated
at the meetings of the Kven Language Council. A large degree of variation was seen as essential if those who speak or understand
Kven were to identify with and accept the standard, whereas a standard with less variation might be easier to master for new
speakers who would learn Kven through education” (p. 107-108). In the case of Rusyn, the problem naturally arises as to what to
base the standard on. For Kven, there were two main varieties, but Rusyn in Transcarpathia has at least four to six. This would be
discussed at such meetings.
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In the case that Rusyn is not recognized in the near/distant future, what can be done?

A similar case to Rusyn is the Elfdalian language in Sweden. It has no legal status in Sweden since the government considers it a
dialect and no recognition from the ECRML. Nonetheless, it has been standardized. Sapir (2017) recounts the history of this process.
The revitalization process started in 1984 “with the foundation of Ulum Dalska,” which organized “musicals, conferences, language
courses, school activities, as well as assisting scholars, who wished to study or document Elfdalian” (p. 52). Up until the present
day, such events are still taking place. Standardization attempts started with Steensland, who “was the first to attempt to create a
standard orthography for Elfdalian” (p. 55), then “Akerberg made likewise an attempt to introduce a standard Elfdalian orthography.
In 1999, he began to give Elfdalian language courses, simultaneously trying to revitalize the classical grammar system” (p. 55).
Sapir himself was the next, in 2004. Ulum Dalska created “a new Elfdalian language council, whose principal aim would be to create
a standard Elfdalian orthography. The council was to consist moreover of Osten Dahl, Gunnar Nystrém, Lars Steensland and Bengt
Akerberg” (p. 55). The process employed on this council was that it should be “regionally ‘neutral’ in the sense that it should not
reflect a certain variety” (p. 55). The process took just over half a year with agreement from everyone on the council. Naturally,
some were not happy with the proposed idea, “mainly from Elfdalian speakers who felt that some items in the new spelling did
not coincide with their own local pronunciation. Others claimed that the orthography did not reflect the regional or generational
diversity, that Elfdalian never had an orthography, and that people should or could just write what they pronounced” (p. 56). In
response to this, the committee “pointed out that the aim of the orthography was to render written communication in Elfdalian
easy to encode and decode, not to regulate the spoken language and not to eradicate the regional variation, and that the written
norm could not reflect all regional varieties” (p. 56). In addition to orthography, grammar is also available by Sapir (2023), which is
just another step at concretising the standardization process.

Sapir concludes that linguistic revitalization, although minimal, is visible in the community and that “pessimistic views as to an
imminent language death for Elfdalian may not become a reality, at least in the short term” (p. 56). His final remarks, however,
highlight the importance of recognition: “An official recognition of Elfdalian as a language according to ECMRL will give the
revitalization efforts an additional boost” (p. 56).

The advantage that Rusyn in Ukraine has over Elfdalian is that other countries do recognize it and have already established a
standard. It is well within the range of possibilities that a committee be created in Transcarpathia to work on a standard
orthography and language that represents everyone’s interests. As was the case with Elfdalian, not everyone will be happy, but
Sapir notes that “the speech community would need more time to get accustomed to the orthography” (2017, p. 56), which was
also observed by Lane’s (2018) conversations with the two people who were positively swayed after reading a text in Kven.

5. Conclusion

This article has compared the numerous attempts at standardization of Rusyn in Ukraine’s Transcarpathian region. These texts
differ in terms of grammar, morphology, and orthography, and there is very little consensus as to what the Transcarpathian Rusyn
language actually is. In comparison with the historical processes of standardization in other countries where Rusyn is recognized
and protected, Transcarpathian Rusyn is not ready to be standardized. The importance of recognition clearly plays a part in this,
but, as seen with the Elfdalian situation, it is not crucial to start.

It is recommended that studies of Rusyn are undertaken in this region first so as to get an understanding of how this language
sounds and is used in comparison to the other varieties. Ukrainian linguists are mostly of the understanding that it is a dialect, so
the work will probably need to be undertaken by linguists outside of Ukraine. A linguistic committee can then be established to
discuss the orthography, grammar, and lexis should be. This, however, all depends on the motivation of Rusyn speakers in
Transcarpathia. If people are willing to participate in such studies, it will be much easier, but the current attitude toward Rusyn
suggests it will be challenging.
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Appendix 1: Noun declensions, Type 1.

Almasij et al. N&T Sydor Pecora Megela
NOM SG -a/-a/-b -a -a/-a -a/-a -a/-a
NOM PL -bl/-i/-i -¥/-i -bl/-i -bl/-1 -bl/-i
ACC SG -y/-+0/-b -u -y/-t0 -y/-t0 -y/-t0
ACC PL -bl/-i/-i -¥/-i -@/-i -bl/-i/1B -bl/-i/-yB
GEN SG -bl/-n/-1/-i -¥/-i -bl/-i -bl/-1 -bl/-i
GEN PL -@/-b/-yB/-li/-nin/-t0B -@/-iw -@/-b -@/-iB -@/-yB
DAT SG -i/-n -i/-1 -oBW/-i -i/-n -i/-n/-oBun
DAT PL -aM/-am -am -aM/-aM | -am/-am -am/-am
INS SG -oB/-€B/-vB -ow/-ew -omM/0B | -0B/-éB  -OB/-bOB/-OM
INS PL -aMu/-amm -aml  -aMu/AMKU -aMu/-amMm -aMu/-amu
LOC SG -n/-i -i/-1 -0BW/-u  -i/-n/-éen  -i/-n/-oBun
LOC PL -ax/-ax -ax/-ox = -ax/-ax -ax/-ax -ax/-ax
VOC SG -o/-é -0/-é -0/-é/-0 -0/-b0
VOC PL -bl/-i/-i -bl/-i | -bl/-i/-0BE  -bl/-i/-OBe
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Appendix 2: Noun declensions, Type 2.

NOM SG

NOM PL

ACC SG

ACCPL

GEN SG

GEN PL

DAT SG

DAT PL

INS SG

INS PL

LOC SG

LOCPL

VOC SG

VOC PL

Almasij et al.
-@/-b/-1A/-0/-a
-bl/-i/-i
-a/-a
-bl/-yB/-t0B/-i
-a/-a/-y/-10
-yB/-0X/-10B/-€X
-0BW/-€éBu
-am/-om/-am/-ém
-OM/-éMm
-aMun/-Mu/-AMu/-bMn/-AMn
-i/-oBW/-y/-€Bn/-n/-10
-ax/-ox/-ax/éx
-e/-y/-10

-bl/-i/-i

N&T

-@/-o

-¥/-i

-@/-o

-¥/-i

-a/-u

w

-ovi/-u

-am/-im

-om

-ami/mi

-i/-1/-u/-ovi -oBwW/-éBu

-ax/-ix

Sydor Pecora
-@/-0/-e -@/-0
-bI/-i -bl/-T
-0/-5 -a/-a/-@
-n/-oB -bl/-0B/-1B/-i
-a/-a -a/-a
-0B/iB -is/-iB
-0BW/-€BU -y/-0BW/-€B1N
-am/am -am/-am/-oBam
-OM/-éM -OM/éM

-aMu/-Mu | -aMu/-amn/-oBamu

-0BW/-€BK

-ax/-ax -ax/-sax/-oBax
-y/-t0 -e/-10/-y
-bl/-i -bl/-i/-a

Megela
-@/-0
-bl/-i

-a/-1

-bl/-yB/-tOB/-i

-a/-q
-yB/-10B
-OBW/-10
-am/-am

-OM/-bOM

-aMun/-amm

-OBW/-bOBW/-i

-ax/-ax
-e/-t0/-y

-bl/-i
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Appendix 3: Noun declensions, Type 3.

Almasij et al.

NOM SG -o/-e/-a/-a

NOM PL -a/-a/-eHa

ACC SG -o/-e/-a/-a

ACCPL -a/-a/-eHa

GEN SG -a/-a/-eHn

GEN PL -@/-b/-ni/-eH/-iB

DAT SG -y/-0BW/-10/-€BN/-eHn
DAT PL -am/-am/-om/-ém/-eHam/-eHoM
INS SG -OM/-éM/-HéM

INS PL -aMu/-aMn/-eHamu
LOC SG -0BW/-€BW/-n/-enn/-y/-i
LOCPL  -ax/-ox/-ax/-éx/-eHax/-eHox
VOC SG -0/-e/-a/-a

VOC PL -a/-a/-eHa

N&T Sydor
-0/-e/-a -o/-e
-a -i/-a/-5
-0/-e/-a -0/-q
-a -i/-a/-5
-a -a/-1
-iw/-0 -0B/iB
-u -0BW/-€B1/-10
-am -am/am
-om -OM/-ém
-amI -aMu/-amn

-i/-1/-u -oBu/-ésu/-to

-ax -ax/-ax

-y/-to/-e/-a

-a/-i/-q

Pecora
-0/-e/-€/-a
-bl/-a/-1
-a/-a/-o/-€/-e
-osiB/-iB/-e/-a/-1
-a/-s/
-iB/-osis/-a/-/-@/-a
-0BW/-€BU
-am/-am
-OM/éM
-aMu/-amu
-0BU/-8BW/-10/-i
-ax/-ax
-e/-y/-€

-bl/-oBe/-a/-5

Megela
-o/-e/-a/-1a
-bl/-s/
-a/-a/-e
-bl/-yB/-5
-a/-a
-yB/-t0B
-0BWU/-10
-am/-am
-OM/-bOM
-amMu/-amu
-OBW/-bOBW/-i
-ax/-ax
-e/-y

-bl/-51
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Appendix 4: Noun declensions, Type 4.

NOM SG

NOM PL

ACC SG

ACCPL

GEN SG

GEN PL

DAT SG

DAT PL

INS SG

INS PL

LOC SG

LOCPL

VOC SG

VOC PL

Almasij et al.

-am

-0B/-VB

-aMu

-ax

-n/-i

N&T

-1/-i
-¥/-1/-€
-iw/-ej
-1/-%/-i

-am

-ow/-l'u/-ew/-ju

Appendix 5: Noun declensions, Type 5.

-ami/-mi

-ax

Almasij et al.

NOM PL -i/-n/-ata/-bi/-a

ACCPL

GEN PL

DAT PL

INS PL

LOC PL

VOC PL

-i/-bl/-a/-yB
-b/-yB/-@/-0X

-aM/-amM/-oMm

Sydor Pecora
-0 -0
-n -i/-n
-0 -0
-n/-i/-iB -i/-n
-n -n
-en/-iB -iB
-n -n
-am/-am -am/-am
-6B -éB/-0B
-aMmu/-amu -aMu/-amu
-n -n
-ax/-ax -ax/-ax
-e/-n -v
-e/-n -i/-n
N&T
-i/-1/-e
-i/-1/-e
-€j/-®
-om

-AMW/-amMu/-mMun --mi/-1ma/-ami/-oma

-9x/-ax/-ox

-i/-bl/-a

-OX

-Un/-10B/-1n

-n

-am/

-AM

-0B/-bOB

-amn/

-ax/

-AMU

-Aax

-e/-@
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Appendix 6: Noun declensions, Type 6.

NOM SG
NOM PL
ACC SG
ACCPL
GEN SG
GEN PL
DAT SG
DAT PL
INS SG
INS PL
LOC SG
LOC PL
VOC SG

VOC PL

Appendix 7:

Almasij et al.
-1

-ATa

-ATa
-ATN
-AT
-ATW/-ATHO
-ATam/-aTOM
-ATEM
-ATamMm

-ATW/-ATHO

-ATax/-aToX

-ATa

”

Personal Pronoun “I

Magocsi Almasij et al.

N&T

-at-1

-at-1

-at-¢

-at-1

-at'-im

-at'-om

-at-mi/at-my

-at-1

-at'-ix

NOM p p
ACC wmeHe HA, MeHe
GEN MeHe, HA  HS, MeHe
DAT wmeHi, Mun MW, MeHT
INS wmHOB MHOB
LOC MeHi MeHT

Sydor
-a/-A
-ata/-ATa
-a/-ATa
-ata/-ATa
-atn/-atn
-art/-aTt
-aTéBU/-ATEBM
-atam/-aTam
-aTéM
-atamu/-aTamm
-aTn/-atn
-aTax/-aTax

-a/-a

N&T
ja
mene, n'a
mene, n'a, mn'a
men'i, mn'i, m1
mnow

mn't

Pecora
-a/-q
-ATa/-a
-a/-qa/
-Ata/-a/-@
-a/-atn/-a
-at/-@
-ATW/-aTn/-€Bn
-ATam/-am
-ATEM/-AM/-aTéM
-ATam/-aMun
-ATK/-0BWU/-EBU/-aTn
-ATax/-ax
-a/-a

-ATa/-a

Sydor

MeHe, HA MEHe, HA MeHe, HA

Pecora Megela

MeHe, HA MEHe, HA MeHe, HA

MEHIi, MU MeHi, MU MeHi, M1

MHOB MHOB MHOB

MeHi MeHi MeHi

-ata/-at1/-a/-®

-ATN/-N

-a1/-0

-ATN/-9TbOBU

-ATaM/-am

-ATbOM/-bOM

-ATaM/-am

-ATN/-0BU/-1/-b0BU

-ATax/-ax

-ATa/-a
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Appendix 8: Personal pronoun “You” (singular)

Magocsi Almasijetal. N&T Sydor Pecora Megela
NOM Thbl Tbl t Tbl Tbl Tbl
ACC Tebe T8, Tebe  tebe, t'a Tebe, T4 Tebe, TA TEbE, TH
GEN Tebe, 1 T8, Tebe  tebe, t'a Tebe, T4 TEbe, TA TEbE, TH
DAT T06i, T ™, TO6U tobi, t1  Tebi, Tn TO6I, TM TOBI, TN
INS TO60B T0608B tobow T060B TOGOB TOGOB
LOC  T06i T06i tob'i Te6i T06i T06i
Appendix 9: Personal pronoun “He”
Magocsi Almasij et al. N&T Sydor Pecora Megela
NOM oByH yH v'in BYH, yH  BIH BYH
ACC ioro, ro | ro, Héro, éro = joyo, n'oyo, yo  éro, ro éro, ro Mnoro, ro
GEN Jioro | ro, Héro, éro | joyo, n'oyo, YO | éro, ro  é&ro, ro 1oro, ro
DAT iomy, My  émy, My  jomu, n‘omu, mu émy, My émy, My romy, My
INS HUM HUM nim, nim HUM HUM HUM
LOC  HioMm HIOM n'im, nomu HEMY | HEMY = HbOMY
Appendix 10: Personal Pronoun “She”
Magocsi Almasij et al. N&T Sydor Pecora Megela
NOM oHa OHa ona OHa, BHa OHa OHa
ACC eni i, 10, HIO, HWi, €T jeji, n'u, ji, ju T, €i (] €N
GEN eni i, HUWT, €, HET | jeji, neji, i T, €l (A1) €T
DAT ton ton ji, nij, jij ton HUB ton
INS HbOB HEB, HMB new, n'‘ow HUB HUB HUB
LOC  Hioi HIOM n'ij HIOM HiB HIo
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Appendix 11: Personal Pronoun “It”

Magocsi Almasij et al. N&T Sydor Pecora
NOM oByH OHO ono OHO, BHO  OHO
ACC ioro, ro  ro, Héro, éro  joyo, n‘oyo, yo = éro, ro  éro, ro
GEN Moro  ro, Héro, éro = joyo, n‘oyo,yo | éro,ro éro, ro
DAT iiomy, My  émy, My jomu, n‘omu, mu émy, My émy, My
INS HUM HUM nim, nim HUM HUM
LOC  HioM HIOM n'im, nomu HIOM Him

Appendix 12: Personal pronoun “We"”

Megela
OHO
noro, ro
noro, ro
nomy, My
HUM

HbOMY

Magocsi Almasij et al. N&T Sydor Pecora Megela

NOM Mbl Mbl my¥  Mbl Mbl Mbl
ACC Hac Hac nas Hac Hac Hac
GEN Hac Hac nas Hac Hac Hac
DAT Ham Ham nam HamMm  Ham HaMm
INS Hamm Hamm nami HaMW Hamu = Hamu
LOC Hac Hac nas = Hac Hac Hac

Appendix 13: Personal Pronoun “You"” (plural)

Magocsi Almasij et al. N&T Sydor Pecora Megela

NOM Bbl Bbl 2] Bbl Bbl Bbl
ACC Bac Bac vas = Bac Bac Bac
GEN Bac Bac vas = Bac Bac Bac
DAT BaM BaM vam Bam Bam Bam
INS BaMu BaMu vaml BaMu BaMuM = BaMu
LOC Bac Bac vas = Bac Bac Bac
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Appendix 14: Personal Pronoun “They”

Magocsi Almasijetal. N&T  Sydor Pecora Megela
NOM  oHu OHU ONI  OHW, BHK OHM OHU
ACC nix X, HUX jix, n'i X X
GEN nix X, HUX JIX, nix X X
DAT nim M jIm, nim M M M
INS HUMa HUMa, MU nimi HMUMa  HWMa, MU HUMU, HUMA
LOC HUX HUX nix HUX HUX HUX
Appendix 15: Possessive adjective “My”
Magocsi Almasij et al. Sydor Pecora
NOM
SG MY/, MOSi, MOE My#, MOEro, MO€, Mos MOW, MOSi, MOE Mili, MOS, MOE
NOM
PL MOWi MOT MOT MOI
Myi1/MOrO, MO0, MO(€)ro, Moto,
ACC SG MOE€ MY#, MOFO, MOE, MOHO, Mo(é)ro MOrO, MO, MOFO
ACCPL MOWix/MOWi MOUX, MOT MOT MoT
GEN SG
Moro, MOémy, moéro, MO(&)i, Mo(&)ro, Mo€i/Moi,
MOTO, MOEi, MOTO MOon, MOro MOTO, MOT, MOTO
GEN PL MOWMIiX MOWX MOWMX MOiX
MO(&)My, MOtORA,
DAT SG MoMy, MOGI, MOMY = MOMY, MOEro, MO&my, MOLOM, MO(&)My MOMY, MOIi, MOMY
DAT PL MOWiM MOUM Monrma MOIM
MOWiM, MOMOB, MOWUM, MOWNOB,
INS SG MOWiM MOWM, MOEMY, MOUM, MO, MONM MOIM, MOEB, MOIM
INS PL MoWimMa Mouma(mun) Monrma MoiMa
MOOM, MOIOH,
MOIOM
MO(E)My, MOHORA, MOMY, MOIiR,
LOC SG MOIOM, MOIOM, MOEMY, MOIOW, MO(E)My MO(E)My

Megela

MyW, MOS, MOE

Mol

MOWOro, MO,
MOWOro

MOi/MONNX
MOMOro, Moo,
MOWoro
MOWKX

MOWOMY, MO,
MOWOMY

MOWUM

MOWWM, MOMOB,
MOWUM

MONUMM

MOWOMY, MO,
moliomy
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LOC PL MOWMIX

Appendix 16: Possessive adjective “Our”

Appendix 17: Demonstrative pronouns “This/These”

Magocsi

NOM
SG CUCb, CUCHA, cnce
NOM
PL cuci
CbOro/CcuUcChb, CUCHO,
ACC SG cuce
ACCPL cunx/cnci
GEN
SG CbOro, cemi, cboro
GEN PL cnux
DAT SG cbomy, Ctoi1, CboMy
DAT PL CroM

MOMX MOMNX MOiX
Megela
NOM SG Hall, Hala, HaLOoE
NOM PL Hawi
ACC SG Hall/Haloro, Hally, HaLloe
ACCPL Halli/HaLwbIX
GEN SG = Haworo, Haly, Haworo
GEN PL HalbIX
DAT SG  HalloMy, HaLlyl, HaloOMy
DAT PL HalbIM
INS SG  HalbIM, HaWOB, HALLbIM
INS PL HawbIMK (-a)
Almaisij et al. N&T Sydor Pecora
cecb, cs/cecs,
cece
ses’, ses'a, CuChb, csa/cncs,
CUCb, cecs, c1, sese nce/ce
cece, ce, ceci, ¢i ses'i cuci ceci
CEro, CUCb, Cecto, Cto, | ses’, ses'u, CEro, cucto, cecb/céro, cecto,
cece, ce, sese ce/cece cece
cux/ceci ses'i cuci ceci
céro, céi/cel,
céro, cél, céro, s'oyo, seji céro céro, céi/cei, céro
cux SIX cux cux
CEMy, CtoW, CéMy, s'omu, s'ij | cémy, ctoir, cémy  cémy, Cild, cémy
M sIm M UM

MOWMX

Megela

CUCb, Cecq, cece

ceci

CUCb/CbOTO CbOT
cece/cboro

ceci/cnx

CbOTO CbOI CbOTO
cnx
CbOMY CHOM CbOMY

cum
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INS SG

INS PL

LOC SG

LOC PL

Appendix 18: Demonstrative pronouns “That/Those”

NOM SG

NOM PL

ACC SG

ACCPL

GEN SG

GEN PL

DAT SG

DAT PL

INS SG

INS PL

LOC SG

LOC PL

Ccuwm, CnB, CMM

CnMa

CHOM, CHOM, CHOM

CéMy, Ctol, cémy

CUM, CEB, CUB, CUM, SIm, sew
cuma(mm) simI
CHOM, CéMy, Ctoi1, croM, | s'im, s‘'omu,
cémy, sij
cux SIX

cnx

Magocsi
TOT, TOTa, TOTO

TOTI

TUX/TOTI
TOro, TOWi, TOro
T™MX
TOMY, TYI, TOMY
VM
TUM, TOB, TUM
TMMa
VM, Ty, TYM

TNX

Almaiij et al.
TOT, TOTa, Ta, TOTO, TO

TOThI, Ti

ThbIX/TOTbI
TOro, TOI, TOro
TbIX
TOMY, TyW, TOMY
TbiM
TbIM, TOB, TbIM

TbiMa(MK)

TYM, TOMY, Tyi, Tym, TOMY  t'im, tomu, t'ij

TbIX

Appendix 19: Interrogative pronoun “Who"

Magocsi Almasij et al.

NOM Ttko KO
ACC «koro KOro
GEN «oro KOro
DAT «owmy KoMy
INS KUM KbIM

N&T

tot, tota, tot

toty

CUM, CbOB, CUM

cMma cnma/m

cnx cnx

Sydor
TOT, Ta, TOTa, TOTO

TOTI

toty TOTI
toyo, toji Toro, 701, Toro
trx ThbIX
tomu, t'j  Tomy, T61/TOB, TOMY
tym TbiM
tym, tow ThbIM, TOB, TbIM
tym1 TbiMa

tyx

N&T
xto
koyo
koyo
komu

kym

TOMY, TOW, TOMY

ThIX

Sydor Pecora Megela

Ko KO Ko
KOro = KOro = KOro
KOro = KOro = KOro
KOMY = KOMY = KOMY
KbIM | KbIM KMM

UM, CiiR, CUM

cémy, ciB, cémy

CUM CbOB CMM

cmm (-a)

CbOMY CHOM CbOMY

cnx

Megela
TOT, TOTa, TOTO

TOTbI

TOro/ToT, TOTY, TOTO TOrO, TOT, Ty, TOTY, TOTO, TO  tot, toty, tot  Toro/ToT, TOTY, TOTO TOrO/TOT, TOTY, TOTO/TOrO

TOTbI/TbIX
TOro, TOl, TOro
ThIX
TOMY, TYW, TOMY
TbIM
TbIM, TbIB, TbIM
ThIMU
TOMY, TyW, TOMY

TbIX
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LOC

KyM KyM

Appendix 20: Interrogative pronoun “What”

NOM

ACC

GEN

DAT

INS

LOC

Magocsi Almasij et al.

WwTo WwTo
WwTo WwTo
4yoro yoro
yomy yomy
Umm Umm
yym yym

Appendix 21: Interrogative pronoun “Whose”

NOM
SG

NOM

PL

ACC SG

ACCPL

GEN SG

GEN PL

DAT SG

DAT PL

INS SG

INS PL

LOC SG

LOC PL

Magocsi

yin, yig, Jie

yini

yiroro/uin, uito,
uie

Yinix/dini
yinoro, yini, uinoro
yinix

yinomy, yiron,
yiiomy

dinim

yiniMm, yinis, Yinim

yinima

yitoM, Uiton, yirom

yinix

Almasij et al.

UMW, YN, YME

uuni

UMEro, YN, UMIO, UME

y

ymix/umi
YMEro, Yni, YNEro

ymix

NEMY, UMION, UNEMyY

unim

YMNM, YNEB, YNUM

umima(mun)

UMIOM, YMEMY, UMIOW, YMIOM,

Unémy

ymix

komu/kim komy KkKomy = KoMy

N&T Sydor Pecora Megela
elo) WwTo = Wwro wTo
coyo WTo  WTO wTo
coyo 4yoro 4Oro  Yoro
domu  uyomy uOMy = YoMy
¢im YbiM | UMM unm
domu/cim YoMy YoMy = UOMYy
Sydor Pecora

UMW, Und, YNEe
UMW, UnS, UME

umi

Uiéro/umnii, umio,
yiée Yiéro, unto, Jie
umi

umix
UMEMY, UMION, umMémy, uuin,
Unémy Unémy
unim

UMbIM, YNNOB,
UMbIM UniM, YNEB, YNIM
ynmimm

UNEMY, UMION,
Unémy

UMEMY, UNEB,
Unémy

umix

Megela

UMW, YnS, YME

uumi

Unin/Jinioro, umo,
ume/umnnoro

Umi/unix
YMMNOro, YNINOI, UNIAOTO

umix

UnioMy, UMIOW, YoMy

unim

UMAUM, YNNOB, YNANM

YninmMm

UUioOMy, UMIOW, YNAOMY

UNAnNX
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Appendix 22: Reflexive pronoun

Magocsi Almasijetal. N&T Megela

ACC cebe cebe sebe/s'a cebe
GEN cebe cebe sebe/s'a cebe
DAT cobi cobi sobi/st  cobi
INS cobos cob60B sobow = cobos
LOC  cobi cobi sob'i cobi
Appendix 23: Declension of “One”
Almasij et al. Sydor Pecora Megela
NOM SG €/\EH, €AHA, €EAHO €/\EH, €AHA, EAHO €/lEH, €AAHA, EAHO €/\EH, €AAHA, EAHOE
NOM PL €AHI €AHI €AHI €AHI
ACC SG €fieH, EHOTO, EAHY, EAHO E€AEH, EAHY, EAHO/EAHOTO  E€AEH/OTO, EAHY, EAHO €/\EH, EAHY, EAHO
ACCPL €AHi, EAHbIX €AHI/€QHDBIX €AHbIX €AHbIX/EAHI

GEN SG  eaHOro, €AHOI, E4HOTO  €AHOTO, EAHOI, EAHOTO  €AHOrO, EAHOW, EAHOTO  E€AHOrO, EAHOI , EAHOIO
GEN PL €AHbIX €HbIX €/HbIX €AHbIX

DAT SG  €AHOMY, €E4HYW, EAHOMY = €AHOMY, EAHON, EAHOMY €AHOMY, EAHIN, EAHOMY EAHOMY, EAHYW, EAHOMY
DAT PL €/lHbIM €HbIM €A HbIM €HbIM

INS SG = €AHbIM, EAHOB, EAHBLIM  E€AHbIM, EAHOB, EAHBIM | €AHBIM, EAHOB, EAHbIM = EHbIM, EHOB, EAHbBIM
INS PL €HbIMA €HbIMA €AHbIMU
LOCSG  €aHyM, EAHYN, EAHYM  EAHOMY, EAHON, EAHOMY EAHOMY, EAHIN, EAHOMY E€AHOMY, EAHYN, EAHOMY

LOC PL €AHbIX €HbIX €/HbIX €AHbIX
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Appendix 24: Declension of “Two”

Almasij et al. Sydor Pecora Megela

NOM ABa ABa/ABi  ABa JBa/ABi

ACC  pBa/pBox JBOX | JBa/ABOX ABa/ABi/ABOX

GEN ABOX ABOX ABOX ABOX
DAT ABOM ABOM ABOM ABOM
INS ABOMa ABOMa JBOMa ABOMa
LOC ABOX ABOX ABOX ABOX

Appendix 25: Declension of “Three”

Almasij et al. Sydor Pecora Megela

NOM TN TpK oY TPY

ACC  Tpw, Tpéx  Tpéx Tpw, TPEX TPW, TPbOX

GEN TPEX TPEX TPEX TPbOX
DAT TPéMm TpéM  Tpém TPLOM
INS Tpéma Tpéma Tpéma TpbOMa
LOC TPéx TPéx TPéx TPbOX

Appendix 26: Declension of “Four”

Almasij et al. Sydor

Pecora Megela
NOM yeTbipu yoThbIpU YOTbIpK yeTbipyn
ACC yeTbipy, YeTbIPEX YOTbIPEX YOTbIPEX YeTbIpy, YeTbIPbOX
GEN YeTbIpéx YOTBIPEX YOTbIPK, YOTbIPEX YeTbIPbOX
DAT YeTbIpEM YOTbIPEM YOTbIPEM YeTbIpbOM
INS yeTblpbMa YoTbIpéma YyoTblpbMa yeTblpbOMa
LOC YeTbIpéx YOTbIPEX YOTbIPEX YeTbIPbOX
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Appendix 27: Declension of “Seven”

NOM
ACC
GEN
DAT
INS

LOC

Almasij et al. Sydor

cim

cim/cimox

CiMOX

cimom

cimoma

CiMOX

cim

ciMMOX

cimox

ciMom

cimoma

cimox

Pecora

cim

cim/cimox

cimox

cimom

ciMmoma

cimox

Appendix 28: Declension of hard masculine singular and plural adjectives

Magocsi Almasij et al.

NOM SG £,06pbIn -bIlA
NOM PL 206pi -i
ACC SG pobporo/pobpbin  -0ro, -bii
ACCPL  po6pbix/806pi -blX, -i
GEN SG faobporo -oro
GEN PL ,06pbIX -bIX
DAT SG fobpomy -omy
DAT PL A806pbIM -bIM
INS SG A806pbIM -bIM
INS PL 806pbIMU -bIMa, -bIMU
LOC SG 806pYM -yM, -OMy
LOC PL [06pbIX -bIX
VOC SG £806pbIv -bli

VOC PL J06pi

N&T
-¥j/-i

-ij

-omu
-¥m
-¥m
¥mI

-im, -omu

-¥X

Sydor
CTYyZEHbIN
CTyAeHi
CTYyAEHbIN
CTyAeHi
CTyfeHoro
CTyAeHbIX
cTyseHOMy
CTYAEHbIM
CTYAEHbIM
CTyA€eHbIMa
CTyAeHOMYy

CTyAeHbIX

Pecora
CTyAEHbIN
CTyAeHi
CTyAEHbIN
CTyAeHi
CTyZleHoro
CTyZeHbIX
CTyZileHOMY
CTyAeHbIM
CTyAeHbIM
CTYA€HbIMa
CTyA€HOMY

CTyAeHbIX

Megela
£06pbI
Lobpi
£06pbI
£06pi
npobporo
[06pbIX
fobpomy
A06pbIM
£8o6pbIM
806pbIMU
fobpomy
[06pbIX
£806pbIn

£06pi
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Appendix 29: Declension of hard feminine singular and plural adjectives

Magocsi Almasij et al. N&T  Sydor Pecora Megela
NOM SG po6pa -a, -a/-i cTypeHa CTyZeHa nobpa
NOMPL pobpi -i -iji CTYAEHi CTYAEHi £06pi
ACCSG pobpy -y -u | CcTyAeHa CTYAEHY L06py
ACCPL pobpi -bIX, -i -u CTYAEHi CTyAeHi  fobpi/nobpbix
GEN SG po6porii -of -0ji  CTyAeHoi  cTyAeHoil no6poi
GEN PL  p06pbix bIX -¥X | CTYAEeHbIX = CTyAeHbIX £06pbIx
DAT SG po6bpyin -y -ij,-i  cTypeHoW = cTyaeHiN £06pyn
DAT PL pf06pbim -bIM -¥M | CTyAEeHbIM = CTYAEHbIM L06pbIM
INSSG pobpos -0B -OW CTYAeHOB = CTyAeHOB no6pos

INS PL f06pbiMK | -bIMa, -bIMW | -¥MI CTyAeHbIMa CTyAeHbIMa  JO6pbIMK

LOCSG pobpyin -y -ij,-i  cTypeHoW = cTyaeHiN £06pyn
LOCPL pobpbix -bIX -¥X | CTYAEHbIX = CTyAeHbIX £06pbIX
VOCSG so6bpa -a nobpa
VOCPL pob6pi -i £06pi
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Appendix 30: Declension of hard feminine singular and plural adjectives

Magocsi Almasij et al.

NOM SG p06poe
NOMPL pobpi

ACCSG pobpoe
ACCPL pobpi

GEN SG pobporo
GEN PL  f06pbix
DAT SG pgo6pomy

DAT PL po6pbim

INS SG  z06pbiM

INSPL p06pbiMu
LOC SG z06pym
LOCPL pob6pbix
VOC SG pobpoe

VOCPL pobpi

-0€

-0€

-bIX, -i

-oro

-bIX

-oMy

-bIM

-bIM

-bIMa, -bIMWA

-yM, -OMy

-bIX

-0€

N&T
-oje
-i,-iji
-oje
-u
-oyo
-¥X

-omu

-¥mil

Sydor Pecora
CTYJEHOE = CTYAEHOE
CTYZAEHiI CTYAEHi
CTYJEHOE = CTYAEHOE
CTYZAEHiI CTYAEHi
CTYZ,eHOro  CTYAEHOro
CTYyAeHbIX = CTYAEHbIX
CTyZAeHOMY CTYAEHOMY

CTyA€HbIM | CTyA€HbIM

CTyA€HbIM | CTyAEHbIM

CTyAeHbIMa CTyAeHbIMa

Megela
£06poe
£06pi
£06poe
£06pi
fobporo
£06pbIx
Jobpomy

L06pbIM

L06pbIM

406pbIMK

-im, -omu  CTyAeHOMYy CTyAeHOMY Aobpomy

-¥X

CTYAEHbIX = CTyAEeHbIX

B06pbIX
B[o6poe

£o6pi
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Appendix 31: Declension of masculine singular and plural proper adjectives

NOM SG

NOM PL

ACC SG

ACCPL

GEN SG

GEN PL

DAT SG

DAT PL

INS SG

INS PL

LOC SG

LOCPL

Sydor
HAHbKIB
HAHBKOBbI
HAHBbKOBOTO
HAHBbKOBBbIX
HAHBbKOBOTO

HAHLKOBBIN

HAHbKOBOMY

HAHBbKOBBIM
HAHBbKOBBIM

HAHbKOBbIMA

Pecora

HAHBLKIB

HAHbKOBbI

HAHBLKIB

HAHbKOBbI

HAHbKOBOTO

HAHbKOBbIV

HAHbKOBOMY

HAHbKOBbIM

HAHbKOBbIM

HAHbKOBbIMa

HAHbKOBOMY HAHBKOBOMY/BIM

HAHBbKOBbIX

HAHbKOBbIX
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Appendix 32: Declension of feminine singular and plural proper adjectives

Sydor Pecora

NOM SG HsHbkOBa HAHbKOBA
NOM PL HsHbKOBBI HAHbKOBbI
ACCSG  HsAHbKOBY HAHbKOBY
ACCPL HSAHbKOBbIX = HSAHBbKOBbI
GEN SG  HAHbKOBOI = HAHbLKOBOT
GEN PL  HAHbKOBbI = HSIHBKOBBIN
DAT SG  HAHbKOBOW = HAHbLKOBIB
DAT PL  HSHbKOBbIM = HSIHBKOBbIM
INS SG  HAHbLKOBOB = HSAAHbKOBOB
INS PL HAHbKOBbIMA HSAAHbKOBbIMA
LOC SG HAHBLKOBOM = HAHbLKOBIN

LOCPL HAHBbKOBbLIX HAHbKOBbIX
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Appendix 33: Declension of feminine singular and plural proper adjectives

Sydor Pecora

NOM SG HAHbKOBOE = HSHBKOBOE
NOM PL HsHbKOBBI HAHbKOBbI

ACC SG HAHbKOBOE = HAHBbKOBOE
ACCPL HSAHbKOBbIX = HAHBbKOBbI

GEN SG HAHbKOBOrO HSIHbKOBOrO
GEN PL  HAHbKOBbIA = HSIHBKOBBIN
DAT SG HSHbKOBOMY HSIHBKOBOMY
DAT PL  HAHbKOBbIM = HAHbKOBbIM
INS SG  HAHbKOBbLIM = HAHBKOBbLIM
INS PL HAHbKOBbIMA HSAAHbKOBbLIMA
LOC SG HAHbKOBOMY  HSHbKOBOMY

LOCPL HAHBbKOBbLIX HAHbKOBbIX

Appendix 34: Present Tense conjugation, First conjugation

Almasij et al. N&T Sydor

1SG -y, -to -u KU/ XKUBY
2SG -ew -es XMEL

3SG -e -e XKUNE

1PL -eme -eme Xneme
2PL -ete -ete XUETE

3PL -yT -ut  XKUIOTb/>KMBYTb
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Appendix 35: Present Tense conjugation, Second conjugation

Magocsi Almasij et al.

1SG rosopro
2SG rosopuL
3SG rosopuTb
1PL roBopwume
2PL roBsopute

3PL rosopaTtb

N&T Sydor Megela

-y, -to -ju | cokouy | pobato
-1 -1I$ | cokoTUW  pobuLl
-uT -It | COKOTWUTb PO6UTHL
-nme -Ime COKOTUMe pobume
-ute -Iite  cokoTMTe pobute
-aT, -aTb -'at | cokoTaTb pobaATh

Appendix 36: Present Tense conjugation, Third conjugation

1SG

2SG

3SG

1PL

2PL

3PL

Almasij et al.
-0, -(B)y

-

-EMe, -eTe
-€Te, -eTe

-toT, -(B)yT

Appendix 37: Present Tense conjugation, Fourth conjugation

N&T
1SG  -m
2SG -8
3G -s'c
1PL  -me
2PL  -ste

3PL -d'at/dut

N&T
-ju
-§
-t

-jeme

-jete

-jut
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Appendix 38: Perfect Tense endings

1SG

2SG

3SG

1PL

2PL

3PL

Almasij et al.
€M, -M

€Cb, -Cb

CbmMme

CcbTe

Appendix 39: Future “to be”

N&T Sydor
-(m -)m
-(D)s’ -(n)ce
-()sme -(n)cbme
-(r)ste -(n)cbTe
(cyTs)

Magocsi Almasijetal. N&T Sydor Megela

1SG  6yay
2SG 6ygew
3SG 6yge
1PL 6yaeme
2PL OGygete

3PL 6yaytb

Appendix 40: Conditional clitics

1SG

2SG

3SG

1PL

2PL

3PL

Magocsi
6bIX
6bICb
Bl
Bbicbme
BeicbTe

Bbi

6yay budu  6ysy  Gyay
6yaeL bude$ 6yasew 6ygeLw
6yaeL bude  6yge 6yze
byseme  budeme byzeme 6yaseme
byaete budete 6ynete 6yzete

6yayT budut' 6yayte 6yayTb

Almaisij et al.
6bIX
6bl-Cb
6bl
6bl CbMe
6bl CbTe

6bl

CbmMme

CcbTe

N&T
-bym
-b1s/byjs
-by
-bisme/byjsme
-biste/byjste

-b¥
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Appendix 41: Declension of participles

ADV PTCP Sydor

PRS -aun/-aun/-yun/-a

PST -aBLUW/-UBLIW/-iBLIW/eBLIW/-YBLUW/-LUW/-BLUN
ADJ PTCP Sydor

PRF -ThIN

IPFV -BaHbIl

PRS AC  -aublii/-A4bliA/-yublil/-t0uUblA/-aLLblin/-ALLbIA/-YLLbIA/-FOLLbI

PST AC -NbI/-aBLUbIN/-iBLUbIN/-NBLUbIA/-bIBLUbIA/-LbINA
PRS PASS -aMbli/-AMbIA/-UMbIA/-eMbIN/-EMbI
PST PASS -HbI/-(B)WbIACA/-TbI

Megela
impf: -yum (-toun), - aum (-aum)

-wn, -BWN

Megela

-ay- (-a4-), -y4- (-tou-)

-N-/-iBW-, -BLL-, -bIBLL-, -aBLLU-, -Ll-

-H-, - eH-, -T-
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